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STUDIES IN LOGIC, GRAMMAR AND RHETORIC 16 (29) 2009

Marcin Koszowy
University of Biatystok

PREFACE:
THE VARIETY OF RESEARCH PERSPECTIVES
IN THE STUDY OF ARGUMENTATION

For the past four decades the study of argumentation has flourished.
Informal logic and argumentation theory have developed into two major —
albeit not rigorously demarkable — internationally well-known and strongly
institutionalized disciplines. They both consist of a great variety of research
ideas, approaches, conceptual frameworks, and methods which allow to in-
quire into the complicated phenomenon of argumentation. Yet, the argu-
mentative discourse constitutes a key subject of inquiry not only for these
two disciplines which ex definitione aim at analyzing and evaluating argu-
ments, but also for those branches of scientific research which deal with
various forms of language and reasoning. At least four of them should
here be listed:

e formal logic — as formal methods are applied in analyzing everyday
arguments. The current research directions reveal that “standardized forms
of argument that represent common species of arguments encountered in
everyday conversational argumentation need to have a precise, partly for-
mal structure” (Walton 2008, p. xiii). Thus, formal-logical approaches to
argumentation are necessary for presenting the structure of argumenta-
tion, despite of their obvious limitations on grasping all features of na-
tural language in which everyday argumentation is usually expressed, and
of commonsense reasoning which is performed in any argumentative dis-
course;

e semiotics (understood here as a general theory of language) — as ana-
lyses of linguistic utterances or speech acts constitute a basic point of de-
parture for any evaluation of arguments;

e methodology of science — as methodological rules of scientific re-
asoning, questioning and defining are applied in analyzing and evaluating
arguments;
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e informatics — as software tools are used, among other applications,
for: (a) providing computational models for argument diagramming, and
(b) identifying formal and informal fallacies in reasoning, what is parti-
cularly important for artificial intelligence research (see e.g. Walton 2008,
Rahwan and Simari, eds., 2009). One of the reasons for developing intensive
research which involve argumentation theory and artificial intelligence is the
fact that computation is a major category in understanding reasoning (see
e.g. van Benthem 2009, p. vii).!

The list of disciplines indicated above shows that there exist many kinds
of legitimate tools in the study of argumentation. Moreover, international
conferences on argumentation,? a great number of articles published in spe-
cialized journals (Informal Logic and Argumentation are especially signifi-
cant), and activities of many research groups reveal that one of the crucial
tendencies in the study of argumentation is to build bridges between di-
stinct research perspectives and traditions.? This special issue of Studies in
Logic, Grammar and Rhetoric is to be a clear exposition of this research
tendency. The articles included in this volume support the thesis that va-
rious approaches in the study of argumentation, despite of differences in
methods of inquiry, try to realize a common research goal: elaborating tools,
in particular (1) language and (2) methods, for analyzing and evaluating
common-sense reasoning performed in an argumentative discourse.4

Thus, in accordance with this thesis the volume is to complete two tasks:

e to sketch a map of contemporary research directions in the study
of argumentation. For this purpose the issue focuses on prominent ap-
proaches to argumentation developed in such domains of inquiry as the
informal logic movement, the pragma-dialectical theory of argumentation,
formal logic, and methodology of science (the latter includes also the
logico-methodological tradition of the Lvov-Warsaw School which contri-

L This idea is associated with Leibniz’s famous call “Calculemus” which was inspiring
for the raise and development of informatics and which is today carried on with the
help of some tools of informatics (see e.g. the domain “Calculemus” hosted by Witold
Marciszewski; http://www.calculemus.org).

2 The most important conferences are organized or sponsored by the International
Society for the Study of Argumentation (ISSA), the Ontario Society for the Study of
Argumentation (OSSA), and the Association for Informal Logic and Critical Thinking
(AILACT).

3 See e.g. the Proceedings of the 6th Conference of the International Society of the
Study of Argumentation (van Eemeren, Blair, Willard & Garssen, eds., 2007, p. XV).

4 We should note that not only the study of commonsense reasoning, but also the
inquiry into the structure and persuasive power of some other crucial cognitive procedures
— such as questioning and defining — is significant in informal logic and argumentation
theory.
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Preface: The Variety of Research Perspectives in the Study of Argumentation

buted to the success of logical studies in Poland; see e.g. Wolenski 1989,
Coniglione, Poli and Wolenski, eds., 1993, Jadacki 2003);

e to introduce those formal logicians and methodologists of science who
are not familiar with this field of inquiry to major research problems of
informal logic and argumentation theory.5

The articles of the volume are organized in five sections. The first sec-
tion contains papers discussing main theses representative for the two ma-
jor research traditions. They are presented in the articles written by Ralph
H. Johnson and J. Anthony Blair — the co-founders of the informal lo-
gic movement, and by Frans H. van Eemeren — the co-founder (with Rob
Grootendorst; 1944-2000) of the pragma-dialectical theory of argumentation
developed at the University of Amsterdam. These articles give an overview
of some distinctive features of informal logic and argumentation theory.

Ralph H. Johnson in his reflections on the Informal Logic Initiative (ILI)
explains the circumstances which gave grounds for the raise of the informal
logic movement in Canada and in the USA. Informal logic is contrasted
with the paradigm of good argumentation based on what Johnson calls
formal deductive logic (FDL). Some similarities and differences between the
tradition of research and teaching informal logic in Canada and in the USA
and the Polish tradition of logical culture are briefly taken into account.
This subject is also presented in the appendix (included in this article)
‘The Logical Culture in Poland’ written by Marcin Koszowy.

The problem of what is the scope of applications of informal logic (as
compared to applications of formal logic) is further investigated by J. An-
thony Blair, who discusses the relationship between informal logic and lo-
gic. Three major areas of research (treated here as possible alternatives for
formal logic) are distinguished: the theory of informal fallacies; the concep-
tion of the acceptability of premises, and of relevance and sufficiency of the
premise-conclusion link; the argument scheme theory. Although informal lo-
gic originated with a rejection of the view of formal logic as a discipline which
is fully capable of analyzing and evaluating all kinds of everyday arguments

5 This project is in accord with initiatives aiming at popularization of informal logic
and argumentation theory among Polish researchers and at integration of Polish scholars
working in these fields. Among such initiatives I should mention the project ArgDiaP
(http: //argumentacja.pdg.pl/) which aims at organizing a series of conferences devoted
to the major problems concerning rational and effective persuasion. Among other recent
events there are two conferences: Argumentacja: racjonalna zmiana przekonan (Argumen-
tation: the rational change of beliefs) organized by the University of Silesia in Katowice
(April 1-3, 2009, Ustron, Poland) and Rhetoric of criticism in academic discourse. Di-
sputes, polemics, controversies (April 22-24, 2009, University of Warsaw) organized by
the Polish Rhetoric Society.
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and commonsense reasoning, applications of argument schemes in computer
systems reveal that both disciplines are jointly treated as legitimate research
tools in informatics. The difference between informal and formal logic is in-
dicated by presenting a specific subject-matter of informal logic: the class
of defeasible arguments (i.e. arguments which are rationally compelling, but
not deductively valid and which may be defeated by the implicit knowledge
determined by the context in which a given argument is formed).

Both papers sketch the picture of informal logic as an autonomous
multi-thematic research discipline, which — in spite of its close relation to
formal logic — has an independent research subject (i.e. argumentation and
commonsense reasoning in everyday communication), goals and methods.
Thus, the question of whether informal logic is in fact logic receives a posi-
tive answer which is supported by an overview of current research directions
in informal logic.

Frans H. van Eemeren presents the origins and current research direc-
tions in the pragma-dialectical theory of argumentation. This theory is to
realize jointly two basic goals: the descriptive goal i.e. it is to characterize
the use of speech acts in an argumentative discourse, and the normative
goal, i.e. it is to give rules for evaluating various kinds of arguments. The
author sketches a map of research areas which are crucial for the pragma-dia-
lectical perspective. Among them he lists the conception of argumentation
and the study of the fallacies (started with the criticism of the Standard
Treatment of the Fallacies developed by Charles Leonard Hamblin in his
classical monograph Fallacies, 1970). Van Eemeren offers a survey of one of
the crucial problems known from the very beginnings of logic and rhetoric
which may be expressed by the question: how to reconcile the pursuit of suc-
cess of argumentation aimed at persuasion (which is the distinctive goal of
rhetoric) with the maintenance of reasonableness (characteristic for dialec-
tics)? The answer to this question is given within the program of strategic
manoeuvring, developed by van Eemeren together with Peter Houtlosser
(1956-2008). Within this program, argumentative fallacies are identified as
derailments of strategic manoeuvring.

The next section contains articles which explore formal tools in the
study of argumentation. Kamila Debowska, Pawel Y.ozifiski and Chris Reed
analyze the relationship between commonsense reasoning performed in
everyday argumentation and formal models which represent it. The que-
stion of particular importance for the research focusing on applications of
formal tools in the study of argumentation is that of how to bridge gaps
between various perspectives in the research on argumentation. The authors
answer this question by discussing the criteria of analyzing and evaluating
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arguments within the major research paradigms, e.g. informal logic and
pragma-dialectics. The range of applications of software tools (Araucaria,
Arguing Agents Competition, Argument Interchange Format) used either
in argument representation or in automated argumentation strategies is
discussed.

David Hitchcock elaborates the concept of non-logical consequence
which is to capture some basic features of commonsense reasoning. The
explication of the concept of formal consequence elaborated by Alfred Tar-
ski in his classical paper ‘On the Concept of Following Logically’ is helpful
for making further considerations.

Katarzyna Budzynska and Magdalena Kacprzak offer a set of formal
methods for analyzing and modelling the process of persuasion. The paper
constitutes an attempt to give an answer to the question of what scope
and limits the applications of formal-logical tools have in analyzing the
linguistic utterances designed for an effective persuasion process (convincing
the other side).

Dale Jacquette argues for the view called deductivism which may be
accepted either by formal or by informal logicians. According to the de-
ductivist thesis, “good reasoning in logic is minimally a matter of deducti-
vely valid inference”. This thesis may be expressed as follows: formal logic
is a reliable tool to detect any rhetorical fallacy.® So, deductivism may be
explained as a doctrine claiming that every argumentative fallacy may be
adequately analyzed by means of formal deductive logic. The consequence
of accepting the deductivist thesis is the claim that all fallacies of reason-
ing, including the so-called informal or rhetorical fallacies, are deductively
invalid inferences. The deductivist thesis is supported by the analysis of
fourteen kinds of rhetorical fallacies. The classification of those fallacies is
also proposed.

The case study of arguments analysis done by means of formal (cyclic)
proofs is developed by Mary Dzisko and Andrew Schumann, the represen-
tatives of the Belarussian school of logic. The authors analyze the argumen-
tation which was used to support the decision to exclude Boris Pasternak
from the Associaction of the Writers of the USSR. In this argumentation
there were no opponents, as each speaker was in fact a proponent of exclu-
sion. The application of cyclic proofs in argument analysis helps to develop
graphical tools to present the structure of argumentation.

6 This re-formulation of the deductivist thesis was made by Witold Marciszewski in
his comment on deductivism (see this issue).
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The next two articles constitute a section devoted to the role of defi-
nitions in argumentation, and, correspondingly, to the role of the theory
of definitions in the study of argumentation. Robert Kublikowski gives
an answer to the question of what role do definitions play within the
structure of argumentation. The answer is given by distinguishing three
kinds of relations between a definition and the process of argumentation:
(a) argumentation about definition, (b) argumentation from definition and
(c) argumentation by definition. Whereas Kublikowski’s paper sketches
a map of main problems concerning argumentation and defining, the ar-
ticle co-authored by Douglas Walton and Fabrizio Macagno is an attempt
at elaborating tools to deal with one of the major research problems pre-
sent either in argumentation theory or in computing, i.e. the problem of
how to deal accurately with polysemy and ambiguity of natural language
in a discourse. The overall aim of this article is to contribute to build-
ing an account of definitions which would allow us to solve this problem.
Thus, the pragmatic interpretation of the notion of essential definition is
proposed.

The next section is devoted to the model of argumentation developed
by Stephen E. Toulmin in his influential book The Uses of Argument (1958).
Tomasz Zarebski considers the relation between this model and the Toul-
min’s views on methods of scientific research. It is claimed that Toulmin’s
model of argument may be helpful in explicating scientific discovery and
scientific arguments. Lilian Bermejo-Luque contrasts the deductivist model
of argument goodness (based on the claim that a ‘good’ argument is the
one which is deductively valid) with Toulmin’s views on argumentation.
The detailed discussion leads her to formulate a new interpretation of the
Toulmin’s model of argument.

Applications of argumentation theory in legal and moral argumenta-
tion are discussed in two articles constituting the last section of the volume.
Eveline T. Feteris and Harm Kloosterhuis explore systematically the rela-
tion between argumentation theory and legal theory in order to analyze
and evaluate legal arguments adequately. Yadviga Yaskievich undertakes
some issues concerning bioethical argumentation. She discusses some legal
problems connected with answering key questions in bioethics on the exam-
ple of the argumentative procedures elaborated by the National Bioethical
Committee in the Republic of Belarus.

The volume concludes with Witold Marciszewski’s comment on Dale
Jacquette’s paper ‘Deductivism in Formal and Informal Logic’ included in
this volume. Marciszewski focuses on a particular issue, namely the con-
cept of deductive validity of reasoning. In the comment it is shown how

12
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formal-logical criteria of identifying rhetorical fallacies depend on the ac-
cepted conception of deductive validity.
*
* *

The present volume — once its tasks indicated above are taken into
account — is the first editorial event of this kind in the Polish logical li-
terature. If these tasks are at least partially achieved, one step towards
popularizing informal logic and argumentation theory should be made. For
the volume is to show that informal logic should not be contrasted with
formal logic, as many representatives of formal logic might think, but that
these two branches of research taken together give a comprehensive picture
of everyday argumentation. To make this point more explicit: on the one
side there is formal logic with its language and methods helpful in explor-
ing the structure of argumentation, and on the other — there are informal
logic and argumentation theory which enable researchers to explore crucial
features of “real” arguments containing (a) notoriously ambiguous, vague
and fuzzy terms (which meaning depends on the context of everyday com-
munication), (b) unexpressed premises, and many other hidden elements.
Thus, a comprehensive analysis and evaluation of commonsense reasoning
is only possible when those two perspectives are jointly taken into account.

I owe special gratitude to Prof. Ralph H. Johnson for his discussion of
many important issues concerning distinctive features of informal logic, in
particular its subject, goals and methods. I would also like to thank Prof. Ka-
zimierz Trzesicki, Prof. Agnieszka Lekka-Kowalik, Prof. Witold Marciszew-
ski, Dr Dariusz Surowik, Dr Robert Kublikowski, Mgr inz. Rafal Lizut,
Dr Katarzyna Budzynska and Dr Magdalena Kacprzak for their suggestions
concerning the structure of this issue. Many of their comments were of par-
ticular importance in giving the volume its final shape. I am also grateful to
my colleagues from the Department of Logic, Informatics and Philosophy of
Science of the University of Bialystok for fruitful discussions. And especially
I would like to thank all the contributors for their enthusiastic participation
in this editorial project.

References

Benthem, J. van (2009), ‘Foreword’, in I. Rahwan & G. R. Simari, eds.,
Argumentation in Artificial Intelligence, Springer, Dordrecht — Heidel-
berg — London — New York, pp. vii—viii.

13



Marcin Koszowy

Coniglione, F., Poli, R. & Wolenski, J., eds. (1993), Polish Scientific Philo-
sophy. The Lvov-Warsaw School, Rodopi, Amsterdam.

Eemeren, F. H. van, Blair, J. A., Willard, C. A. & Garssen, B., eds. (2007),
Proceedings of the Sixth Conference of the International Society for
the Study of Argumentation (ISSA), Sic Sat — International Center for
the Study of Argumentation, Amsterdam.

Eemeren, F. H. van, Grootendorst, R. & Snoeck Henkemans, F. (2002), Ar-
gumentation: Analysis, Evaluation, Presentation, Lawrence Erlbaum
Associates, Mahwah, NJ — London.

Hamblin, C. L. (1970), Fallacies, Methuen, London, reprinted: Vale Press,
Newport News, VA.

Jadacki, J. J. (2003), From the Viewpoint of the Lvov-Warsaw School, Ro-
dopi, Amsterdam — New York.

Rahwan, I. & Simari, G. R., eds. (2009), Argumentation in Artificial Intel-
ligence, Springer, Dordrecht — Heidelberg — London — New York.

Toulmin, S. E. (1958), The Uses of Argument, Cambridge University Press,
Cambridge.

Walton, D. N. (2008), Informal Logic. A Pragmatic Approach, 2 ed., Cam-
bridge University Press, Cambridge.

Wolenski, J. (1989), Logic and Philosophy in the Lvov- Warsaw School, Klu-
wer Academic Publishers, Dordrecht.

Marcin Koszowy

Chair of Logic, Informatics and Philosophy of Science
University of Biatystok

ul. Sosnowa 64, 15-887 Bialystok, Poland
koszowy@uwb.edu.pl

14



THE ORIGINS OF INFORMAL LOGIC
AND PRAGMA-DIALECTICS






STUDIES IN LOGIC, GRAMMAR AND RHETORIC 16 (29) 2009
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SOME REFLECTIONS
ON THE INFORMAL LOGIC INITIATIVE:!

Abstract: In this paper, I undertake to present clearly just what informal logic
(“logika nieformalna”) is and how it relates to formal logic, and to logic as such.
To do that, I start by explaining how the Informal Logic Initiative (ILI) began
in North America in the 70s. That will lead to a discussion of what is meant
by “informal logic” and how it stands related to cognates such as formal logic,
critical thinking, and argumentation. In Section 3, I discuss what I take to be
basic theses about argumentation that have emerged from the informal logic
perspective. In Section 4, I discuss some achievements of informal logic, and
in Section 5, I discuss several interesting recent developments and in Section 6,
I discuss the possible future developments. I conclude with some remarks on
the importance of the Informal Logic Initiative in Section 7.

Keywords: informal logic, formal logic, logic, argument, argumentation theory,
critical thinking, pragmatics, deductivism.

1. Introduction

In this paper, I want to undertake to present clearly just what infor-
mal logic (“logika nieformalna”) is and how it relates to formal logic, and
to logic as such. To do that, I start by explaining how the Informal Logic
Initiative (ILI) began in North America in the 70s.2 That will lead to a dis-
cussion of what is meant by “informal logic” and how it stands related to

1 This paper is based, in part, on a presentation to the Humanities Research Group
at the University of Windsor in March, 2006. I have also made use of part of my paper
“Making Sense of ‘Informal Logic”” published in Informal Logic in 2006 (26, p. 3), and also
my book, Manifest Rationality (2000). I am grateful to Marcin Koszowy for discussion of
many of the issues and for explaining the Polish context. I am also grateful to Michael
Baumtrog (the Bommer) for his help in preparing this paper for submission.

2 In this paper, I will be discussing developments in North America. From exchanges
with Marcin Koszowy, I have learned that the situation as regards the logical culture
in Poland is different in certain respects (see Appendix A) from that in North America.
Given Poland’s illustrious place in the history of logic (Kneale & Kneale, The Development
of Logic (1962), and McCall, Polish Logic (1967)), it is not surprising that informal logic
has been somewhat slower to emerge there.
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cognates such as formal logic, critical thinking, and argumentation. Then in
Section 3, I discuss what I take to be basic theses about argumentation that
have emerged from the informal logic perspective. In Section 4, I discuss
some achievements of informal logic, and in Section 5, I discuss several inte-
resting recent developments and in Section 6, I discuss the future. I conclude
with some remarks on the importance of the Informal Logic Initiative.

2. Origins of the Informal Logic Initiative

When I was hired in 1966 to help update logic instruction at the Uni-
versity of Windsor (Ontario, Canada), I found students being introduced to
what was called symbolic logic (or mathematical logic), which is a species of
formal deductive logic (FDL).3 For the first couple of years that I taught the
course, I used Copi’s Symbolic Logic, a text that traffics in largely artificial
arguments, like the following;:

If Argentina joins the alliance then either Brazil or Chile will boycott it. If Bra-
zil boycotts the alliance, then Chile will boycott it also. Therefore if Argentina
joins the alliance, then Chile will also.

None (or very few) in the real world argue in this mannerly fashion. So
it does not acquaint students with the types of argument they will en-
counter outside the logic classroom. Its transfer value is marginal. A second
limitation of FDL is as a tool for evaluating real arguments. In the Copi
approach, students are taught various techniques for determining whether
or not an argument is valid. “Valid” here means that the conclusion of the
argument follows necessarily from the premises. The classic example of such
an argument is “All men are mortal, Socrates is a man; therefore, Socrates
is mortal.” It turns out that whether an argument is valid is a function
of its logical form. In the tradition of FDL, a good argument is a sound
argument; and a sound argument is defined as one that has true premises
and instantiates a valid logical form. I will shortly argue, that this position
makes FDL ill-quipped to handle real arguments.

My experience in teaching that course was that student response to this
approach was one of polite toleration, and for some mystification: they found
it hard to connect with this approach. They said things like: “How does this

3 T introduced the abbreviation FDL — formal deductive logic — in my (1987). For
a critique of my views, see Woods (2004).
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apply to the arguments I have to deal with outside of the logic classroom?”
I reported this fact to the Head of the Department, Peter Wilkinson, who
said to me: “Then why don’t you design a better course?” I resolved to do so.
Just about that time, a representative from the McGraw-Hill Book Com-
pany put a sample copy of Howard Kahane’s text — Logic and Contemporary
Rhetoric — into my hands. I remember reading the following statement in
his Preface:

Today’s students demand a marriage of theory and practice. That is why so
many of them judge introductory courses on logic, fallacy, and even rhetoric
not relevant to their interests.

In class a few years back, while I was going over the (to me) fascinating in-
tricacies of the predicate logic quantifier rules, a student asked in disgust how
anything he’d learned all semester long had any bearing whatever on President
Johnson’s decision to escalate again in Vietnam. I mumbled something about
bad logic on Johnson’s part, and then stated that Introduction to Logic was
not that kind of course. His reply was to ask what courses did take up such
matters, and I had to admit that so far as I knew none did.

He wanted what most students today want, a course relevant to everyday
reasoning, a course relevant to the arguments they hear and read about race,
pollution, poverty, sex, atomic warfare, the population explosion, and all the
other problems faced by the human race in the second half of the twentieth
century (1971, p. vii).

Kahane’s words reflected my own experience, so I decided to develop a new
course (which I called “Applied Logic”) that would teach students argument
analysis using Kahane’s text which featured the fallacy approach. In his text,
he had attempted to breathe life into that longstanding tradition that goes
back to Aristotle which, according to Hamblin (1970) had become (to use
his terms) “worn out, threadbare and dogmatic.”4

I taught the course for the first time in 1970-71, and found that it was
well-received by the students. The next year my colleague, J. Anthony Blair,
and I each taught sections, and we continued in that way throughout the
early 70s, comparing notes on how the course was developing, discussing
problems in the teaching, preparing supplementary material, exercises, and
tests. We gradually became unhappy with Kahane’s text, for two reasons.
First, it was an American text, and our students were sensitive to this mat-
ter. One student said: “Why should we be expected to critique arguments

4 Hamblin’s assessment is not altogether accurate. See my “Hamblin on the Standard
Treatment” in (1996).
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about Wally Hickel and others? Don’t our own Canadian politicians make
arguments that could be featured on issues that concern us?” This was at
the time when there was growing sensitivity to American influence in Ca-
nada.> We thought that our students’ complaints were legitimate and that
there was a genuine need for a “Canadian” text. Second, we were not sa-
tisfied by what seemed to us Kahane’s sometimes loose treatment of some
of the fallacies. For example, his description of the begging the question as
“failure to support the very question at issue” (1971, p. 44) could equally
describe either irrelevant reason or hasty conclusion. We thought the presen-
tation of the fallacies needed to be improved, and we set about doing that
by providing conditions for the occurrence of each fallacy. We also stressed
the point that when a charge of fallacy is made, it must be supported by
an argument. From the beginning, Blair and I insisted that the fallacy ap-
proach not be treated like a game of “pin the tail on the donkey” or spot
the fallacy.

Blair and I set about the task of developing our own text. We used
drafts in our classes, which helped us to discover where there were prob-
lems, we then made modifications, and finally submitted a manuscript to
McGraw-Hill Ryerson, who, after an initial delay, accepted it for publica-
tion. By the time it appeared in 1977, we had become aware of a number of
similar texts that were also appearing. Among them were: Stephen Thomas,
Practical Reasoning in Natural Language (1973); Michael Scriven, Reasoning
(1976); Ronald Munson, The Way of Words: An Informal Logic (1977). Tt
seemed to us that a Geist of some sort was manifesting and decided that
to host a conference that would bring together people who had an interest
in this newly emerging development. In June 1978, we hosted the First In-
ternational Symposium on Informal Logic, with papers by Michael Scriven,
John Woods, Douglas Walton, and others (see Blair & Johnson 1980). That
conference confirmed our belief that we were onto something and that we
were not alone; we had allies. The conference also gave birth to the Informal
Logic Newsletter first published in 1979 which in 1984 became the journal,
Informal Logic, with the support of the University of Windsor. We conti-
nue to co-edit the journal, now sharing editorship with our colleagues, Hans
V. Hansen and Christopher Tindale.6

5 “Living next to you,” Trudeau told an American audience in a speech to the Na-
tional Press Club in 1969, “is like sleeping with an elephant; no matter how friendly and
even-tempered is the beast, one is affected by every twitch and grunt.”

6 In 2008, Informal Logic became an open access online publication. URL: www.infor-
mallogic.ca.
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Informal logic and critical thinking. The next important development
in our initiative took place in 1981 when we made contact with the cri-
tical thinking movement. Michael Scriven had put Blair in touch with Ri-
chard Paul who was hosting a conference on critical thinking in May 1981
at Sonoma State University which we both attended. There we found that
we had like mind-minded colleagues in universities across North America
and in other areas — e.g., in education, in psychology. From then through
the mid-90s, the annual Sonoma conference served as a gathering place for
the exchange and development of ideas about critical thinking and informal
logic at both the theoretical and pedagogical levels. Our second conference
on informal logic at the University of Windsor in 1983 gave birth to the
Association for Informal Logic and Critical Thinking (AILACT) which con-
tinues to this day to promote interest in informal logic by sponsoring yearly
conferences and by its recently initiated essay prize competition.

An important question brought about by the alliance between these two
initiatives is the conceptual one of the relationship between informal logic
and critical thinking. Let me here set forth my view of that relationship.
Critical thinking is, in the first instance, a kind of activity, or mental prac-
tice, whereas informal logic is a kind of inquiry or theory. Critical thinking
thus also designates an educational ideal that emerged with great force in
the 80s in North America as part of an ongoing critique of education as
regards the thinking skills not being taught (Siegel 1988). The precise de-
finition of “critical thinking” remains a matter of dispute (Johnson 1992,
Johnson 2008) but most would agree that in order to think critically, a per-
son must be able to process arguments, because one has to grapple with
reasons for and reasons against. That is where the connection to informal
logic occurs. But critical thinking requires additional abilities not supplied
by informal logic: the ability to obtain and assess information, to clarify
meaning. Many believe that in addition to certain skills, critical thinking
requires certain dispositions (Ennis 1987) — like the disposition to seek the
truth, or being open-minded. Most will also acknowledge that it is not po-
ssible to think critically without knowledge and information — and these
needs cannot be supplied by logic of any sort. Unfortunately, too many con-
flate critical thinking with other cognitive goods, like problem solving and
decision-making (see Johnson 1992, pp. 42-43). These issues are one dimen-
sion of what I have called The Network Problem (Johnson 2000, pp. 21-22).
In my judgement, a theory of reasoning is required for their proper settle-
ment (p. 23).

Informal logic and argumentation theory. The next important deve-
lopment in the Informal Logic Initiative occurred 1983 when Blair made
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a connection with Frans van Eemeren and Rob Grootendorst, two Dutch
linguists who had developed the Pragma-Dialectical approach to argumen-
tation (1984). Through that connection, we learned that the Informal Logic
Initiative was part of worldwide network of researchers, all interested in the
study of argumentation — what was called argumentation theory. That term
has come to denote a multi-disciplinary approach to the study of argumen-
tation. Many have argued that any decent theory of argumentation must
take into account logical, rhetorical and dialectical perspectives (Wenzel
1990), with which many agree (but see Blair 2003) and to which one could
easily add linguistic, psychological and other perspectives. Thus we came
to understand that informal logic is one approach, among many, within the
broader inquiry known as argumentation theory.

Why Informal Logic? That’s a rough sketch of how our project was
launched and how it developed. Now: Why did we call it “informal logic”?
As I mentioned above, at the start, that was not how we referred to the
work we were engaged in. Throughout the 70s, we referred to our approach
to the teaching of logic as “applied logic” (which to many would have meant
applied “formal” logic). Two considerations persuaded us that this was not
a good choice as a descriptor.

First, what we were teaching students was not how to apply formal logic.
We were interested in equipping students to handle the sorts of arguments
they would be encountering in their lives as citizens in a democratic society,
weighing pros and cons of arguments, strengths and weaknesses, dealing
with controversial issues where a conclusive resolution seems unlikely. In our
inquiry, we were motivated in the first instance by pedagogical concerns. We
became convinced that traditional (formal deductive) logic did not provide
a proper account of the goodness of arguments, and that it did not prepare
students for assessing and constructing and criticizing the arguments that
mattered in their life-world (to borrow a phrase from Habermas). This is
no surprise to anyone who knows the history of modern logic which was
developed by Frege and brought to a programmatic articulation by Russell
and Whitehead in their Principia Mathematica, 1910-1913. The purpose
of this logic was not to provide a theory of argument but rather to solve
pressing problems in the foundations of mathematics in the late 19" cen-
tury (the so—called paradoxes and antinomies). This logic (heavily symbolic
and mathematical) was later “downloaded” into logic textbooks, like Copi’s
Symbolic Logic and Introduction to Logic) as a theory of argument — pressed
into a service for which it was, to my way of thinking, never intended.

Second, following Kahane, our approach used the so—called “informal
fallacies”, such as ad hominem and hasty conclusion. These mistakes in ar-
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gumentation are not the result of using improper logical form but rather
stem from some “informal” consideration. The term “informal logic” con-
nected with that aspect of our initiative.

Informal Logic defined. Though we gave various characterizations of in-
formal logic in various papers (1980; 1985), we did not attempt a definition
until 1987. In a paper written for the 1988 World Congress of Philosophy
(published in Informal Logic), Blair and I put forward a definition of in-
formal logic: viz., “a branch of logic whose task is to develop non-formal
standards, criteria, procedures for the analysis, interpretation, evaluation,
criticism and construction of argumentation in everyday discourse” (John-
son & Blair 1987, p. 147). Since that time we have made one modification;
we broaden this now to include the sort of argument that occurs not just in
everyday discourse but also disciplined inquiry — what Weinstein calls “sty-
lized arguments ... within the various special disciplines’ (1990, p. 121).
Herewith some comments on that definition.

First, it should be noted that the term “informal logic” is a loose de-
scriptor of an inquiry that others have defined or understood in other ways.
See Johnson (2007) for a discussion of this point.

Second, the “in” of informal was originally conceived to signal a kind
of negation of formal (deductive) logic. At the start of the initiative, there
was an underlying dissatisfaction with, if not downright hostility to, formal
logic.” There were questions about its ability to illuminate natural language
arguments, “arguments on the hoof” (as Woods would later refers to them),
and many thought that the validity requirement was too stringent. Many
took the view that there could be perfectly good arguments that were not
valid — inductive arguments, appeals to authority, for example. And many
believed that there were pitfalls in argumentation that were not illuminated
by traditional approaches to logic, like the ad hominem fallacy.

Third, an obvious point is that “informal” must take its meaning by way
of contrast to “formal.” Yet this point was not made for some time, hence
the nature of informal logic remained somewhat opaque, even to those of us
involved in it. To clarify it is helpful to have recourse to Barth and Krabbe
(1982, p. 14f.) where they distinguish three senses of the term “form.”8

By “form;,” Barth and Krabbe mean the sense of the term that derives
from the Platonic idea of form, where form denotes the ultimate metaphy-

7 The source of dissatisfaction can be traced to Bar Hillel (1969). See Johnson and
Blair (1980, p. 27, n. 10). For a spirited roasting of formal logic, see Scriven (1980,
pp. 147-48).

8 The discussion here is based on the discussion in Manifest Rationality, pp. 119-120.
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sical unit. Barth and Krabbe claim that most traditional logic is formal
in this sense. That is, syllogistic logic is a logic of terms where the terms
could naturally be understood as place-holders for Platonic (or Aristotelian)
forms. In this first sense of “form,” almost all logic is informal (not-formal).
Certainly neither predicate logic nor propositional logic can be construed
as term logics. However, this way of understanding informal logic would be
much too broad to be useful.

By “form,,” Barth and Krabbe mean the form of sentences and state-
ments as these are seen in modern logic. In this sense, one could say that
the syntax of the language to which a statement belongs is very precisely
formulated or “formalized;” or that the validity concept is defined in terms
of the logical form of the sentences which make up the argument. In this
sense of “formal,” most modern and contemporary logic is “formal.” That
is, such logics are formal in the sense that they canonize the notion of logical
form, and the notion of validity plays the central role normatively. In this
second sense of form, informal logic is not-formal, because it abandons the
notion of logical form as the key to understanding structure and likewise
abandons validity as constitutive for the purposes of the evaluation of argu-
ment(ation). When Govier (1987) discusses informal logic, it is this second
sense of “formal” that stands in the background.

By “forms,” Barth and Krabbe mean to refer to “procedures which
are somehow regulated or regimented, which take place according to some
set of rules.” Barth and Krabbe say that “we do not defend formality; of
all kinds and under all circumstances.” Rather “we defend the thesis that
verbal dialectics must have a certain form (i.e., must proceed according to
certain rules) in order that one can speak of the discussion as being won or
lost” (p. 19). In this third sense of “form,” informal logic can itself also be
formal. There is nothing in the Informal Logic Initiative that stands opposed
to the idea that argumentative discourse should be subject to norms, rules,
criteria, standards and/or procedures.? What we opposed is that the idea
that the criteria for evaluating all arguments are to be obtained by reflection
on logical form.

Fourth, almost from the beginning, many have expressed dissatisfaction
with the name “informal logic,” partly, one suspects, because in English the
term “informal” has the connotation of looseness. For some, (Hintikka 1989,
p. 13) “informal logic” is a “solecism” because logic must be formal (see my
2000, pp. 255-260 for fuller treatment of that point). Walton, for instance, in

9 Thus, informal logic is informsal but not informgal.

24



Some Reflections on the Informal Logic Initiative

the Preface to the 2°¢ Edition of his Informal Logic (2008) wonders whether
“semi-formal logic” might not be a better name.0

Logic, formal and informal: How, then, does informal logic differ from
formal logic? Walton’s 1990 article, “What is Reasoning? What is an Ar-
gument?” is of interest, both for his conception of informal logic, and for
its characterization of the relationship between formal and informal logic.
Walton writes:

Formal logic has to do with the forms of argument (syntax) and truth values
(semantics)... Informal logic (or more broadly, argumentation, as a field) has
to do with the uses of argumentation in a context of dialogue, an essentially
pragmatic undertaking (pp. 418-419).

For Walton, informal logic is “pragmatic,” meaning that it is concerned with

the uses of argument. For Walton this points to the need to situate argument
within the context of dialogue, and his later work shows how informal logic
can make use of dialogical approaches. The entry on “informal logic” Walton
wrote for The Cambridge Dictionary of Philosophy says: “Informal logic,
also called practical logic, the use of logic to identify, analyze and evaluate
arguments as they occur in contexts of discourse in everyday conversations”
(Walton 1995, p. 376).

In my (1999), I provided my own account of the relationship between the
two logics, premised on drawing a distinction between terms that are often
conflated: implication (entailment), inference and argument. If we take “lo-
gic” to designate the normative theory of reasoning, then there are as many
logics as there are forms of reasoning — viz., epistemic logic, deontic logic,
modal logic. Informal logic is logic, because it is focused on one important
kind of reasoning-argument—and because it is normative: it seeks to esta-
blish the norms for good argument. In my view, informal logic differs from
formal logic not only in its methodology but also in its focal point. That
is, the social, communicative practice of argumentation in which arguments
occur can and should be distinguished from both deductive implication (and
entailment) which is, in my view, the proper focus of formal deductive logic.
And it must also be distinguished from the study of inference, which I take
to be the subject of inductive logic.!' Informal logic is concerned with the

10 T cannot here devote proper attention to the issue of the name of the inquiry. I can
only say that I think the choice of a name is important (as opposed to those who say that
it does not matter what you call it). In a future paper, I will present my argument for
the proposition that the name “Informal Logic” should be retained.

1 For more on this approach, see (2000), pp. 24-25.
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logic of argumentation, with determining the cogency of the support that
reasons provide for the conclusions they are supposed to back up. And be-
cause arguments in real life are always situated in some context, it is natural
to associate informal logic with pragmatics.1?2 Thus understood, there is no
opposition between formal and informal logic, for they have different subject
matters.

Walton takes a similar position. In his discussion of the relationship
between formal and informal logic, he writes:

Hence the strongly opposed current distinction between informal and formal
logic is really an illusion, to a great extent. It is better to distinguish between
the syntactic/semantic study of reasoning, on the one hand, and the pragmatic
study of reasoning in arguments on the other hand. The two studies, if they are
to be useful to serve the primary goal of logic, should be regarded as inherently
interdependent, and not opposed, as the current conventional wisdom seems
to have it (Walton 1990, p. 419).

What Walton means is that, when properly understood, these two logics are
not in competition but rather are complementary. (The claim that they are
“inherently interdependent” needs elaboration.) To spell out their comple-
mentary nature, Walton invoked the traditional distinction between syntax,
semantic and pragmatic, assigning to formal logic the syntactical and se-
mantical aspects of the study of argumentation, and to informal logic the
pragmatic aspects. Thus it appears that for Walton, informal logic is to be
distinguished from formal logic not only by methodology by also by its fo-
cal point — argumentation in ordinary and natural contexts — a point with
which I agree.

Walton’s 1990 article is important because it provides an additional
frame through which to view the development of informal logic using the
traditional distinction (due to Morris) of semiotics into semantics, syntax,
and pragmatics. Syntaz is taken as the study of language in a formal and
structural mode, symbols and their relationship to each other. Semantics is
taken as the study of language when we seek to provide an interpretation
and extra-linguistic meaning for those symbols. Pragmatics is taken to be
the study of symbols in relationship to the users of those symbols. It is
clear that informal logic is more closely related to pragmatics. The tasks

12 Many who are broadly sympathetic with the Informal Logic Initiative would prefer
the term “normative pragmatics” (Goodwin 2001), a term also used by Brandom (1994,
pp. 192-93) and by pragma-dialecticians (van Eemeren and Grootendorst (1992, p. 5) For
more on this matter, see Blair 2006, pp. 11-13.
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of reconstructing an argument, of supplying missing premises, of clarifying
meaning — all of these tasks fall within the domain of pragmatics rather
than syntax or semantics.

It is clear from the above that informal logic has a different conception of
argument from that used in formal logic, which conceives argument as a set
of propositions, one of which is supported by the others. In the Informal
Logic Initiative, we have been especially interested in teaching students
about the use of argument to persuade rationally. But there are a great
many uses to which argument can be put (see Blair 2004b). In my view,
one of the merits of the informal logic approach to argument has been to
stimulate inquiry into the very idea of argument (about which much has
been written) and to do so from a vantage point that is situated between
the highly abstract and de-contextualized approach taken by formal logics,
and the more contextualized, nuanced approaches taken by those who are
immersed in rhetoric and communication theory.

I now move to a discussion of some central insights about argument
developed in the Informal Logic Initiative.

3. Informal Logic as a Theory of Argument

The premise on which the Informal Logic Initiative was developed was
that existing logical theory did not provide a satisfactory normative account
of the requirements for a good argument. The soundness criterion — valid
form plus true premises — is neither necessary nor sufficient. There are good
arguments that are not sound arguments, viz., good inductive arguments;
and there are sound arguments that are not good arguments: any circular
argument with a true premise.!3

To develop an account of good argument that was not dependent on
the notions of logical form (so informal (non-formal) in that sense), validity,
and soundness, we worked from the following four formative and, I think,
non-controversial insights.

I: Arguments fall into a continuum from strong to weak.

Under the traditional view taken by logicians, arguments are either
sound or unsound. Accordingly, appraisal is bipolar: An argument is either

13 For more on the position discussed here, see Govier (1987), Johnson (2000), Hitch-
cock (2004).
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good or not good. In Logical Self-Defense, we took the view that arguments
tend to fall along a spectrum: “Rarely is an argument so good that it cannot
profit from criticism, and seldom is an argument so bad that it cannot be
improved by criticism. Most arguments fall into the middle of the spectrum”
(Johnson and Blair 1993, p. 43). We came to understand that arguments
have degrees of goodness... that goodness is not an all or nothing affair.
While it might be nice to have a knockdown argument, these are few and far
between. A “pretty good argument” may be good enough, for the purposes
at hand. This fairly obvious truth has important implications for how we
go about the whole process of argument evaluation and criticism because it
means that adequate norms for argument must allow for this truth.

II: Often there are good arguments on both sides of an issue, and
often there are more than two sides to an issue.

Hamblin states: “There are often good arguments for a given conclu-
sion and also good arguments against it” (1970, p. 232). Hamblin’s point is
evident from the history of thought, most particularly the history of philoso-
phy. There are good arguments for idealism [Plato] and against it [Aristotle];
for phenomenalism [Berkeley, Ayer] and against it [Hume, Wittgenstein]|; for
skepticism [Descartes, Montaigne] and against it [Moore, Wittgenstein|. Nor
is Hamblin alone in making this observation. Henry W. Johnstone Jr. made
a similar point with special reference to philosophical argumentation:

...Assume that there are valid philosophical arguments, understanding “valid”
in any way you choose. Suppose a position P is supported by such arguments.
Then, as the most cursory reading of the history of philosophy shows, there
must also be arguments against P answering to the same criteria of validity...
No position in the history of philosophy is so strong that we should want to say
that only the arguments favoring it are valid; and none so weak that we should
want to say that only the arguments opposing it are valid (Johnstone Jr. 1978,
p. 79).

Though Johnstone Jr. is using this reasoning in a reductio to support the
view that validity is a problematic notion with respect to philosophical
argumentation, the point he makes supports the point being addressed here.
An adequate account of goodness for arguments must accommodate this
insight. Formal logic cannot do so; there cannot be a sound argument for p
and a sound argument for not-p. Therefore formal logic cannot accommodate
this insight and cannot therefore provide an adequate account of goodness
for argument.
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One problem with the pro- and con- approach (viz., the idea that there
are “two sides to every issue”) is that it is simplistic. Take an issue like
the existence of God on which there are at least three sides: the theist,
the atheist and the agnostic. (For a wonderful treatment of this point, see
Govier 1988.)

ITI: A good argument must satisfy the criteria of relevance, suffi-
ciency, and acceptability. The premises of the argument must
be relevant to the conclusion, sufficient to support the conclu-
sion and acceptable to the audience to whom they are directed.

Three points follow. First, each of these concepts admits of degrees of
satisfaction; a premise can be “more or less relevant” to the conclusion;!4
the premise set can be “more or less” sufficient to support the conclusion;
a premise can be “more or less” acceptable. In this respect, these criteria
differ from the on/off, all or nothing criterion of validity that underlies the
FDL approach.

Second, some account must be given of these fundamental concepts:
relevance, sufficiency and acceptability. Some (Hitchcock 1998) have claimed
that the Informal Logic Initiative is compromised by the absence of support-
ing theory and make the point that compared with FDL, informal logic is,
in this crucial area, short on supporting theory. In response to this, I would
argue that we do have some fairly well-established theories of acceptability
(Tindale 1999, Freeman 2005). There have been many attempts to develop
a theory of relevance (Walton 1984, Blair 1989, Hitchcock 1992, Gabbay and
Woods 2003), though none of them has been entirely successful. Sufficiency
is the criterion which has received the least attention (Blair 2006). Third,
in this discussion of criteria for the evaluation of the premises of arguments,
some will wonder what has happened to truth? Do informal logicians not
require that the premises of a good argument be true? I deal with this issue
later in this paper.

IV: A good argument must anticipate and respond to appropriate
objections; it must handle the appropriate dialectical mate-
rial.!®

An often-expressed view is that a strong argument is one that can with-
stand serious objections (Johnstone Jr. 1978). Perelman puts it this way:

14 There is debate about whether relevance is susceptible of degrees.
15 This idea contains the seed of what I later called the dialectical tier (Johnson 2000).
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The strength of an argument depends upon the adherence of the listeners to
the premises of the argument; upon the pertinence of the premises; upon the
close or distant relationship they may have with the defended thesis; upon the
objections; and upon the manner in which they can be refuted (1982, p. 140).

But thus far little work had been done to unpack and develop this idea:
What makes an objection a serious objection? How does one refute an ob-
jection? How exactly does the argument “withstand” an objection? Clearly,
the argument, once encoded in text, cannot do anything; it is the arguer who
must fashion a reply to the objection to show that it is not serious enough to
undermine the argument. But what constraints govern this dimension of the
argumentative process? Here our work is still in its infancy (Johnson 2008).

Those then are the tenets that characterize this theorist’s understanding
of how Informal Logic approaches argumentation.

4. Some Achievements of Informal Logic

Let me now discuss some achievements that are at least partly the result
of what I am calling the Informal Logic Initiative. There will not be enough
space to allow me to go into chapter and verse regarding all the details.

Improved teaching of logic. The first goal of the Informal Logic Initiative
was to improve the way in which logic was taught to undergraduates in
colleges and universities in North America (and elsewhere). If one looks at
how introductory logic was being taught in the late 60s (Johnson and Blair,
1980) and then reviews the wide variety of approaches and textbooks that
exist today, it is apparent that there have been huge changes, for which the
Informal Logic Initiative is at least partly responsible.

For example, on the matter of how to understand and display the struc-
ture of an argument, numerous quite different approaches have been develo-
ped. Thomas (1973) — following in the steps of Beardsley (1960) — introduced
the distinction between different types of argument: divergent, convergent
—and an approach to laying out the structure of an argument that did not
depend on the notion of logical form. Scriven (1976) introduced the method
known as tree diagramming. Johnson and Blair (1977) features a natural
language method of representing the structure of the argument. Freeman
(1988) combines the tree diagramming method with a Toulmin-type ap-
proach. More sophisticated still are the methods developed by Horn to track
how argumentation develops around a specific issue; see also Yoshimi (2005).
Finally, we need to mention computer-driven approaches for representing the
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structure of argument, the most prominent being Aruacaria developed by
Walton and Reed [http: //araucaria.computing.dundee.ac.uk] and Carneades
[http: //carneades.berlios.de].

New introductory logic texts continue to appear on an annual basis —
perhaps the most popular of which has been Hurley’s A Concise Introduc-
tion to Logic (2007, 9e), while old texts are updated to reflect advances in
theory. Thus Johnson and Blair (2e) introduced changes to their treatment
of faulty analogy to reflect Govier’s introduction of the idea of a priori ana-
logy. Govier herself whose A Practical Study of Argument has been a very
successful text, wrote: “I have benefited from studying other texts in this
field, and from my participation in conferences on argumentation held at
the University of Windsor, Brock University and the University of Amster-
dam, from writing and reading papers in the journal Informal Logic and
from discussions with students ands colleague over many years” (Govier
2001, p. xi). Tindale’s Fallacies and Argument Appraisal (2007) shows the
influence of recent theoretical developments at every turn.

Success in revamping the approach to logic teaching in university and
community colleges has been, however, far from universal. Many universi-
ties continue to offer introductory logic courses that are essentially courses
designed to introduce students to FDL, and there is often some confusion
about the aims of such courses (Blair 2006, Johnson and Blair 2009).

The revitalization of the fallacy tradition. In his famous 1970 book,
Fallacies, Hamblin criticized fallacy theory as it had developed in the text-
book tradition. That critique functioned as a summons. Among those who
answered the call were Douglas Walton and John Woods, two Canadian phi-
losopher/logicians, who in the 70s co-authored a series of papers in which
they showed that the individual fallacies were susceptible of better treat-
ment than the sort of worn dogmatic and debased approach that Hamblin
had complained of. A collection of their papers can be found in Woods
and Walton (2007): Fallacies: Selected Papers 1972-1982. Their pioneering
work persuaded many that the fallacies were a topic for inquiry and research.
Since that time, there has been ongoing interest in the fallacy tradition (see
Hansen and Pinto 1995), though having said this, it must be noted that
alongside of this development runs a resistance movement that takes the
form of questioning whether there really are fallacies (McPeck 1981, Finoc-
chiaro 1981, Willard 1990, Hitchcock 2007). In spite of continued and often
justified criticism of how they have been presented historically, fallacies con-
tinue to be an object of both of practical and pedagogical interest, as well as
historical and theoretical reflection, for informal logicians and argumenta-
tion theorists. The work of Douglas Walton is worth regarding here. He has
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written a number of monographs on the individual fallacies, among them
Begging the Question (1991), Slippery Slope Arguments (1992), Appeal to
Expert Opinion (1997), Ad Hominem Arguments (1998), Appeal to Popular
Opinion (1999). These monographs are important because not only do they
synthesize the work that had been done by Walton, Woods and others, but
also because they opened the eyes of many outside informal logic to the
intellectual merits of the fallacy tradition.

Breaking the hegemony of deductivism & the inductive-deductive dicho-
tomy. An important component of traditional logic is deductivism: the
view that has sometimes been expressed by the claim that “all argu-
ment /inference is either deductive or defective.” Informal logic challenges
that view as not an adequate position for arguments. For more on this, see
my (2007). A second related development consists in a modification of de-
ductivism to allow for another kind of argument-inductive. This entrenched
doctrine was one of the first focal points of the fledgling informal logic move-
ment. The Informal Logic Newsletter featured an article by Weddle (1979:
“Inductive, Deductive”) that sparked a spirited discussion. (See Hansen
1990, p. 183 for the sequence of articles that followed.) Later Govier (1987)
took explicit aim at deductivism. Most theorists are now of the opinion that
while there is a distinction between the deductive and the inductive, that
distinction is not exhaustive — that there exists some other form of inference,
or link between the premises and conclusion. Scriven (1986) called it proba-
tive inference, Govier (1987), following Wellman (1970), called it conductive;
Rescher (1977) called it plausible reasoning. Walton treats such matters un-
der the rubric of defeasible inference (1996, 2002, 2004). The quest for an
account of this third type of inference is ongoing.'¢ (But see Blair — this
issue — and Johnson (2007) for cautionary notes).

The development of a number of theoretical perspectives on argument.
When we began our break with the traditional approach to how arguments
are conceptualized and how they are evaluated, we started down the path
that comes to be called informal logic. But gradually it became apparent
that there are a number of alternatives and approaches to the study of ar-
gumentation. There are what are called dialogical (dialectical) approaches
which look at argument as a dialogue, an exchange between two interlocu-
tors. One of the most successful — Pragma-dialectics — aims at developing
a list of rules (The Ten Commandments) to guide what the authors call

16 Here I assume that the “it” refers to the same “thing;” that there is some specific
form of inference or connection that can be thought of an alternative to induction and
deduction. But it is far from clear what that alternative is.
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a Critical Discussion. There are also rhetorical approaches (Tindale 1999)
that focus on the role of the audience in argumentation. (For a discussion
of the logical, rhetorical, dialectical perspectives and the basis for this di-
stinction, see Wenzel 1990, Tindale 1999 and Johnson forthcoming.)

From both a practical/pedagogical and theoretical perspective, then,
we are in a much better position now with respect to our understanding of
argument than we were in 1970. While not all of these developments can
be attributed to the Informal Logic Initiative, Informal Logic has certainly
helped to bring fresh insights to bear on the study of argumentation.

5. Some Recent Developments

I turn next to a discussion of some recent developments in the Informal
Logic Initiative.

Extensions of the concept of argument to include other modes and ty-
pes of argument. Once we depart from the traditional idea of argument as
a series of propositions — the view strongly associated with FDL — there
is a tendency to want to expand the construct (Willard 1991), to increase
the range of what can be termed “argument.” Thus, Groarke (1996, 2002)
and Blair 1996) have argued that pictures and images can be construed as
arguments. Gilbert (1997) has argued that gestures and movements can be
construed as arguments and has called attention to what he calls emotional
arguments. Others still have argued such artifacts as buildings, music, and
dance can be construed as argument. The logical conclusion of this direc-
tion is perhaps manifest in the title: Everything’s an Argument (Lunsford
& Ruskiewicz 2003) which, however, the authors quickly admit is an over-
statement.

On the one hand, this burgeoning interest in extending the range of
application of the term “argument” is refreshing and exciting. At the same
time, we should avoid the situation described so well by Gilbert & Sullivan
in Patience: “When everyone is somebody, then no-one’s anybody.” When
everything is argument, the purpose and the utility of having a distinct
category may be compromised. My own view is that we need to draw a line
of demarcation between argument and other forms of communication, and
we need to distinguish argument from other related uses of the practice of
giving reasons, such as negotiation, conflict resolution, mediation, etc. (See
my 2000, pp. 24-26).

Continued exploration of the role of warrants. For many (Hitchcock
2000, Freeman 2005, Pinto 2006) the idea of a warrant holds great promise
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in helping to understand how the reasoning in argument works. The notion
of warrant has a history in both epistemology and theory of argument.
Toulmin (1958) “introduced” the term to assist his reconceptualization of
argument, moving away from he what he called “the analytic paradigm”
(sometimes he calls it “the geometrical ideal”). In Toulmin’s work, the idea
of a warrant is part of a new proposal for how the structure of arguments
is to be understood in which a warrant functions to link the grounds with
the conclusion. Blair (2008) believes that exploring how warrants function
will help us see more clearly the distinct contribution that informal logic
can make.

The notion of dialectical obligations. If the aim of an argument is ratio-
nal persuasion among reasonable people with some interest, aptitude and
openness to being rationally persuaded, then an argument does not have to
be conclusive in order to achieve that purpose. It does, however, have to be
dialectically appropriate, and more studies are needed of how this is achie-
ved. In our 1987 paper, Blair and I referred to “the dialectical obligations
of the arguer” which we saw as the duty of the arguer to defend against
possible objections (1996, p. 100). As I reflected further on this important
idea, it became clear to me that this vital dimension of our argumenta-
tive practice — namely, anticipating and responding to objections — had not
been incorporated into our theorizing. In my Manifest Rationality (2000),
I attempted to develop this insight, urging that our conceptualization of
argument needed to be revised so as to make room for this important di-
mension that I called the dialectical tier. My current project is to explore
the idea that an argument inhabits a dialectical environment — to attempt
to understand just what constitutes that environment, and to argue that
the strength of one’s argument has to do with how one negotiates one’s
way through that environment. That means understanding what arguer’s
responsibilities are in dealing with objections, criticisms (which I distinguish
from objections), and alternative positions.

The relationship of theory and practice. The whole development of
informal logic illustrates an interesting twist on the conventional story
about the relation between theory and practice. Massey asserted, some-
what dogmatically, that “textbooks are parasitic on theory, and properly
so” (1981, p. 490).17 This is one view — fairly widespread — about the rela-

17 Textbooks have been the subject of criticism from various quarters. Hamblin (1970)
thoroughly castigates the textbook tradition but he does not subject it to balanced and
fair evaluation (see Johnson 1989). Massey (1981) berated informal logic textbooks for
being obsessed with classification. But see my response (1989). Weinstein (1990) has
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tionship between theory and practice, but in our experience informal logic
has developed in just the opposite way. We began by attempting to improve
the methods of and approaches to teaching logic in order to improve the
ability of our students to engage in the practice. That effort brought us face
to face with an enormous number of questions and concerns (like that of the
adequacy of the inductive-deductive distinction) that were not dealt with
by any theory of argument that we knew of and required better theoretical
purchase. That theoretical gap prompted many of us to work on developing
the necessary theoretical apparatus to deal with the issue. In this instance,
then, theory has tended grow out of practice; i.e., out of reflection on what is
necessary to teach students how to handle arguments. Being of the opinion
that FDL was not viable as a theory of argument, we were forced to develop
alternatives, with help from the fallacy tradition and other quarters.®

6. Looking to the Future

What does the future hold? What are some of the new developments
that may affect the Informal Logic Initiative? I am happy to say that the
future looks rife with possibilities. Here I shall mention three.

Influence of new media and technology. The future of informal logic is
directly dependent on the status of the cultural practice of argumentation,
so one important question is: how will argumentation fare in the evolving
media environment — the digital environment? The practice of argumenta-
tion originated and flourished in a media environment dominated by the
spoken and written word. These older forms of communication, while still
with us, are jockeying for position and attention with the new media —
particularly cyberpsace, the new environment created by the computer re-
volution. New technologies (text messaging, cells, ipods) create new forms

frequently accused informal logicians of being obsessed with selling textbooks, a charge
that is contradicted by the important role textbooks have played in the development
of the Informal Logic Initiative: Kahane (1971). Thomas (1973) and Scriven (1976) all
contained important theoretical innovations. A point to bear in mind is that innovation
in texts was necessary when appropriate other opportunities were lacking. And those who
disparage texts might remember what Kuhn has to say about how a textbook can serve
as a paradigm (Kuhn 1968).

18 Recently, discussion has turned to whether it is necessary always to look to the
development of a theory to answer our needs. Are there not other ways to secure our
argumentative practices? (See Pinto 2001, Chapter 13). The question of the relationship
between theory and practice has been on the table for some time. See Toulmin (1958),
Johnson (2000), Pinto (2001), Kvernbeck (2007).
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of communication (chatrooms, blogs, text messages).!? Some believe that
these new forms of communication will create new audiences for the prac-
tice of argumentation. There do seem to be some distinct advantages for
argumentation with the new media and technology. Fact checking (an im-
portant step in evaluating arguments) has become easier. To find out what
so-and-so’s position is, we can now “Google it.” There are websites de-
voted to fact checking (www.factcheck.org) — and at least one devoted to
checking arguments.2? We know the effect that bloggers have had on the
political process — so it may well be that blogging will have the effect of
increasing time spent in arguing, thrashing things out, challenging, raising
objections. If the practice of argumentation is to thrive in this new digital
environment, then, it will need support from work done in informal logic,
formal logic having little to say about these things. One advocate of the
Informal Logic Initiative who has been quick to see how the work of in-
formal logicians has an important role in the new electronic environment
is Douglas Walton. His work on argument mapping and diagramming and
argumentation schemes has already been put to important use in the new
environment.

Understanding the past: a decent history of logic. It is always important
to understand the past and where we have come from. But most histories
of logic (Bochenski 1961, Kneale and Kneale 1962) have, quite naturally,
tended to view logic from the perspective of traditional formal logic and
have little to say about our subject. So we need our own histories of our
subject matter. There is one such — Historical Foundations of Informal Logic
(Walton & Brinton, 1997) — but more work is needed, as Walton himself
acknowledges (2004, p. 277).

The truth issue. The whole issue of truth has come to the fore in the
public sphere, viz., the recent admittance of truthiness?! to the lexicon, and
Frankfurt’s On Bullshit. Why, then, one might ask, have some argumen-
tation theorists dismissed truth from the criteria to be used in evaluating
arguments? Some, especially those who practice the formal approach, may

19 The telegram — which played a significant role in communications in the first half
of the 20*" century — is, according to a news report, a thing of the past. Western Union
has discontinued them, a casualty of the new technologies: email and text messaging.

20 For fact checking as regards political issues, there is www.factcheck.org. For argu-
ment checking, there is http://www.amherst.edu/askphilosophers.

21 Truthiness is said to be the quality by which a person purports to know something
emotionally or instinctively, without regard to evidence or to what the person might
conclude from intellectual examination. The term was coined and popularized by Ste-
phen Colbert after he used it during the first episode of his satirical television program,
The Colbert Report.
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find that fact surprising, since one of the most natural ways to criticize an
argument is to challenge the truth of the premises. In part, this happened
because colleagues in rhetoric and communication persuaded many involved
in the Informal Logic Initiative that informal logicians had not been suffi-
ciently sensitive to the role that audience plays in the enterprise. Even if
the premises are true, if the audience won’t accept them, then the goal of
rational persuasion cannot be achieved. So it was argued that truth is not
a sufficient condition for premise adequacy. There are also arguments that it
is not necessary. Many were influenced by Hamblin’s argumentation in Fal-
lacies (1970) in which he argues for dialectical criteria as the appropriate
measure of premise adequacy and argues against alethic (truth-based ones).
However, I have argued that we need both criteria (truth and acceptability)
available for the appraisal of arguments (2000, pp. 336-340). But there are
difficulties with this view — not the least of which is providing an account
of truth that gets the job done, while not being open to the longstanding
objections to the truth requirement.

7. Conclusion

One of the first lessons we learned from feminist critiques of informal
logic is that an argument is not a battle, the aim being to attack success-
fully and conquer the enemy; argument is not warfare (Ayim 1988). We
inherited some of this militaristic way of thinking from our experience with
traditional logic: the very title of our text, Logical Self-Defense, already
suggests that argument is like an attack where you must be prepared to
fight back. Gradually, we came to understand argument rather as an in-
strument in the search for the truth, or — if you are nervous about that
formulation — as an instrument that helps us to arrive at a better view,
a more rational position. Argument is a co-operative enterprise, not an ad-
versarial one. However, to engage in this practice has not only the potential
benefits alluded to but also risks — because to seek to persuade in this way
presupposes that you are open to being persuaded that your argument is
not a good one. Real argumentation (as opposed to indoctrination or advo-
cacy parading itself as argument) expects criticism, expects to learn from
criticism, and is therefore vulnerable to it. Without this risk, argument be-
comes indistinguishable from propaganda, indoctrination and advocacy —
all of which have their uses, and their limits.

In these times when politicians and other leaders seek the guidance
of spin doctors and media—gurus and propagandists seek to put the best
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possible face on their message, to make “the optics” palatable, the practice of
argumentation — which lies at the heart of our logical culture — has a crucial
role to play in providing an alternative approach to what some have called
the persuasion game. Those committed to the Informal Logic Initiative and
the study of argumentation have something important to contribute to that
alternative approach.

Appendix A: The Logical Culture in Poland

The proposal [referring here to my proposal on a topic for this paper]
harmonizes well with the idea of comparing two traditions of logical studies.
I recently addressed a similar problem concerning the relationship between
informal logic and logic. Major representatives of the Lvov—Warsaw School
(e.g. Kazimierz Ajdukiewicz) as well as Stanistaw Kaminski distinguish
a narrow and a broad understanding of the term “logic”. In most contexts,
logic in a narrow sense denotes formal deductive logic. For example, Kamin-
ski claims that logic in a narrow sense denotes formal logic understood as
a formal theory of sentences (propositions) and relationships between them.
In later considerations he claims that there exists also another and broader
concept of logic that embraces also semiotics, methodology of science, and
argumentation theory. He does not however claim that formal logic includes
the above-mentioned disciplines. Kaminski does not explain, whether sys-
tems of non-classical logic (e.g. modal logic, deontic logic or epistemic logic)
should be understood as logic in a narrow sense of this term, or only in
a broad one.

I think that if modal, deontic and epistemic logics are considered as
formal systems, they should be treated as logic in a narrow sense. However,
Ajdukiewicz or Kaminski are interested in justifying the claim that the
term “logic” in one of its senses means something more than just formal
logic. By using the distinction between logic in a narrow sense and logic
in a broad sense I aimed to show that the tradition of Polish logic uses
the concept of logic which: (a) is not restricted to formal deductive logic;
and (b) encompasses not only formal-logical skills, but also skills which can
be described as using tools elaborated in semiotics (e.g. universal tools of
analyzing and evaluating utterances formed in various languages) and in
the general methodology of science (e.g. tools for developing and evaluating
definitions, classifications, questions occurring in scientific inquiry).

This broad concept of logic is maybe the most clearly expressed in
the program of pragmatic logic developed by Ajdukiewicz (first published
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in 1965, two years after his death; English translation: Pragmatic Logic,
Trans. O. Wojtasiewicz, Dordrecht: D. Reidel 1974). Historical examples of
such a broad understanding of logic can be found in Port Royal Logic of
Antoine Arnauld and Pierre Nicole or in The System of Logic. Ratiocinative
and Inductive of John Stuart Mill.

Thus, the term “logic” in a broad sense encompasses: (1) formal logic,
(2) semiotics (understood as a formal theory of language) and (3) metho-
dology of science. Some methodologists of science (e.g. S. Kaminski) claim
that logic in a broad sense includes also (4) argumentation theory (this idea
comes at least from Aristotle). In a narrow sense “logic” means only formal
logic. In my opinion (2) and (3) share in fact a subject-matter with informal
logic.

Marcin Koszowy
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Abstract: This article examines the relation between informal logic and logic.
Informal logic originated with the rejection of formal logic in the analysis and
evaluation of natural language discursive arguments. Various alternatives are
mentioned: fallacy theory; acceptability, relevance and sufficiency; and argu-
ment scheme theory. The last is described at some length as involving warrants,
schemes, and critical questions. Argument scheme analysis and critique, while
informal, has been used in Al to develop computer programs to analyze, assess
and even construct arguments in natural language. Thus informal and formal
logic have come together.

Keywords: informal logic, formal logic, fallacy theory, relevance and sufficiency,
argument schemes, argumentation schemes, warrants, critical questions, argu-
ment schemes in computer systems

1. Introduction

This article examines, in an unsystematic way, some of the features of
the relation between informal logic and logic. Informal logic originated with
the rejection of the use of formal logic for the purpose of the analysis and the
evaluation of natural language discursive arguments. While not at all a re-
jection of formal logic, this declaration of independence required those who
identified theoretically with the informal logic critique of formal logic’s use-
fulness for this purpose to look elsewhere for analytic and normative tools.
One of these was the theory of the informal fallacies. While the develop-
ment of theory for informal fallacies has occupied considerable intellectual
energy of the past three decades, it is merely mentioned here. Another ap-
proach, one that has been adopted in a number of textbooks, is to regard
the acceptability of premises and the relevance and sufficiency of the pre-
mise-conclusion link as the informal criteria of a logically good argument.
A third approach, and the one developed at some length in this article,
is the use of argument scheme theory. An argument scheme is an abstract
pattern that an argument exemplifies. A large number of such patterns that
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have been found to be used again and again in the arguments occurring in
natural language discourse have been described and named. These schemes
rely on the presumption that reasoning from the kinds of grounds and via
the kinds of inferences that are identified by such a scheme is justified.
They presume that such inferences are warranted, to use the concept intro-
duced by Toulmin (1958). The premises, warrant, and other assumptions of
any instance of a scheme may be tested by a set of what are termed the
“critical questions” that pertain to that scheme. Argument scheme analysis
and critique, while informal, has been used in Artificial Intelligence to de-
velop computer programs to analyze, assess and even construct arguments
in natural language. Since computer programs require necessary relations
between premises and conclusions, that is, the deductive validity that cha-
racterizes formal logic, we find that at present informal and formal logic
have come together.

2. The origins of informal logic

So-called “informal logic” began in the late 1960s and early 1970s in
Canada and the United States in university philosophy classrooms in which
students had signed up for a “logic” course that they expected to improve
their reasoning and their ability to understand and criticize the public policy
arguments of the day, particularly those published in the media, which at
that time consisted of newspapers and magazines (see Kahane 1971, p. vii).
The people teaching those courses were junior philosophy faculty members
who had some training in formal logic.

Often the course was an elementary formal logic course and the logic was
not applied by the instructor to the arguments the students were interested
in analyzing. In such cases, the students became frustrated. The rationale
sometimes given for studying formal logic without any application to the
kinds of texts and arguments the students wanted to be better at critiqu-
ing was that training in formal logic improves one’s reasoning ability, and
thus indirectly helps one better to analyze and evaluate arguments. But the
transfer of knowledge and skill alleged in this claim was never empirically de-
monstrated (nor has it yet been, to my knowledge), and anecdotally seemed
minimal.

However, in other cases the instructors did try to teach the students
to analyze and evaluate examples of such arguments using the tools of ele-
mentary formal logic. In those cases, both students and instructors became
frustrated. There were several difficulties.
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First, the text of discourse had to be translated into standard form so
that its formal structure could be extracted. That turned out to be a night-
mare, since often the text included other kinds of sentences besides present
tense declarative sentences (such as interrogatives, imperatives, and others
not readily classified), they were in past or future tenses of various kinds, or
in the subjunctive mood, the expressions were vague, and so on. Efforts to
force the text to fit the standard form required for formal appraisal tended
to result in oversimplification or other distortion of the original meaning.
None of the logic textbooks that were available at the time provided help,
because their examples were designed to illustrate the logical principles,
not the other way around, and so they were (quite appropriately) simpli-
fied and tailored to suit that purpose. As a consequence, they were highly
oversimplified as compared to the language of public discourse.

Second, the logical structure of the texts was more complicated than
the textbook material was able to handle. For instance, the arguments in-
cluded — besides straightforward arguments directly supporting a thesis —
anticipations of objections and replies to those objections, consideration of
arguments against the thesis as well as those in its favour, several argu-
ments for the same thesis, sometimes combined with contrary considera-
tions, and so on.

Third, almost always the arguments seemed to rely on unstated as-
sumptions. To render those assumptions explicit by turning the resultant
translation into a valid argument seemed to beg the question, since the
point of the reconstruction was to decide the validity of the argument, not
prejudge it. But then the decision as to how to formulate the assumptions
could not be determined using logic.

Fourth, even in cases in which some sort of translation of the argument
into standard form that would permit it to be assessed was achieved, that
assessment ran into a couple of further difficulties. For one thing, if the
problematic feature was not the validity of the argument, then the truth
of the premises was the issue. The standard line of the day was that the
determination of premise truth lies outside the province of logic, and in
epistemology or in science. But then the logic course had nothing to say
about a key component of argument evaluation. For another thing, when
the argument as reformulated proved deductively invalid, in many cases it
remained a cogent argument: its premises supplied obviously good reasons
for accepting its conclusion. But if that was so, then deductive validity was
not the only criterion of argument merit, and the logic course had nothing
to say about any other criterion to be used in argument evaluation. Finally,
an argument with a premise that was equivalent to the conclusion would be

49



J. Anthony Blair

deductively valid, since any proposition implies itself, but it would be que-
stion-begging as an argument. These last two points showed that deductive
validity is neither a necessary nor a sufficient criterion of a logically good
argument.

As a result of these experiences, many of these philosophy instructors
concluded that formal logic is not well-suited as the model for the analysis
and interpretation of such argumentation, and that it does not provide an
adequate basis for the evaluation of such argumentation. New tools for the
analysis of arguments were needed, and new criteria for the assessment of
arguments were needed. Since it was assumed that logic is the study of the
norms distinguishing good from bad arguments, it was assumed that these
new tools and criteria belong within logic, and since the term “informal
logic” had been used in some quarters, it was adopted as the label for these
departures from formal logic. (See Scriven 1976 and 1980, and Blair and
Johnson 1980 for formulations of these points.)

In my view it is significant that “informal logic” was adopted as the
name of a critique of certain applications of formal logic. It was not the name
of a new theory or approach to the analysis and assessment of arguments
except insofar as it identified such a theory or approach negatively — in terms
of what it was not. As a result, a variety of tools and criteria have clustered
under the rubric of “informal logic” that are not necessarily consistent and
are often redundant (that is, they performed the same role in different ways).

It perhaps remains necessary to emphasize that in rejecting formal logic
as the tool to be used for the analysis and the basis for the evaluation of
natural language discursive argumentation, informal logicians did not and
do not reject formal logic.

3. Is “informal logic” logic?

Meanwhile, critics of the attempts to develop non-formal analytic tools
and criteria of evaluation raised a variety of objections. One line of at-
tack (Hintikka 1985, Woods 2000) holds that logic is by definition a formal
enterprise, and so the idea of an informal logic is a contradiction in terms.
Something that complicates this line of objection is that ‘formal’ can be
understood in a variety of senses, and in at least one sense of ‘formal,’
namely “involving reference to abstract patterns,” informal logic is in some
of its manifestations and in spite of the name, a formal enterprise, since
most theorists focus on patterns of argument or argumentation schemes as
tools to be used in the analysis and evaluation of arguments.
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It remains true, however, that there is envisaged no calculus for the
informal analysis and evaluation of arguments, and so in this respect infor-
mal logic is not formal. Is it therefore not logic? There is some precedent
for calling the norms that warrant the inferences of arguments their “lo-
gic.” Here is Daniel Bonevac in the article on the philosophy of logic in
the Cambridge Dictionary of Philosophy (1995, p. 592): “Logic judges infe-
rences good or bad and tries to justify those that are good.” And here is
Wilfred Hodges in the article on modern logic in the Ozford Companion to
Philosophy (1995, p. 500): “Logic, whether modern or traditional, is about
sound reasoning and the rules which govern it.” If these very general for-
mulations are accepted, then the identification of logic with deductive logic
is best regarded not as a matter of definition, but rather as a contingent
assertion. And it is an assertion that requires support in the face of the now
widely held view that there can be arguments with sound reasoning or good
inferences that are not deductively valid. It should be added that this view
is shared by argumentation theorists, including, besides those in the speech
communication community, informal logicians, and for several decades now,
also scholars working in Artificial Intelligence modeling reasoning and ar-
gument, and many epistemologists among philosophers. Even so, here we
enter the fray of der Streit der Fakultdten. Who owns the word ‘logic’?
Different camps can claim different historical precedents for their preferred
terminology, but this is an un-illuminating controversy. What is of possible
interest is the question whether there is any possible connection or overlap
between formal logic in the narrow sense and informal logic in any of its
manifestations.

For each smallest unit of argument — at a minimum one proposition
supporting another or alleged to support another — at least two distinct
features are open to evaluation from the point of view of whether the pre-
mises justify the conclusion: the supporting proposition, and the relationship
of support.

The adequacy of the supporting proposition for the purpose of the ar-
gument seems appropriately to be determined according to the use to which
the argument is being put, and as a result, in different ways. For instance,
if the argument is supposed to establish the truth of the supported propo-
sition, then the truth of the supporting proposition(s) would be the issue.
However, if it is supposed to establish that an interlocutor is obliged to
accept the supported proposition(s), then the interlocutor’s acceptance of
(or commitment to) the supporting proposition(s) would be the issue. And
if it is supposed to establish that it would be reasonable for interlocutor to
accept the supported proposition(s), then the acceptability to the interlocu-
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tor of the supporting proposition(s) (its or their worthiness to be accepted
by the interlocutor) would be the issue. These all seem to be either episte-
mological or else dialectical matters, and whether they belong to logic in
a broad sense, they do not evidently belong to formal logic in the narrow
sense.

What about the adequacy of the relationship of support between the
supporting proposition(s) (the premise[s|) and the supported proposition
(the conclusion) in an argument when the former does [or do] not deduc-
tively imply the latter? To those for whom logic is concerned only with
“what follows necessarily from what” (see Harman and Kulkarni 2006) this
question is by definition ruled to be outside the domain of logic. To the
extent that anyone bothers to classify it, this is counted as an epistemo-
logical issue (see, e.g., Goldman 1999, Ch. 5). To those for whom logic is
concerned with the norms of good reasoning or (what is not the same thing)
of good arguments, this question belongs to logic, although to informal ra-
ther than to formal logic (see, e.g., Johnson 2000).

4. Defeasible arguments as the subject matter of informal
logic

Whether or not they are entitled to use the term ‘logic’ to name their
enterprise, it is with supporting relationships that are deductively invalid
that informal logicians have been chiefly concerned. Moreover, they have
focused on a sub-set of such relationships, setting aside those that can be
quantified, that is, assigned a numerical statistical probability.

Such arguments are now recognized and classed as “defeasible” argu-
ments. That is, their premises supply good reasons for accepting their conc-
lusions if they constitute the only salient information or grounds available
on which to decide the conclusion. However, challenges from critics or sim-
ply the discovery of additional information can “defeat” such arguments —
that is, can reduce or removed the force of any justification that the original
premises supplied for their conclusions.

Here are some examples of such defeasible arguments. The arguments
outside the parenthesis in each case have grounds that supply good reasons
for accepting their conclusions in ordinary circumstances, other things being
equal. However, if such further information as that supplied or alluded to
in the parenthesis were to obtain, the arguments would be weakened or lose
any probative force completely. (In each case the reader is asked to imagine
a situation in which such an argument might be made.)
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. Presumably she is a Canadian citizen, for she was born in Ottawa,
Canada’s capital city. (But she is Princess Margriet of the Netherlands,
and when she was born, during WWII, while the Dutch royal family
was living in exile in Ottawa, the hospital room in which she was born
was temporarily declared Dutch territory so that she would have Dutch
citizenship. [This circumstance happens to be true; the author was born
in the same hospital a couple of years earlier.])

. You ought to take your daughter to the circus because you promised
her you would. (But the circus has been cancelled due to a fire; or, your
daughter has influenza; or, ... .)

. My physician has just advised me that I should lose weight and take up
some sort of exercise régime, so I'd better change my diet and exercise
habits. (But my weight is in the normal range for my height and age,
and I walk two kilometers to and from work every day; also my physician
is a self-admitted health extremist.)

. Given that you want to buy a kitchen knife with about a 7’-long
single-edge blade about an inch wide and about 1/8” thick at the back
tapering convexly to the cutting edge, you should ask at the store for
a “chef’s” knife. (But that store has its knives classified in an idiosyn-
cratic way: they call a chef’s knife an “all-purpose kitchen knife” and
what they call a “chef’s knife” is quite different.)

. A good explanation of the kitten’s death is that a dog mauled it, so
probably the kitten was killed by a dog. (But the injuries are consistent
also with an attack by a large cat, and there are no dogs living in the
neighbourhood, only several cats.)

. The witness has a track record of lying and deception, so his testimony
should be taken with a grain of salt. (But since his incarceration the
witness has converted to Islam and is a conscientious believer.)

The informal logicians’ question has been, What norms are appropriate for
assessing such inferences?

5. The theory of informal fallacies as a normative theory

for informal logic

One normative basis for “informal” argument evaluation that was sug-

gested early on was the use of the informal fallacies, which have a tradi-
tion tracing back to Sophistical Refutations. For many who identify with
informal logic, the informal fallacies are a prominent tool for the analysis
and assessment of discursive argumentation. Accordingly, a logically good
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argument would be a non-fallacious argument. However, it soon emerged
that what constitutes an informal fallacy was far from theoretically clear
(see Hamblin 1970), so while fallacy theory might in principle supply the
norms sought by an informal logic, that prospect remained a promise ra-
ther than delivered goods. Great strides have been made since that time in
developing clear and consistent theories of the informal fallacies (see, for in-
stance, the work of Walton 1995, or of van Eemeren & Grootendorst 1992a),
however the emphasis must be placed on the plural — theories — for there is
no consensus in the literature supporting just one conception of fallacy (see
Hansen and Pinto 1995).

Moreover, there are a couple of reasons to leave the informal fallacies out
of the present picture. One is that the informal fallacies must not be identi-
fied with informal logic; they do not constitute its defining subject matter.
Such prominent informal logicians as Scriven (1976) and Hitchcock (1995)
regard fallacy analysis as problematic, and certainly not central to the in-
formal logic enterprise. Furthermore, the most fully developed analysis by
an informal logician is due to Walton, and on his analysis argument scheme
theory is essential to an understanding of the informal fallacies. Below, I will
outline argument scheme theory in some detail.

6. Relevance and sufficiency as criteria of inference cogency
in arguments

In the 1970s, Johnson and Blair (1977) introduced what seem to be
generic norms that apply to the support relationship. In any logically good
argument the premises would have to be acceptable, relevant and sufficient.
That is, they would have to be worthy of belief or acceptance for the purpose
of the argument, and they would have to have probative bearing on the truth
of the conclusion (thus, by the way, ruling out question-begging premises),
and the evidence or other kinds of grounds they supplied would have to
include enough information of the appropriate kind(s) to justify accepting
the conclusion on that basis. These are generic norms, since any cogent
argument must and would satisfy them. Deductively valid arguments that
are not question-begging will have both relevant and sufficient premises. And
arguments whose premises supply a high numerical degree of probability
to their conclusions will satisfy these conditions too. Moreover, arguments
whose premises supply good reasons for accepting their conclusions (albeit
with qualifications) — even though such arguments are deductively invalid
and their evidence assigns no quantitative probability to their conclusions
— also satisfy these norms.
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It has been argued against these criteria (Biro and Siegel 1992,
pp. 97-98), that the criterion of relevance is redundant, given the crite-
rion of sufficiency, since sufficiency presupposes relevance: premises cannot
supply sufficient evidence for a conclusion if they are irrelevant. The pre-
mise of this objection is true, but it is not so clear that the conclusion
follows from it. It is possible for an argument that someone has advanced
to contain (some) premises that supply sufficient support to the conclusion
and also (other) premises that are irrelevant to that conclusion. Without
the criterion of relevance, such an argument would have to be judged lo-
gically good when in fact its logical merit is mixed. As we might say, the
arguer should have stopped when he was ahead with just the sufficient — and
therefore relevant — premises; but he didn’t, and went on to include some
irrelevant premises. (To be sure, the irrelevant premises might have been
offered first, or mixed among the relevant ones, and not just added at the
end.) In order to identify such irrelevant offerings as “premises” it must be
clear that the arguer intended them to serve as support for his conclusion.
He (mistakenly) thought they were relevant. Otherwise, in interpreting his
discourse, the listener or reader would be justified in discarding them as
not belonging to the argument, on the ground that they are irrelevant to
the conclusion. Thus we see that relevance also functions as a criterion of
argument identification. In identifying arguments in texts of discourse in
the absence of clues as to the intentions of the speaker or writer, we set
aside assertions that have no probative bearing on a conclusion as not part
of any argument, and assign to them some other function in the discourse.
The parts of the text that we identify as belonging to an argument will
then consist of one assertion whose contents function as a conclusion and
other assertions whose contents all function as relevant premises adduced
in support of that conclusion. For an argument so identified, the assessment
of the cogency of the support the premises provide for the conclusion will
thus focus exclusively on whether they supply sufficient support, given that
they have already been judged relevant by virtue of their inclusion in the
argument. So it seems that the critics who would exclude relevance as a cri-
terion of argument evaluation are right for texts from which information or
other speech act contents with no probative bearing on a conclusion have
already been weeded out, whereas those who regard relevance as a needed
criterion of argument evaluation are right for texts of what a speaker or
writer intended to constitute an argument.

Although the acceptability, relevance and sufficiency criteria are intui-
tively plausible, the theoretical difficulty lies in specifying how to identify
when they have been satisfied, and as a result, in operationalizing them
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so as to be able to use them to judge in particular cases whether grounds
adduced as probative really are relevant and whether grounds admitted as
relevant really do suffice to justify accepting the conclusion. Attempts have
been made to characterize relevance and sufficiency (e.g., Blair 1989, 1991;
van Eemeren & Grootendorst 1992b), but no results have found widespread
endorsement.

7. Argument (or argumentation) schemes as criteria for argument
cogency

An alternative approach has been to use argument schemes as the basis
for assessing defeasible arguments. It is an approach whose provenance is
murky and probably mixed. One can find elements in it of Toulmin’s mo-
del of an argument found in The Uses of Argument (1958) and in theories
of argument schemes found in Perelman and Olbrechts-Tyteca’s Traité sur
L’Argumentation (1958) and especially in Hastings’s dissertation, A Re-
formulation of the Modes of Reasoning in Argumentation (1962). It con-
tains elements that seem clearly to have been influenced by the modeling
of argumentation as a dialogue, popularized in van Eemeren and Grooten-
dorst’s “Pragma-Dialectical” theory (1984, 1992, 2004). Its fullest expres-
sion is found in the combination of a dialogue-modeling approach to argu-
ment scheme theory developed by Walton in, for example, Argumentation
Schemes for Presumptive Reasoning (1996) and Argumentation Schemes
(with Reed & Macagno, 2008).

Many arguments provide prima facie support for their conclusions.
Toulmin (1958) notes both that the grounds adduced in such arguments
provide qualified, but not unconditional, support, and also that the support
will dissolve if unexpected but possible conditions of rebuttal turn out to ob-
tain. Such arguments are thus defeasible (although Toulmin did not use that
term). According to Perelman and Olbrechts-Tyteca (1958), it is possible
to identify in texts of all sorts arguments that exhibit recognizable patterns
or schemata (here called “schemes”). For Perelman and Olbrechts-Tyteca
arguments — unlike demonstrations (such as the proofs of mathematics or
logic) — are always in principle open to challenge or reconsideration. In fact
this seems to be a definitional property of their concept of argument. Con-
sequently, they took instances of the argument schemes they identified to be
in principle open to question (and thus, again, defeasible). Hastings (1962)
added the idea that to each argument scheme there can be associated a set
of “critical question,” which are questions that are a means of testing any
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particular argument that is an instantiation of a scheme in order to de-
cide whether in that case it establishes its conclusion or instead should be
considered to be defeated.

To illustrate these ideas, I will use the example of the argument scheme
for “Argument from Expert Opinion” quoted from Walton, Reed and Ma-
cagno (2008, p. 310):

Argument from Expert Opinion

Magjor Premise: Source E is an expert in subject domain S containing
proposition A.

Minor Premise: E asserts that proposition A is true (or false).

Conclusion: A is true (or false).

Following Toulmin (1958), any argument relies on a “warrant” or in-
ference license. That is, the inference from the grounds offered in support
of the conclusion to the conclusion presupposes that inferences from such
grounds to such conclusions are legitimate or justified (thus: warranted, or
licensed). Hitchcock (1995, 2002) has convincingly argued that Toulmin’s
concept of a warrant should be understood as a generalization of the as-
sociated conditional of the argument. The “associated conditional” of an
argument is defined as the conditional proposition consisting of the conjunc-
tion of the premises of the argument as its antecedent and the conclusion of
the argument as its consequent. The associated conditional of an argument
cannot be a premise, for to so designate it entails a vicious regress. By the
same reasoning, a generalization of an argument’s associated conditional
cannot be a premise either. So an argument’s warrant is not a premise, but
instead is an assumption of the argument. Whether or not it is expressed is
immaterial; in some cases it is, but frequently it is not.

Arguments fitting the scheme Argument from Expert Opinion seem to
rely on some such warrant or inference license as:

Argument from Expert Opinion Warrant: If a proposition is asserted to
be true (or false) by someone who is an expert in the domain to which
it belongs, one may [i.e., one is justified or entitled to] presume that it
is true (or false), other things being equal.

For some theorists, an argument (or argumentation) scheme is very like
a warrant. For instance van Eemeren and Grootendorst write that in argu-
ing, a person ‘“relies on a ready-made argumentation scheme: a more or less
conventionalized way of representing the relation between what is stated in
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the argument [= the grounds or, roughly, the premises| and what is stated
in the standpoint [= the opinion argued for or, roughly, the conclusion]”
(1992, p. 96; my emphasis). To rely on such a relation in arguing is preci-
sely to rely on a warrant; it is to assume that inferences from arguments or
grounds of such a kind to standpoints or opinions of such a kind are licen-
sed or justified. Similarly, van Eemeren and Grootendorst identify modus
ponens as an example of a justificatory argumentation schema (“scheme” in
my terminology) (1984, p. 66). Modus ponens can be expressed as follows
(where p and ¢ are variables ranging over propositions):

Modus ponens: If p, and p implies g, then q.

But such a proposition may also be expressed as a warrant — in the case of
modus ponens, as follows:

Modus Ponens as a warrant: If a proposition is true and it logically
implies a proposition, then one is entitled to infer that the latter is true.

Setting aside the problem that modus ponens is problematic as a warrant
in some cases since it can warrant question-begging arguments (i.e., when
p = q), it is easy to see why warrants and schemes can identified. Unpack the
antecedent of a warrant expressed as a conditional as the group of schemata
representing premises and its consequent as the schema for a conclusion
and, presto, there is an argument scheme.

Besides presuming that the argument’s warrant is justified, an argu-
ment’s proponent typically makes certain other assumptions. For instance,
an Argument from Expert Opinion, it is assumed that S is a domain of
factual knowledge. If A were the proposition, “Beer tastes better than bour-
bon,” or the proposition, “Abortion is prima facie immoral,” no appeal to
expert opinion would be appropriate because these claims are not factual
claims, but rather, respectively, an expression of personal preference and
a moral value judgement, neither of which is the kind of claim that can be
settled by appeal to expert opinion. One way to explain why not is to point
out that the appeal to expert opinion, as Walton notes, is a special case of
a more general argument scheme, namely, the Argument from Position to
Know. Here is Walton et al.’s depiction of that scheme (2008, p. 309):

Argument from Position to Know

Magor Premise: Source a is in a position to know about things in a certain
subject domain S containing proposition A.
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Minor Premise: a asserts that A is true (or false).
Conclusion: A is true (or false).

What justifies our reliance on experts, when it is justified, is, among other
things, that their claims have the status of knowledge and the subject do-
mains to which the claims belong and to which their expertise pertains are
fields of knowledge. Thus experts can be in a position to know what they
are talking about and so can, in principle, convey that knowledge to others.
Judgements of taste and of moral value do not belong to fields of knowledge
(or so I contend), so appeals to expert opinion about matters of taste or
moral value are inappropriate because such judgements lie outside the scope
of anyone’s epistemic authority. The use of the Argument from Expert Opi-
nion scheme relies on the assumption that the scheme is applicable to the
question at issue in the argument. In general, then, it is assumed that the
use of an argument instantiating a given scheme is an appropriate use of
that scheme.

Often, when arguments are made that employ such schemes, not only
will such assumptions be left unexpressed, but also parts of the argument
itself will be left unexpressed. When someone argues, “I should be cutting
down on the salt in my diet, because my doctor said I'm getting too much,”
he (or she) leaves unexpressed the premise that the doctor has knowledge of
the domain of what constitutes a healthy diet, to which belongs the amount
of salt a person should ingest. For when we accept what someone said merely
on the ground that he (or she) said so, it is because we believe or assume or
presuppose that he is in a position to know about what he is talking about.

To be sure, a scheme can be any pattern whatsoever, since there is no
requirement that argument schemes exhibit established logical principles.
However, many schemes are used over and over, and their patterns are iden-
tified and named. Walton et al. (2008) describe and name sixty schemes, as
well as one or more subtypes for several of them. These names and patterns
of argument are familiar. Besides argument from authority, among others
they include, for example: ad populum, argument from example, argument
from analogy, composition, division, argument from waste, argument from
cause to effect, argument from correlation to cause, argument from sign,
ad hominem, slippery slope, argument from precedent.

What makes these schemes well known and often instantiated? I sug-
gest it is that they are schemes with a prima facie plausibility. Arguments
instantiating these schemes are, on the face of it, plausible arguments. What
this amounts to is that their warrants — the generalizations of their asso-
ciated conditionals that license the inference from their premises to their
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conclusions — are defensible. That is, it can be shown that when these war-
rants are relied on in arguments, under appropriate conditions, the premises
of the arguments serve to justify the conclusions.

Walton, following van Eemeren and Grootendorst (1992), following
Hastings (1962), associate with each argumentation scheme a set of critical
questions. The function of such questions is to test whether a particular
instance of a scheme is actually a plausible argument. Here are the criti-
cal questions that Walton et al. (2008, p. 310) list for the Argument from
Expert Opinion.

Critical Questions for Argument from Expert Opinion

CQ1: Exzxpertise Question:

How credible is E as an expert source?
CQ2: Field Question:

Is E an expert in the field [S] that A is in?
CQ3: Opinion Question:

What did E assert that implies A7
CQ4: Trustworthiness Question:

Is F personally reliable as a source?

CQb5:  Consistency Question:
Is A consistent with what other experts say?

CQ6: Backup Evidence Question:
Is E’s assertion based on evidence?

The critical questions function to test whether other things are in fact
equal in the case of the argument in question. Some of them (namely, CQ1,
CQ4, CQ5 and CQ6) ask whether there exist in the case at hand any factors
that undercut the inference from the premises to the conclusion, and thus
block the justificatory force of the warrant (see Pollock 2008, p. 453, for
his most recent account of his concept of defeaters: “... rebutting defeaters
attack the conclusion of a defeasible inference, while undercutting defeaters
attack the defeasible inference itself, without doing so by giving us a reason
for thinking it has a false conclusion.”). If the alleged expert’s qualifications
are weak, or the expert might be strongly motivated to lie or exaggerate, or
if the expert is relying on someone else’s say so and not on acquaintance with
the evidence for the claim, then the inference is undercut and the argument
is defeated.

One of the critical questions on the list (CQ5) tests whether there is an
independent reason to question the conclusion. If other experts, especially
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if they are equally or better qualified, disagree with £ about A, then there
exists a rebutting defeater of the argument. That is, there is a reason for
thinking that it has a false conclusion.

The remaining critical questions on the list test whether the premises
are true in the particular case (namely CQ2 and CQ3). If the person relied
upon as an expert is not an expert, or if what the person actually said is
different from, and does not imply, the claim he or she is cited as attesting
to, then those premises are false and the argument has nothing to go on.

Although Walton et al’s (2008) list of critical questions for Argument
from Expert Opinion do not include one, it seems advisable to add a critical
question to their list to test for the appropriateness of the use of this scheme
for the topic at issue. Some such critical question as the following might suit:

CQT7: Appropriateness Question:
Is domain S to which A belongs a field of knowledge?

In the case of other kinds of argument — arguments using other schemes —
the use of the scheme might be inappropriate for other kinds of reasons, for
example a straw man argument might be inappropriate because its conclu-
sion is not a denial of the claim in dispute, and an case of poisoning the well
might be inappropriate because it functions illegitimately to exclude some
party from engaging in the argument.

Finally, since any argument relies on the warrant that allegedly licenses
the inference from the grounds adduced to the claim in question, it seems
advisable to add a critical question to test for the prima facie legitimacy of
the warrant of the argument. This critical question gets overlooked when the
focus is on well-known and often employed argument schemes whose prima
facie force is well established. Also, except in cases of deliberate deception,
when someone offers an argument to another or others, the arguer thinks
the warrant is justified; and even in cases of deliberate deception, the arguer
expects that the audience will think the warrant is justified. However, as we
know, people are capable of completely irrelevant reasoning, so in principle
it would seem legitimate to include a critical question to test whether an
argument scheme is a non sequitur. Some such question as the following
might apply to the Argument from Expert Opinion:

CQ8: Warrant-testing question:
Is it plausible that if a proposition is asserted to be true (or false)
by someone who is an expert in the domain to which it belongs, one
may [i.e., one is justified or entitled to] presume that it is true (or
false), other things being equal?
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Whether any particular argument instantiating an argument scheme is
actually plausible will depend, then, on whether all the critical questions
associated with that scheme — questions that function to test for the va-
rious ways that scheme can go wrong in a particular case — can be answered
satisfactorily. I have suggested that critical questions serve several different
functions, namely, to test (1) whether the given premises are true or other-
wise acceptable, (2) whether that type of reasoning is prima facie plausible,
(3) whether the inference from the premises to the conclusion in the given
case is actually warranted, (4) whether there are independent reasons for
rejecting the conclusion, and (5) whether the argument employed is appro-
priate in the situation in question.

The preceding contention glosses over some complexities that need not
concern us for present purposes. For one, plausibility is relative to persons,
because it is a function of consistency with other beliefs and other attitudes.
For another, the account so far ignores complexities related to questions of
burden of proof. Walton and others model all arguments as dialogues, which
is a convenient fiction that permits assigning dialogue roles (proponent,
opponent) and associated burdens of proof (often differing with different
kinds of argument situations, such as in law wvs. in science, and with different
stages of the argument process, such as at the initiation of the argument
vs. during argumentative exchanges).

8. Argument scheme theory and formal logic

It might seem that there is nothing of interest to the formal logician
in such a method of informal analysis and appraisal of arguments. Clear-
ly the testing of any particular argument will require its examination in
the particular circumstances of its use. The situatedness of the argument
scheme approach seems to preclude the possibility of useful formal ana-
lysis. Moreover, only the answers to the critical questions about the type
of reasoning in general and the inference from the premises to the conclu-
sion in the particular case seem to be related to what might be thought
of as the “logic” of such arguments. The truth or acceptability of the pre-
mise is a factual or a procedural matter, and the appropriateness of the
use of the argument scheme on the occasion in question is also a proce-
dural matter.

However, the fact is that theorists working in Artificial Intelligence have
turned to argument scheme theory to help develop programs to enable com-
puters to recognize, analyze and construct arguments in natural language.
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Obviously, if such a project is to succeed, the schemes must somehow be
formalized so they can be expressed with deductively valid inference struc-
tures, and the fact that such programs have been developed shows that such
formalizations are indeed possible (see, for example, Araucaria by Reed and
Rowe 1995, ArguMed by Verheij 1998, Reason!/Able by van Gelder 2002, Ra-
tionale by Austhink 2008). One approach is in effect to express each scheme
in a defeasible modus ponens-like form, with its warrant used as the con-
ditional premise, its antecedent as the grounds or data and its consequent
as the conclusion. Provided there are no defeaters and the assumptions are
not challenged, then the inference from the grounds to the conclusion is
an entailment. A similar (logically equivalent?) approach is to treat the
answers to all the critical questions as premises, and the warrant as a con-
ditional with the conjunction of all those premises as the antecedent and
the conclusion as the consequent. In that case, if all the premises are true,
then the conclusion follows necessarily. (Both approaches are discussed in
Walton, et al., 2008, Chapters 11 and 12.) The resultant approximations
to actual contexts of argument are close enough for the practical purposes
for which these computer programs are designed. Moreover, as the various
argument scheme descriptions are refined and made more complete, their
formalizations get closer and closer to modeling ordinary language informal
argumentation.

9. Concluding remarks

It seems that there has been a sort of Hegelian dialectical process at
work. What began in the early days of the informal logic movement as a re-
jection of formal logic as the tool for analyzing and evaluating arguments
has evolved to the point that there have successfully been developed forma-
lizations of the schemes introduced to provide a framework for the informal
analysis and evaluation of arguments. However, the new synthesis correctly
puts the priority on natural language discourse. Those old enough to recall
the heyday of Logical Empiricism will remember that natural language was
criticized for its imprecision, its vagueness, its ambiguity — its resistance to
ready formalization! Inferences that were not deductively valid were consi-
dered defective (see Griinbaum & Salmon 1988 for critiques of this view).
Today it is appreciated that probably most natural language arguments that
are cogent are not deductively valid, and that the task of anyone wishing
to formalize such arguments for one or another practical purpose needs to
accommodate that reality.
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In this article I have been focusing on the relation of informal logic to
standard formal logic. It needs to be mentioned that in doing so I have
left out or only lurking in the background any mention of the dialectical
and rhetorical properties of arguments which, in addition to their logical
properties, most informal logicians today want to account for. Only a partial
picture of the contemporary theoretical interests of informal logicians is
conveyed here.

This article has addressed some remarks to the relation between in-
formal logic and logic. Informal logic originated with a rejection of formal
logic as an adequate basis for the analysis and evaluation of natural lan-
guage discursive arguments. Various alternatives were considered. One that
has just been mentioned here is the use of informal fallacies as an ana-
lytic and evaluative tool. Another that has received some attention is the
triple of acceptability (of premises) and relevance and sufficiency (of the pre-
mise-conclusion link). A third, and the one given most attention, is argument
scheme theory. On my analysis of it, this is a combination of the Toulmin
notion of warrant as inference license, the Perelman and Olbrechts-Tyteca
emphasis on argument schemes, and Hastings idea that critical questions
can be associated with argument schemes and serve as the basis for eva-
luating arguments that instantiate them — all developed most fully by Wal-
ton. Argument scheme analysis and critique is decidedly informal, and yet,
perhaps paradoxically, it has seemed to some computer scientists to be the
best approach to use in developing programs to permit the use of compu-
ters in analyzing, evaluating and even in constructing arguments in natural
language. To this end, the tools of formal and informal logic have recently
been joined.
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Abstract: This paper is aimed to provide an overview of the current state of
affairs of argumentation research from a pragma-dialectical perspective. It is
explained which are the difficulties in the study of argumentative discourse and
what research components are to be included in an argumentation theory that
seeks to be fully comprehensive. The development of the pragma-dialectical ideal
model of critical discussion is explained and the pragma-dialectical conception of
fallacies is elaborated on and compared with other approaches. It is argued that
fallacious argumentative moves are essentially derailments of ‘strategic mano-
euvring’, which is the balancing act performed by a discussant between making
argumentative moves that are at the same time rhetorically effective and dia-
lectically reasonable. Finally, the argument from authority is discussed as an
example. When is its usage sound and when can its strategic exploitation be
said to derail, resulting in the fallacy of the argumentum ad verecundiam?

Keywords: pragma-dialectics, argumentation (theory), dialectic(al reasonable-
ness), rhetoric(al effectiveness), strategic manoeuvring, fallacy, argument from
authority, argumentum ad verecundiam.

1. Argumentation as a subject matter for theorizing

The study of argumentation is prospering. This is a remarkable and
fortunate fact because during a long period of neglect the study of argu-
mentation seemed to have disappeared forever from the academic stage.
After its brilliant start in Antiquity, highlighted in the classical works of
Aristotle, after an alternation of ups and downs during the following mil-
lennia, in the post-Renaissance period its gradual decline set in. Revitali-

1 This text is part of a research project on strategic maneuvering in argumentative
discourse that I have carried out with Peter Houtlosser (1956—2008). The text is based on
a combination of texts that were earlier published elsewhere and it will in the end be part
of the monograph Strategic Maneuvering in Argumentative Discourse, to be published.
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zation took place only after Toulmin and Perelman published in the same
year (1958) their landmark works The Uses of Argument and La nouvelle
rhétorique (co-authored by Olbrechts-Tyteca and translated into English in
1969). Toulmin’s model of argumentation and Perelman’s inventory of ar-
gumentation techniques inspired a great many scholars in various ways to
take up the study of argumentation in a serious manner. Nowadays there are
well-established (formal as well as informal) logical approaches to argumen-
tation, but also communicative, linguistic, social, psychological, juridical,
and other approaches. Traces of the influence of the classical and neo-classi-
cal argumentation theories just mentioned could be found in most of these
approaches (van Eemeren et al. 1996).

It is a truism recognized from Antiquity onwards that argumentation
arises in response to, or in anticipation of, a difference of opinion, whe-
ther this difference of opinion is real or merely imaginary. When people
argue their case, they are defending an opinion, or “standpoint,” they as-
sume not to be shared by the addressee or by some third party the addres-
see might associate with — otherwise the argumentation would be pointless
(van Eemeren & Grootendorst 1984, pp. 39-46). The need for argumenta-
tion, the requirements of justification, and the structure of argumentation
are all adapted to a context in which doubts, opposition, objections, and
counterclaims arise.

When theorizing about argumentation it is vital to realize that the
standpoints at issue in a difference of opinion can pertain to any kind of
subject and that these standpoints can be descriptive as well as evaluative
or practical. In argumentative discourse, an evaluative judgment, such as
“The film Infamous is brilliant,” or a practical prescription to do something,
like “You should join me to that meeting,” can be just as well at issue as
a descriptive claim about a factual state of affairs such as “Amsterdam is
much bigger than Rotterdam.” Standpoints of any of these types, and the
argumentation to defend them, can be encountered in all areas, from the
family circle and the classroom to the law and the political arena, and it is
imperative that the study of argumentation deals with the full breadth of
argumentative practices.

Some philosophers have a parti pris that normative statements such as
evaluative standpoints and prescriptive — traditionally dubbed “practical”
— standpoints can never be subjected to a rational discussion. Some argu-
mentation theorists viewing argumentation as “a fundamentally epistemic
affair” nourish this prejudice by assigning a higher status to descriptive
claims, which are deemed to fulfil a special role in the process of truth find-
ing and truth preservation by “bringling] reasoners from recognized truths
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or justified beliefs to previously unrecognized truths or not otherwise justi-
fied beliefs” (Biro & Siegel 1992, p. 99). Some argumentation scholars taking
a rhetorical approach favour the other extreme by claiming that rhetorical
argumentation is only about action claims, thus fostering the exclusion of
descriptive and evaluative standpoints (Kock 2007).

The ultimate consequence of excluding evaluative and practical stand-
points in a quasi-positivist fashion from the study of argumentation is that
value judgments and choices for action are left entirely to subjective prefe-
rences and personal interests. Contrary to philosophers with such an “exc-
lusionist” outlook, John Stuart Mill — who showed a keen interest in the
discussion of ethical, political, and religious standpoints — and likeminded
“inclusionist” philosophers believe that all subjects can be the objects of
a rational argumentative discussion (Finocchiaro 2005). I emphatically agree
with Mill and other representatives of this analytic tradition and see no jus-
tification for pronouncing positions implying a value hierarchy or action
principle a priori unsuitable for such a discussion.

It is not only unnecessary to limit the study of argumentation to descrip-
tive standpoints, but also highly undesirable, because in certain domains of
discourse such a limitation would give free rein to those who are not at all
interested in justifying their standpoints to others. In politics, for instance,
it would provide them with an alibi for abstaining from making out a case
for their actions and would offer them a chance to make their standpoints
immune to criticism by proclaiming them beyond discussion. Because in
every joint decision-making, not just in politics but also in other domains
of the public sphere, and even in the personal sphere, argumentative discus-
sions play — or should play — a crucial part, if we take this decision-making
seriously, in all cases in which argumentation is used to defend a standpoint
a careful analysis and critical evaluation of the argumentative discourse is
required and the study of argumentation should provide the necessary con-
ceptual tools.

When it comes to the pivotal notion of argumentation some striking
differences can be observed between the meaning of the counterparts of the
word argumentation in other European languages and the meaning this word
has in English. Because these differences can have significant consequences
for the way in which argumentation is conceptualized, it is important to take
note of them. To start with, unlike its English counterpart, the Dutch word
“argumentatie” is, just like its equivalents in many other languages, a very
common word that everyone knows and uses in the same unequivocal way.
More importantly, ordinary speakers use this word in basically the same
way as argumentation theorists — or at least in virtually the same way as
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the authors of the handbook Fundamentals of Argumentation Theory use
the term argumentation (van Eemeren et al. 1996, p. 5).

The first noteworthy property of the Dutch word for argumentation and
its equivalents in other languages is that it is immediately connected with
trying to resolve a difference of opinion in a constructive way by convincing
the other party of the acceptability of one’s standpoint — a property it has in
common with the theoretical term argumentation (van Eemeren & Grooten-
dorst 2004, pp. 11-18). Unlike the word “argumentation” in English, the
Dutch word for argumentation has nothing to do with quarrelling or other
negatively charged verbal activities, such as skirmishing, squabbling, bicker-
ing, wrangling, and haggling. This lack of any negative connotations al-
lows this word to be adopted as a technical term in the theorizing without
having to introduce first several artificial stipulations. A second property
that makes the Dutch word for argumentation different from its English
counterpart is that it refers only to the constellation of reasons put forward
by an arguer in defence of his standpoint and not to the standpoint itself.
The distinction that is made here is similar to the logical distinction be-
tween premises and conclusion. A third distinctive property is that the pro-
cess-product ambiguity characterizing the theoretical term argumentation
is already inherent in the meaning of the Dutch word for argumentation,
whereas this is not so clearly the case in the ordinary use of the English
word “argumentation.”

Conceptually, the lexical meaning of the non-English counterparts of the
English word “argumentation” constitutes a better basis for a theoretical de-
finition of the theoretical term argumentation than that of the English word
argumentation. What other conspicuous characteristics of argumentation
must enter into the theoretical definition because they have methodological
consequences for the way in which argumentation research is to be conduc-
ted? Let me summarize the four characteristics that seem vital to me. First,
argumentation is a communicative act complex, which is realised in ordinary
communication by means of functional verbal (and sometimes non-verbal)
behaviour. In the theorizing this characteristic leads to the adoption of
the methodological principle of “functionalization.” Second, argumentation
is an interactional act complex directed at other people, which makes ar-
gumentation part of an explicit or implicit dialogue. The accompanying
methodological principle is “socialization.” Third, argumentation means is-
suing in some way or other propositions that involve commitments for which
one can be held accountable. The methodological principle that goes with
it is “externalization.” Fourth, argumentation involves by its constructive
nature an appeal to reasonableness that derives its force from the idea of
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common critical standards. This leads to the adoption of the methodologi-
cal principle of “dialectification.”

The methodological principles I have just mentioned are meta-theore-
tical in the sense that their adoption precedes the actual theorizing. They are
part and parcel of the theoretical approach to argumentation that I favour,
but this is not to say that all argumentation theorists share them. Func-
tionalization is in our approach achieved by making use of the fact that
argumentative discourse occurs through — and in response to — speech act
performances. Identifying the complex speech act of argumentation and the
other speech acts involved in resolving a difference of opinion makes it po-
ssible to specify the relevant “identity conditions” and “correctness condi-
tions” of these speech acts (van Eemeren & Grootendorst 1984, pp. 3946,
1992, pp. 30-33). In this way, for instance, a specification can be given
of what is “at stake” in advancing a certain “standpoint,” so that it be-
comes clear what the “disagreement space” is and how the argumenta-
tive discourse is organized around this context of disagreement (Jackson
1992, p. 261). Socialization is achieved by identifying who exactly take
on the discussion roles of protagonist and antagonist in the collaborative
context of argumentative discourse. By extending the speech act perspec-
tive to the level of interaction, it can be shown in which ways positions
and argumentation in support of positions are developed. Externalization
is achieved by identifying the specific commitments that are created by the
speech acts performed in a context of argumentative interaction. Rather
than being treated as internal states of mind, in a speech act perspective
notions such as “disagreement” and “acceptance” can be defined in terms
of discursive activities that create well-defined mutual commitments. “Ac-
ceptance,” for instance, can be externalized as giving a preferred response
to an arguable act that commits the respondent to not attacking the act
anymore. Finally, dialectification is achieved by regimenting the exchange
of speech acts aimed at resolving a difference of opinion in an ideal model
of a critical discussion that is based on a critical rationalist philosophy of
reasonableness.

Taking these meta-theoretical starting points into account, argumenta-
tion can be defined as follows:

Argumentation is a communicative and interactional (speech) act complex
aimed at resolving a difference of opinion for a reasonable judge by advancing
a constellation of reasons the arguer can be held accountable for as justifying
the acceptability of the standpoint(s) at issue.
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2. The pragma-dialectical theory of argumentation

Scholars of argumentation are often drawn to studying argumentation
by an interest in certain practices of argumentative discourse and improving
their quality where this is called for. To be able to satisfy this interest, they
have to combine an empirical orientation with a critical orientation towards
argumentative discourse. This challenging combination can only be achieved
if they not only examine argumentative discourse as a specimen of actual
verbal communication and interaction but also measure its quality against
normative standards of reasonableness. If “pragmatics” is taken to be the
study of communicative and interactive language use, as is customary among
discourse analysts, then the need for uniting the empirical and descriptive
angle of research and the critical and normative angle can be acknowledged
by construing the study of argumentation as a branch of “normative prag-
matics” (van Eemeren 1986).

In normative pragmatics, argumentation scholars make it their business
to clarify how the gap between the normative dimension and the descriptive
dimension of argumentation can be systematically bridged, so that critical
and empirical insights can be integrated. The complex problems that are
at stake in this endeavour can only be solved with the help of a compre-
hensive research programme consisting of various interrelated components
(van Eemeren & Grootendorst 2004, pp. 9-41). On the one hand, there
is a philosophical component in the programme in which a conception of
reasonableness must be developed and a theoretical component in which,
starting from this ideal of reasonableness, a model for acceptable argumen-
tation is to be designed. On the other hand, there is an empirical component
in which argumentative reality as encountered in argumentative discourse
must be investigated, qualitatively as well as quantitatively. Then, in the
analytical component the normative and the descriptive dimensions must
be systematically linked by enabling a theoretical reconstruction of argu-
mentative discourse that is justified empirically. Finally, in the practical
component of the programme the problems must be identified that occur in
particular argumentative practices and methods must be developed to solve
these problems systematically.

As it happens, the conceptions of reasonableness argumentation scho-
lars have developed in the philosophical component of their research pro-
gramme diverge from the outset, so that in the theoretical component diffe-
rent outlooks emerge on what is considered to be an acceptable argument.
When developing our approach to argumentation, Rob Grootendorst and
I were strongly influenced by Barth and Krabbe’s (1982) “formal dialec-
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tics” and started from a conception of reasonableness that replaces “ju-
stificationism” with a critical testing procedure (van Eemeren & Grooten-
dorst 1984, pp. 15-18). This dialectical conception of reasonableness is as-
sociated with the (Popperian) “critical rationalist” philosophy of reason-
ableness, which claims that, ultimately, we cannot be certain of anything
and takes as its guiding principle the idea of critically testing all claims
that are made to acceptability (van Eemeren & Grootendorst 1988). As
Albert (1975) has emphasized, the critical rationalist conception of reason-
ableness is all embracing: it pertains to any subject that can be the ob-
ject of a regulated discussion and covers — as we would like to have it —
the discussion of descriptive as well as evaluative and prescriptive stand-
points.

By implementing a critical rationalist view in the theoretical compo-
nent of the research programme we pursued the development of a model
of critical discussion that gives substance to the idea of resolving differen-
ces of opinion on the merits by means of dialectically regulated critical
exchanges in which the acceptability of the standpoints at issue is put to
the test (van Eemeren & Grootendorst 1988, pp. 279-280). The outcome of
the discussion between the protagonist and the antagonist depends on the
critical questions asked by the antagonist and the adequacy of the protago-
nist’s responses to these critical questions. The systematic interaction that
takes place between the speech acts performed by the protagonist to defend
the standpoint and those performed by the antagonist to respond critically
is characteristic of the “pragma-dialectical” resolution procedure we have
designed, which combines a dialectical view of argumentative reasonable-
ness with a pragmatic view of the verbal moves made in argumentative
discourse.

The model of a critical discussion we developed provides an overview
of the argumentative moves that are pertinent to the development of each
of the discussion stages and further the process of resolving a difference of
opinion on the merits in each particular stage. Analytically, in a critical
discussion four stages can be distinguished that have to be completed in
a constructive way in order to be able to resolve the difference of opinion on
the merits. First, there is the “confrontation stage,” in which the difference
of opinion is externalized from the disagreement space. Next there is the
“opening stage,” in which the protagonist and the antagonist of a stand-
point at issue in the difference of opinion determine their zone of agreement
as far as common procedural and material starting points (or “concessions”)
are concerned. In the “argumentation stage” both parties try to establish
whether, given the point of departure acknowledged by the parties, the
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protagonist’s standpoint is tenable in the light of the antagonist’s critical
responses. Finally, in the “concluding stage,” the result of the critical dis-
cussion is established.

The pragma-dialectical model of a critical discussion is a theoretically
motivated system for resolution-oriented discourse. In a critical discussion,
the parties attempt to reach agreement about the acceptability of the stand-
points at issue by finding out whether or not these standpoints are defensible
against doubt or criticism. To be able to achieve this purpose, the dialec-
tical procedure for conducting a critical discussion cannot deal only with
inference relations between premises (or “concessions”) and conclusions (or
“standpoints”), but should cover all speech acts that play a part in exa-
mining the acceptability of standpoints. In pragma-dialectics, the concept
of a critical discussion is therefore given shape in a model that specifies all
the types of speech acts instrumental in any of the stages the resolution pro-
cess has to pass. Because in actual argumentative discourse speech acts are
often performed implicitly or indirectly, in practice, a great variety of speech
acts may fulfil a constructive role in the resolution process (van Eemeren
& Grootendorst 1984, 2004).

3. The pragma-dialectical treatment of the fallacies

3.1. Criticisms of the Logical Standard Treatment of the fallacies

The acid test for any normative theory of argumentation is to what
extent the theory enables us to deal adequately with the fallacies. As we all
know, in the study of argumentation the fallacies have been an important
object of study from Antiquity onwards. Aristotle examined them extensi-
vely, both in his dialectical and in his rhetorical studies. In the Topics, his
treatise on dialectic, Aristotle placed the fallacies in the context of a criti-
cal debate between the attacker and the defender of a thesis in which the
attacker attacks and the defender defends the thesis. The attacker can win
the debate first of all by refuting the defender’s thesis. Aristotle discusses
correct moves the attacker can make to refute the defender’s thesis as well
as incorrect moves that he considers fallacious. In general, in Aristotle’s
dialectical perspective, fallacies are false moves employed in the attacker’s
efforts to refute the defender’s thesis. In Sophistical Refutations, Aristotle
deals with the false ways of refuting a thesis that he ascribed to the popular
debate experts known as the Sophists — hence the epithet “sophism.” In his
Rhetoric, Aristotle discusses from a rhetorical perspective some fallacious
refutations that are only apparent refutations.
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The fallacies have remained a popular subject of study ever since, which
led in the course of time to the discovery of a number of “new” fallacies.
These newly discovered fallacies were just added to the Aristotelian list of
dialectical fallacies, in spite of the fact that, largely due to the huge influence
of bishop Whately, a much broader (and vaguer) logical perspective had
gradually replaced the dialectical perspective. The Latin names that were
given to many of these fallacies may suggest that they all stem from the
classical tradition, but this is not the case: without calling it fallacious, John
Locke, for instance, was the first one to draw attention to the argumentum
ad hominem.

In 1970, Charles Hamblin caused a revolution in the study of fallacies
through his monograph Fullacies, in which he reported how he was struck
by the observed similarities in the treatment of the fallacies in the leading
logical textbooks of the time. He observed that each of the textbooks pre-
sented more or less the same list of fallacies and explained the fallacies in
more or less the same way, using very often exactly the same examples.
Hamblin suspected that the one author was just copying the other, without
any further reflection. He noted that the Logical Standard Treatment he
had detected in the textbooks started from a Logical Standard Definition
of the fallacies as arguments that seem valid but are in fact not valid. Stran-
gely, however, the treatment of the fallacies that was actually given was in
several respects inconsistent with this definition. Firstly, a great many of
the fallacies discussed in the logical textbooks, such as the argumentum ad
hominem, are in fact no arguments. Or they are arguments, such as “circular
reasoning,” that are certainly not invalid; and there are also cases, such as
the argumentum ad verecundiam, in which the reason for the fallaciousness
is an entirely different one than invalidity.

The revelation of these incongruities caused a lot of turmoil, although
open-minded argumentation theorists recognized immediately that Hamblin
was basically right. Over time they came to share most of his objections to
the Logical Standard Treatment of the fallacies. At present there are not
many argumentation theorists left who consider “logical validity” the sole
criterion for fallaciousness. Argumentation theorists also tend to agree that
including a word like “seems” in the definition of a fallacy, as happens in the
Logical Standard Definition, brings in an undesirable amount of subjective
psychologizing. As it happens, a certain argument may seem OK to me, but
why would it seem OK to you if you happen to know that it is invalid or
otherwise deficient?

However pertinent they were, Hamblin’s devastating criticisms were not
always so productive in practice, as can be shown by referring to two extreme
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reactions. First, there were author of leading logical textbooks, such as Copi
(1972), who reprinted their exposes of the fallacies without making any
serious attempt to deal with Hamblin’s objections. Perhaps they thought
that their textbooks were doing well as it was — and what did their stu-
dents know about Hamblin? The opposite extreme reaction to Hamblin’s
criticisms consisted of abandoning the treatment of the fallacies altogether
from the textbook. From an ethical perspective this may be better, but it is
clear that it does not contribute to finding an appropriate way of dealing
with the problem of the fallacies. A third option that one could have ima-
gined to be chosen as an easy way-out is maintaining the Logical Standard
Definition of the fallacies and leaving all fallacies out of one’s treatment that
are not covered by this definition, but — encouragingly — not many argumen-
tation theorists seem prepared to throw the baby out with the bathwater
and set aside their efforts of finding a proper treatment of the fallacies just
for the sake of maintaining theoretical purity.

3.2. A constructive alternative to the Logical Standard Treatment

In my view, the theorizing about fallacies has to start from a general and
coherent perspective on argumentative discourse that provides a common
rationale to the treatment of all fallacies. Because a theory of wrongs can-
not be constructed independently of a theory of what is normatively correct,
a theory of fallacies must be an integral part of a normative theory of ar-
gumentation that provides well-defined standards for sound argumentative
discourse. The theoretical account of the fallacies should be systematically
related to these standards in such a way that it is clear in all cases why the
fallacies are fallacious.

In Europe two dialectical approaches to argumentation were developed
in the early 1980s that constitute a constructive sequel to Hamblin’s cri-
ticisms in which the fallacies are systematically related to standards for
sound argumentation. These approaches were both aimed at developing
a theory of argumentation that starts from a “critical rationalist” perspec-
tive on argumentative discourse in which the fallibility of all human thought
is the point of departure: formal dialectics developed by Else Barth and Erik
Krabbe (1982), and the pragma-dialectical theory of argumentation I de-
veloped with Rob Grootendorst (van Eemeren & Grootendorst 1984, 1992,
2004) and extended with Peter Houtlosser (van Eemeren & Houtlosser 2002,
2003, 2004). Because I concentrate on the identification of fallacies in ordi-
nary discourse conducted in natural language, I shall use pragma-dialectics
as my theoretical framework rather than formal dialectics. Pragma-dialec-
tics links up with formal dialectics, but views argumentative discourse and
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fallacies occurring in argumentative discourse in the pragmatic perspective
of the communicative and interactional context in which the discourse takes
place.

The simplest argumentative situation is that a speaker or writer advan-
ces a standpoint and acts as “protagonist” of that standpoint and a listener
or reader expresses doubt with regard to the standpoint and acts as “antago-
nist.” In the discussion that develops the two parties try to find out whether
the protagonist’s standpoint can withstand the antagonist’s criticism. In this
exchange an interaction takes place between the speech acts performed by
the protagonist and the speech acts performed by the antagonist that is ty-
pical of what we call a “critical discussion.” This interaction can, of course,
lead to the resolution of the difference of opinion only if it proceeds in an
adequate fashion, which requires a regulation of the interaction through
rules for critical discussion specifying in which cases the performance of
certain speech acts contributes to the resolution of the difference on the me-
rits. It is the task of dialectical argumentation theorists to formulate these
rules in such a way that together they constitute a discussion procedure
that is “problem-valid” as well as “conventionally valid” (Barth & Krabbe
1982, pp. 21-22). The procedural rules proposed in pragma-dialectics are
claimed to be problem-valid because each of them contributes in a specific
way to solving problems inherent in the process of resolving a difference of
opinion on the merits. Their conventional validity is confirmed by systema-
tic experimental research regarding their intersubjective acceptability (van
Eemeren, Garssen & Meuffels 2009).

A procedure regulating the resolution of a difference of opinion cannot
be confined exclusively to the logical relations by which conclusions are in-
ferred from premises. As a matter of course, it must consist of a system of
rules covering all speech acts that need to be carried out to resolve a dif-
ference of opinion. This means that the procedure should relate to all four
stages that are to be distinguished in a critical discussion: the rules for con-
ducting a critical discussion must state all the norms pertinent to resolving
a difference of opinion on the merits. In principle, each of the pragma-dia-
lectical discussion rules constitutes a distinct norm or standard for critical
discussion. Any move that is an infringement of any of these rules, which-
ever party performs it and at whatever stage in the discussion, is a possible
threat to the resolution of a difference of opinion and must therefore — and
in this particular sense — be regarded as fallacious. In this way the use of
the term fallacy is systematically connected with the rules for critical dis-
cussion. In the pragma-dialectical approach a fallacy is thus a hindrance or
impediment to resolving a difference of opinion on the merits. The specific
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nature of a particular fallacy depends on the way in which it interferes with
the resolution process.

The pragma-dialectical approach differentiates a functional variety of
norms for judging fallaciousness. Rather than considering the fallacies as
belonging to an unstructured list of nominal categories inherited from the
past, as is the case in the Logical Standard Treatment, or considering all
fallacies to be violations of the validity norm (as in the logic-centred ap-
proaches), different (combinations of) norms may be pertinent. A compa-
rison shows that fallacies which were traditionally only nominally lumped
together are now either shown to have something in common or clearly di-
stinguished, whereas genuinely related fallacies that were separated are now
brought together. There are, for instance, two different kinds of argumen-
tum ad populum, the fallacy of regarding something acceptable because it
is considered acceptable by a great many people; the one variant is a vio-
lation of the Relevance Rule that a party may not defend his standpoint
by advancing argumentation that is not pertinent to that standpoint, the
other variant is a violation of the Argument Scheme Rule that a stand-
point may not be regarded defended conclusively if the defence does not
take place by means of an appropriate argument scheme that is used cor-
rectly. Among the fallacies that were separated and are now brought toge-
ther are a variant of ad verecundiam (using an inappropriate symptomatic
argument scheme by presenting the standpoint as right because an autho-
rity says it is right) and a variant of ad populum (using an inappropriate
symptomatic argument scheme by presenting the standpoint as right be-
cause everybody thinks it is right). When they are analyzed as violations
of the same Argument Scheme Rule it becomes clear that, seen from the
perspective of resolving a difference of opinion, these variants are basically
of the same kind.

In addition, the pragma-dialectical approach also enables the analysis
of thus far unrecognized and unnamed “new” obstacles to resolving a diffe-
rence of opinion on the merits. Examples are declaring a standpoint sacro-
sanct, a violation of the Freedom Rule that parties may not prevent each
other from putting forward standpoints or casting doubt on standpoints;
evading the burden of proof and shifting the burden of proof, both violations
of the Burden of Proof Rule that a party who puts forward a standpoint
is obliged to defend that standpoint if asked to; denying an unexpressed
premise, a violation of the Unexpressed Premise Rule that a party may not
falsely present something as a premise that has been left unexpressed or
deny a premise that has been left implicit; and making an absolute of the
success of the defence, a violation of the Closure Rule that a failed defence

80



Strategic Manoeuvring Between Rhetorical Effectiveness and Dialectical...

must only result in the protagonist retracting the standpoint and a suc-
cessful defence only in the antagonist retracting his doubt (van Eemeren
& Grootendorst 1992, 2004).

4. Fallacies as derailments of strategic manoeuvring

Although T can safely claim that Hamblin’s criticisms no longer apply
to the pragma-dialectical theory of fallacies I have just sketched, in my
view, this theory is still not entirely satisfactory. The main reason is that
it ignores the intriguing problem of the persuasiveness that fallacies may
have, which is in fact why they deserve our attention. To be sure, Daniel
O’Keefe’s (2006) “meta-analyses” of experimental persuasion studies seem
to suggest that, generally speaking, sound argumentation is more persuasive
than fallacious argumentation, and the results of our own empirical research
point into the same direction (van Eemeren, Garssen & Meuffels 2008, sec-
tion 5). Nevertheless, the inconspicuous persuasiveness of the fallacies is
such a thorny issue that we cannot content ourselves with these indications
but should give this issue our undivided attention.

In the Logical Standard Definition of fallacies as arguments that seem
valid but are not valid, the persuasiveness of the fallacies was hinted at by
the use of the word “seem,” but since Hamblin (1970, p. 254) issued the
verdict that including this qualification brings in an undesirable element
of subjectivity, the treacherous character of the fallacies — the Latin word
fallax means deceptive or deceitful — has been ignored and the search for
its explanation abandoned. This means that fallacy theorists are no longer
concerned with the question of how fallacies “work,” that is, why they can
be successful and why they go so often unnoticed. I think that the prag-
ma-dialectical theory of argumentation can remedy this neglect, but that,
because of the nature of the problem, it can only do so if it is first enriched
by insight from rhetoric.

At this juncture, it is worth emphasizing that combining rhetorical in-
sight with dialectical insight is not as unproblematic as one might think. In
spite of their initial connection in Antiquity, when Aristotle described rhe-
toric as the mirror image (antistrophos), or counterpart, of dialectic, since
the Scientific Revolution in the 17" century — starting, in fact, already with
Ramus — there has been a sharp ideological division between dialectic and
rhetoric. This division has resulted in the existence of two separate and
mutually isolated paradigms, conforming to different perspectives on argu-
mentation, which are generally considered incompatible. Rhetoric became
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a field for scholars of communication, language, and literature in the hu-
manities and social sciences while dialectic became the province of logicians
and scientists — but almost disappeared from sight after the formalization of
logic in the late nineteenth and early twentieth century. Although the dia-
lectical approach to argumentation has been taken up again in the second
half of the twentieth century by Hamblin and his followers, there was for
a long time — and, to a large extent, there still is — a yawning conceptual and
communicative gap between argumentation theorists opting for a dialecti-
cal perspective and argumentation theorists with a rhetorical perspective
(van Eemeren 2001). In the last two decades, however, serious efforts have
been made to overcome the sharp and infertile division between dialectic
and rhetoric (van Eemeren & Houtlosser 2002).

The inclusion of rhetorical insight in the pragma-dialectical theory that
Peter Houtlosser and I have brought about is a clear example of an effort to
bridge the gap between dialectic and rhetoric (van Eemeren & Houtlosser
2002, 2003, 2004, 2005). We started from the observation that in argumen-
tative discourse, whether it takes place orally or in writing, it is not the
sole aim of the arguers to conduct the discussion in a way that is conside-
red reasonable, but also, and from a certain perspective even in the first
place, to achieve the outcome that is from their point of view the best re-
sult. The arguers’ rhetorical attempts to make things go their way are, as
it were, incorporated in their dialectical efforts to resolve the difference of
opinion in accordance with proper standards for a critical discussion. This
means in practice that at every stage of the resolution process the parties
may be presumed to be at the same time out for the optimal rhetorical
result at that point in the discussion and to hold to the dialectical objective
of the discussion stage concerned. In their efforts to reconcile the simulta-
neous pursuit of these two aims, which may at times be at odds, the arguers
make use of what we have termed strategic manoeuvring. This strategic ma-
noeuvring is directed at diminishing the potential tension between jointly
pursuing the “dialectical” aim of reasonableness and the “rhetorical” aim
of effectiveness.

Strategic manoeuvring manifests itself in the moves that are made in
argumentative discourse in three aspects, which can be distinguished only
analytically: “topical choice,” “audience adaptation,” and “presentational
design.” Topical choice refers to the specific selection that is made in each of
the moves from the topical potential — the set of dialectical options — available
at the discussion stage concerned, audience adaptation involves framing
one’s moves in a perspective that agrees with the audience, and presentational
design concerns the selection that the speaker or writer makes from the
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existing repertoire of presentational devices. In their strategic manoeuvring
aimed at steering the argumentative discourse their way without violating
any critical standards in the process both parties may be considered to be
out to make the most convenient topical selection, to appeal in the strongest
way to their audience, and to adopt the most effective presentation.

A clearer understanding of strategic manoeuvring in argumentative dis-
course can be gained by examining how the rhetorical opportunities avail-
able in a dialectical situation are exploited in argumentative practice (see
van Eemeren & Houtlosser 2008). Each of the four stages in the process of
resolving a difference of opinion is characterized by having a specific dialec-
tical objective. Because, as a matter of course, the parties want to realize
these objectives to the best advantage of the position they have adopted,
every dialectical objective has its rhetorical analogue. In each discussion
stage, the rhetorical goals of the participants will be dependent on — and
therefore run parallel with — their dialectical goals, because in each stage
they are out to achieve the dialectical results that serve their rhetorical pur-
poses best. As a consequence, the specifications of the rhetorical aims that
may be attributed to the participants in the discourse must take place ac-
cording to dialectical stage. This is the methodological reason why the study
of strategic manoeuvring that we propose boils down to a systematic inte-
gration of rhetorical insight in a dialectical — in our case, pragma-dialectical
— framework of analysis.

What kind of advantages can be gained by strategic manoeuvring de-
pends on the particular stage one is in. In the confrontation stage, for in-
stance, the dialectical objective is to achieve clarity concerning the issues
that are at stake and the positions the parties assume. Each party’s strategic
manoeuvring will therefore be aimed at directing the confrontation rhetori-
cally towards a definition of the difference that highlights precisely the issues
this party wants to discuss. In the opening stage, the dialectical objective
is to establish an unambiguous point of departure consisting of intersubjec-
tively accepted procedural and material starting points. As a consequence,
the strategic manoeuvring by the parties will be aimed at establishing rheto-
rically procedural starting points that secure an opportune allocation of the
burden of proof and combine having desirable discussion rules with having
material starting points that involve helpful concessions by the other party.
In the argumentation stage, where the standpoints at issue are challenged
and defended, the dialectical objective is to test, starting from the point of
departure established in the opening stage, the tenability of the standpoints
that shaped the difference of opinion in the confrontation stage. Depending
on the positions they have taken, the parties will manoeuvre strategically
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to engineer rhetorically the most convincing case — or the most effective
attack, as the case may be. In the concluding stage, the dialectical objective
of determining if, and in whose favour, the difference of opinion has been
resolved leads to strategic manoeuvring aimed at enforcing victory for the
sake of the party concerned by effectuating rhetorically either the conclusion
that the protagonist may maintain his standpoint in view of the criticisms
that were made or that the antagonist may maintain his doubt in view of
the argumentation that was advanced.

Although, in our view, in strategic manoeuvring the pursuit of dialec-
tical objectives can go well together with the realization of rhetorical aims,
this does — of course — not automatically mean that in practice the two ob-
jectives will always be in perfect balance. If a party allows his commitment
to a critical exchange of argumentative moves to be overruled by the aim
of persuading the opponent, we say that the strategic manoeuvring has got
“derailed.” Such derailments occur when a rule for critical discussion has
been violated. In that case, trying to realize the rhetorical aim has gained
the upper hand — at the expense of achieving the dialectical objective. Be-
cause derailments of strategic manoeuvring always involve violating a rule
for critical discussion, they are on a par with the wrong moves in argu-
mentative discourse designated as fallacies. Viewed from this perspective,
fallacies are derailments of strategic manoeuvring that involve violations of
critical discussion rules.

The difference between legitimate manifestations of strategic mano-
euvring and manifestations that are fallacious is that in the latter case
certain soundness conditions applying to that way of strategic manoeuvring
have not been met. Each mode of strategic manoeuvring has as it were
its own continuum of sound and fallacious acting and the boundaries be-
tween the two are not always immediately crystal clear. More often than
not, fallacy judgments are in the end contextual judgments that depend on
the specific circumstances of situated argumentative acting. The criteria for
determining whether or not a certain norm for critical discussion has been
violated may depend to some extent on the institutional conventions of the
“argumentative activity type” concerned (van Eemeren & Houtlosser 2005),
that is, on how argumentative discourse is disciplined in a particular sort
of case — referring to precedent, for instance, can be a perfectly legitimate
appeal to authority in a law case but not so easily in a scientific discussion.
This does not automatically mean, of course, that there are no clear cri-
teria for determining whether the strategic manoeuvring has gone astray,
but only that the specific shape these criteria take may vary to some extent
from the one argumentative activity type to the other.
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This account of the fallacies as derailments of strategic manoeuvring
explains why it may, as a matter of course, not be immediately apparent
to all concerned that a fallacy has been committed, so that the fallacy may
pass unnoticed. In principle, each fallacy has sound counterparts that are
manifestations of the same mode of strategic manoeuvring, so that it is
much more difficult to tell them apart than when the distinction involved
two completely different types of categories, like when all the legitimate
moves would be cats and all the fallacious moves were dogs. It is fully in line
with what Sally Jackson (1995) calls the assumption of reasonableness that
a party that manoeuvres strategically will normally uphold a commitment
to the rules of critical discussion, so that a presumption of reasonableness is
conferred on every discussion move — and this assumption is also operative
when the strategic manoeuvring that is used is fallacious.

Deviations from the rules for critical discussion may be hard to detect
because none of the parties will be very keen on portraying themselves
openly as unreasonable. It is to be expected that in order to realize a purpose
that is potentially at odds with the objective of a particular discussion rule,
rather than resorting to completely different means, they will stick to the
usual dialectical means for achieving their objective and “stretch” the use of
these means in such a way that they allow the other purpose to be realized
as well. Echoing the Logical Standard Definition of a fallacy, we can then say
that the strategic manoeuvring involved seems to comply with the critical
discussion rules, but in fact it does not.

5. Arguments from authority and the argumentum ad verecundiam

The fallacies have now been characterized as violations of rules for cri-
tical discussion that manifest themselves in derailments of strategic mano-
euvring which may easily escape our attention because the derailments con-
cerned can be very similar to familiar instances of sound strategic mano-
euvring. All the same, it is of course necessary to make the distinction. To
mark the importance of the distinction between non-fallacious and fallacious
strategic manoeuvring most clearly, I do not use the same labels indiscri-
minately for the fallacious as well as the non-fallacious moves, as Walton
and others do, but reserve the traditional — often Latinized — names of the
fallacies, such as argumentum ad hominem, for the incorrect and fallacious
cases only.

Strategic manoeuvring only derails into fallaciousness if it goes against
the norms for having a reasonable exchange embodied in the rules for critical
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discussion. This means in practice that the argumentative moves concerned
are not in agreement with the relevant criteria for complying with a par-
ticular dialectical norm. As we already observed, these criteria depend on
the soundness conditions the argumentative moves have to fulfil in order to
remain within the bounds of dialectical reasonableness in the argumentative
context in which they are made and they may vary to some extent according
to the argumentative activity type in which the moves occur.

As a case in point, while avoiding the use of technical language as much
as possible, I shall briefly discuss the demarcation of non-fallacious and fal-
lacious moves in a particular mode of strategic manoeuvring taking place
in the rather open argumentative activity type of an informal conversa-
tion. The mode of manoeuvring I have chosen is defending a standpoint
by advancing an “argument from authority.” The argument scheme used
in an argument from authority is a subtype of the argumentation known
as “symptomatic argumentation,” also called “sign argumentation.” In the
argument scheme on which argumentation of this type is based the accepta-
bility of the premise is presented as a sign that the conclusion is acceptable
through the establishment of a relationship of concomitance between the
property mentioned in the premise and the property mentioned in the conc-
lusion. Such a fixed symptomatic association is, for instance, suggested in
argumentation such as “Paul must be a cheese lover, because he is Dutch,”
where it is stipulated that being Dutch and loving cheese always go together.
In the case of an argument from authority, the transition of acceptance is
guaranteed by referring in the premise to an external source that has the
knowledge or expertise required for drawing the conclusion so that having
a certain kind of expertise is presented as a sign that the expert’s assertions
are acceptable: “The competence for learning a language is innate — Chom-
sky says s0,” or (from a Nigerian spam letter) “My choosing you for helping
me solve this problem is the good choice because God told me to make this
choice.”

Like using other arguments from sign, using arguments from authority
is potentially a sound way of strategic manoeuvring. In a great many cases
we are fully justified in supporting our claims by referring to an autho-
rity that is supposed to know — more often than not this is, in fact, the
only sensible thing we can do. If we have sound reasons to think that the
source we are referring to is indeed a suitable source to rely on in the case
concerned and was to be taken seriously when the observation referred to
was made, provided that it is carried out correctly, an appeal to autho-
rity can be unproblematic and may even be conclusive. In argumentative
practice, however, strategic manoeuvring by means of arguments from au-
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thority can also derail. An appeal to authority may in a particular case
not be justified because one of the “critical questions” that are designed
to check whether the criteria for assessing arguments from authority in the
activity type concerned have been fulfilled cannot be answered satisfacto-
rily so that the argument violates the Argument Scheme Rule and must
be considered an argumentum ad verecundiam (van Eemeren & Grooten-
dorst 1992).

In different argumentative activity types specific, and to some extent
different, criteria may apply for complying with the soundness norm incor-
porated in the argument-from-authority variant of the Argument Scheme
Rule. In the informal activity type of a conversational exchange we took
as our exemplary context it is, in principle, up to the participants to de-
cide what the conditions are for sound strategic manoeuvring by arguments
from authority. For our purpose of illustration, we distinguish between three
subtypes of a conversational exchange, each characterized by its own set of
“Institutionalized” conventions. In the first subtype, (1a) the parties in the
exchange have agreed beforehand that an appeal to authority is legitimate,
and (1b) the agreement allows an appeal to a specific kind of authority. If in
an argumentative practice of the first subtype the conditions (1a) and (1b)
are met, no argumentum ad verecundiam has been committed when an ar-
gument from authority is used by appealing correctly to the allowed kind
of authority, and using the argument from authority may thus be regarded
as sound strategic manoeuvring. In the second subtype, (2a) the parties in
the discussion have agreed in the course of their exchange that an appeal
to authority is legitimate, and (2b) the agreement specifies precisely what
kind of authority can be appealed to. If in an argumentative practice of the
second subtype the conditions (2a) and (2b) are met in the actual strategic
manoeuvring, again, no argumentum ad verecundiam has been committed
and using the argument from authority may be regarded as sound strategic
manoeuvring. If, however, in the first or the second subtype conditions (1a)
and (1b) or (2a) and (2b) respectively are met but the actual argumentative
behaviour does not agree with one or more of the criteria instigated by these
conditions, then the strategic manoeuvring derails and must be considered
fallacious.

One could imagine a third subtype of an informal conversation in which
(3) the parties in the discussion have not come to any agreement about the
legitimacy of an appeal to authority. In an argumentative practice of the
third subtype no rule for critical discussion can be violated, but the use
of the argument from authority may very well introduce its legitimacy as
a new topic of discussion.
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The cases I just briefly discussed are dealing only with agreement be-
tween the parties about the conditions for sound strategic manoeuvring by
arguments from authority in informal conversations. In some argumenta-
tive activity types such self-created agreement may indeed be a sufficient
condition; for instance, when I claim in a deliberation between you and
me during a game of scrabble that the word I have just laid out is an En-
glish word because it is in Ozford Advanced Learners Dictionary after you
and I have agreed earlier that this will be our criterion for Englishness. In
other argumentative activity types, however, the relevant conditions may
be predetermined institutionally or will be determined by specific members
of the institution. In a scientific discussion, for instance, it is the “forum”
of members of the scientific community that determines what sources count
as authoritative and what further conditions apply to making an appeal
to such a source. It is not hard to imagine that still other conditions for
sound strategic manoeuvring by arguments from authority apply to other
argumentative activity types, such as a parliamentary debate or an editorial
in a newspaper. In a similar fashion, other modes of strategic manoeuvring,
such as assigning the burden of proof or pointing out an inconsistency in the
other party’s position, may have different soundness conditions depending
on the argumentative activity type in which they are used, so that in diffe-
rent argumentative contexts different criteria apply for complying with the
rules for critical discussion. This brings argumentation theory back to the
context of situated argumentative discourse, and this is exactly the con-
text in which both Toulmin and Perelman and Olbrechts-Tyteca wanted
argumentation to be studied.
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Abstract: Argumentation theory, as a subdiscipline of philosophy, concentrates
on the human expression of reasoning. It is an ancient area of research which has
been enjoying a renaissance over the past thirty years or so with the develop-
ment of two distinct theoretical branches: informal logic and pragma-dialectics.
Both of these areas have influenced the development of mathematical and com-
putational models of arguments that since the mid 90’s has seen an explosion
in research interest and output: with the area currently supporting two annual
workshop series, a biennial conference series, a slew of journal special issues and,
from 2010, its own dedicated journal. The links between the philosophical and
formal ends of argumentation research, however, have been relatively sparse and
ad hoc. This paper aims to build a bridge between the two areas that supports
a more rigorous and extensive exchange of ideas and results to the benefit of
both fields.

Keywords: argumentation theory, complex real-world argumentation, prag-
ma-dialectics, informal logic, computer science, knowledge representation, ar-
gumentation strategy, computational models of argument, Araucaria, Arguing
Agents Competition, Argument Interchange Format, argument diagramming

1. Introduction

The aim of this paper is to explore the links between, on the one hand,
the philosophical and linguistic study of human reasoning and argumenta-
tion expressed in language, and on the other, the formal, logical and ma-
thematical accounts of argument structures. Of course, this is not the first
time that this has been attempted. The FAPR conferences from the late
1990’s (Gabbay et al. 1996) and the Symposium on Argument and Com-
putation in 2000 (Reed and Norman 2003) both took important steps in
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a similar direction. But since then, there has been an enormous increase
in the volume of research in what might broadly be termed Artificial In-
telligence models of argument. Popular graph theoretic accounts of the
semantics of argument (Dung 1995), coupled with accounts of presump-
tive reasoning schemes (Walton et al. 2008) have aided the development of
an increasing number of software tools (Kirschner et al. 2003) which have
in turn allowed a rapid ramp-up in empirical work (Reed 2005) that has
fed back into both philosophical and computational research in argument
(Moens et al. 2007). And so this ‘virtuous circle’ has, over the past de-
cade or so, produced a broad and extremely active community examining
argumentation from a variety of perspectives (for a recent example, see
the special issue of the eponymous Artificial Intelligence dedicated to the
topic (Bench-Capon and Dunne 2007). As well as summarising some of
the key landmarks on this newly emerging research landscape, this paper
aims specifically to build a bridge between recent developments in the more
computational and more philosophical approaches. The frontier coastlines
of these two research landscapes are rugged and irregular, and there are
many points at which one might attempt such bridge building. We select
as our isthmus here the issue of argument diagramming. From a formal and
computational point of view, in order to represent the structure of argu-
ment, one needs a clear semantics, a language and a set of clear definitions,
and, ultimately, an engineered implementation (or several, in fact). From
a philosophical point of view, analysis of argument structure touches most
closely upon metaphysics, epistemology, and the philosophies of mind and
language. Diagramming arguments is, of itself, of relatively little interest
to philosophers (though see, e.g. Rowe et al. 2006) for one of a number of
exceptions), and, similarly is of itself, not key to mathematical or compu-
tational models (though again there are exceptions such as those described
in Tillers et al. 2007). What is important for our purposes is that both
communities can see some value in the enterprise, and can work with the
models that are expressed diagrammatically. After all, the bridge needs to
be built before we can expect communities to start making the trek from
one side to the other.

By building our bridge, we hope to be able to contribute to translating
some of the problems from the two communities, to providing a common
vocabulary and to sharing results and resources effectively.

We will start our discussion in section 2 from the presentation of the
development of two distinct theoretical branches: informal logic and prag-
ma-dialectics. It will be shown that the philosophical dimension of the two
approaches is accompanied by linguistic and cognitive aspects of expression
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of human reasoning. In section 3, a foundation for one of the supports of our
bridge between philosophical and computational approaches — the Araucaria
diagramming programme — will be introduced. The description of Araucaria
will be followed by a detailed discussion on the relation between Arauca-
ria, pragma-dialectics and complex real-world argumentation in section 4.
In section 5, the focus will be on a number of computational models of
argumentation and their relevance to the study of complex real-world ar-
gumentation. The problem of evaluation of these models will be addressed
with the focus on dedicated computer systems. One example, the Arguing
Agents Competition (AAC) will be presented and discussed. Attention will
be drawn to the Argument Interchange Format (AIF) — a common language
for existing argumentation formalisms. In section 6, the issue of strategy
in dialogue and its representation in pragma-dialectics AND mathemati-
cal and computer science will be touched upon. A link between strategic
maneuvering of pragma-dialectics and argumentation strategy development
in AAC will be shown.

2. Background

Argumentation theory is a broad and ancient discipline within philoso-
phy that covers cognitive and linguistic aspects of the expression of human
reasoning, as well as intrinsic properties of such reasoning. Excellent te-
xtbook introductions can be found in (Walton 2006) and (van Eemeren
et al. 1996). Over the past three decades or so, a number of distinct tradi-
tions have emerged from the general pool of research in the field. The first
is, ‘informal logic’, named so as to emphasise a parallel with formal logic but
to distinguish the field of study as informal (i.e. natural) reasoning rather
than its formal counterpart. The second is ‘pragma-dialectics’, which, as its
name too suggests, has roots in the linguistic tradition of studying prag-
matics (i.e. linguistic structure at a level above the semantic relations) and
the pre-Fregean philosophical tradition of examining dialectics and dialogue,
which has been almost entirely eclipsed by the monological and monolectical
accounts provided by twentieth century formal logic.

2.1. Informal Logic

Informal logic is a relatively young discipline. Among works that can
be called its foundations the most important are Toulmin (1958), Hastings
(1963) and Hamblin (1970). However, the establishment of informal logic
as an independent field of scientific research is ascribed to works of Ralph
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H. Johnson and J. Anthony Blair in the 1970s. In Johnson and Blair (1977)
informal logic is defined as follows:

Reasoning that doesn’t feature certainty (e.g. analogy); it’s based on
the content of the statements being made.

The above definition is based on negation which doesn’t seem to be an ac-
cident. Logic understood as a field of study on the nature and forms of
human reasoning was founded by philosophers of Ancient Greece. Founda-
tions for this field were laid by Aristotle, who defines reasoning to be the
goal of his research (vide Aristotle 2008a, 24a, Aristotle 2008b, 100a), and
the introduction of Marciszewski 1987) and pursues this goal starting with
the definition of the syllogism as a basic structure of reasoning. The first
and broadest definition of this term can be found in Aristotle 2008a, 24b
and Aristotle 2008b, 100b:

(...) discourse in which, certain things being stated, something other
than what is stated follows of necessity from their being so.

But as Stephen Toulmin points out in (Toulmin 2003), mis-interpretation
of Aristotle has led to a narrow conception of human reasoning:

(...) logicians of the 19-th and 20-th century still focus on infallibility
as defining feature of proper reasoning.

The requirement of infallibility leads to the development of standards for
judging soundness of reasoning that are independent of the subject of reason-
ing. This can be easily seen when looking at modern formal logic. The
characteristic feature of the basic inference mechanisms (such as modus
ponens) is their deductiveness and complete field-independence. Inference
drawn from true premises is necessarily true, no matter what the reasoning
is about.

The same way of thinking lies at the bottom of Decartes’ idea that
in order to gain knowledge we need a scientific method that ensures its
indisputability (vide Tatarkiewicz 1981, p. 47, Toulmin 2003, pp. 229-230).

As a result of this approach, we see a great dissonance between human
reasoning that can be observed in real-life scenarios and the type of reason-
ing that can be found in books on formal logic, or the type of reasoning that
is sometimes referred to as scientific reasoning.

As it is noted in (Walton and Godden 2007), informal logic came to
being as a voice of opposition against this way of thinking. It is based on
a simple observation that people can reason about the world around them
without certainty. We have to live with the possibility that our conclusions
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(e.g. about politics, economy or matters of everyday life) may be wrong and
we can deal with this fact. In order to study the nature of human reasoning
we have to reexamine how it is actually done without holding to the ideals
of certainty and universal, context-independent validity of reasoning.

Presumably, this is why Johnson and Blair found negation the shortest
way of defining what informal logic seeks to be.

It should be noted that statistical inference is not considered a sufficient
replacement of the deductive. While in statistical reasoning the requirement
of certainty is relaxed and replaced with statistical confidence, it is bounded
to a very specific type of inference where from a certain portion called
a sample we infer something about a bigger whole called a population. The
example of inference from analogy given in the above definition of informal
logic indicates immediately that this field of study doesn’t limit itself to
statistical reasoning. Some more examples of inferences that are neither
deductive nor statistical, and nevertheless useful, are mentioned in the rest
of the article.

2.2. Pragma-dialectics

Pragma-dialectics is an argumentation theory which was originally de-
veloped in the Speech Communication Department of the University of
Amsterdam! in the 1970s. Two scholars initiated the work on the project:
Frans van Eemeren and Rob Grootendorst. The Amsterdam school of argu-
mentation integrates dialectical, pragmatic and rhetorical insights in their
theory. The dialectical perspective of pragma-dialectical theory is rooted in
the Aristotelian conception of dialectical syllogism (1966), Stephen E. Toul-
min’s (Toulmin et al. 1979) rational model for the analysis of argumentation
on the macro-level, formal dialectics of Else M. Barth and Erik C. W. Krab-
be (1982). The pragmatic perspective of pragma-dialectical theory pertains
to the concept of speech acts introduced by John L. Austin in 1962 and
developed in by John R. Searle in 1969 and 1979, the concept of coopera-
tive behaviour introduced by Paul H. Grice in 1975, the concept of logical
presumptions introduced by Scott Jacob and Sally Jackson in 1983 and
the concept of complex relations between arguments introduced by Robert
C. Pinto and J. Anthony Blair in 1989. Two other pragmatic notions are also
dealt with in the theory: the notion of implicit meanings considered on the
micro-level and the notion of qualifying expressions. No specification of the
notions is, however, present in the theory. The rhetorical perspective relates

L In the twenty first century the Department of Speech Communication was renamed
the Department of Speech Communication, Argumentation Theory, and Rhetoric.
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to the Aristotelian rhetoric and Chaim Perelman and Lucie Olbrechts-Ty-
teca’s “new rhetoric” (1969).

As mentioned in the previous section, in the contemporary literature on
argumentation, the logical framework for evaluating arguments is often still
preferred (cf. Eemeren et al. 1996, Snoeck Henkemans 1997). The logical
framework deals, however, only with evidently true premises and logically
valid inferences (cf. Copi 1982, Kahane 1973, Scriven 1976). In contrast,
pragma-dialectics does not focus on monological reasoning and centres on
the notions of ‘interaction’, ‘audience’ and ‘discourse’.

A school of thought introduced by formal dialecticians inspired van
Eemeren and Grootendorst (1984) to construct an ideal model of a critical
discussion which is the major constituent of the pragma-dialectical theory.
The ideal model of a critical discussion establishes a procedure for resolving
differences of opinion by critical testing of standpoints. Despite the fact that
the model exists only as a theoretically generated system for ideal resolu-
tion of a dispute, van Eemeren and Grootendorst (1984, 1992) believe that
it can also be applied as a template for the evaluation of reasonableness
of argumentation in naturally occurring discussions with externalised dis-
putes. Therefore, the model performs both heuristic and critical functions.
The perception of the model of a critical discussion as a series of guidelines
emphasises its heuristic function. The evaluation of argumentative moves
in terms of their contribution to the resolution of a dispute pertains to the
critical function of the model (cf. van Eemeren and Grootendortst 2004,
p. 58f). The critical function of the ideal model does not only reflect Toul-
min’s concept of critical reasoning, but also “the Socratic ideal of subjecting
everything one believes in under a dialectical scrutiny” (van Eemeren and
Grootendortst 2004, p. 57).

Pragma-dialectics rests on four meta-theoretical principles: the principle
of externalisation, the principle of functionalisation, the principle of sociali-
sation and the principle of dialectification (van Eemeren and Grootendorst
1984, p. 4ff). Viewed from the pragmatic perspective two of the principles
appear to be the most valuable, the principle of functionalisation and the
principle of socialisation. Van Eemeren et al. (1993, p. 104) maintain that
the two principles underline the fact that a dispute is not necessarily about
“the truth or justifiability of propositions” as the geometrical tradition of
reasoning? suggests, but may also be about the propriety of speech acts.

2 Toulmin (1976) differentiates between three ways of reasoning; anthropological, geo-
metrical, critical. Geometrical philosophers believe that only these claims are valid which
are true and that the truth must be based on the inconvertible certainty. Anthropo-
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They also account for the fact that not only formal fallacies but above all
informal fallacies are considered as deviations from the model of a critical
discussion. The principle of functionalisation pertains to two conceptions
of argumentation, the conception of argumentation as a product and the
conception of argumentation as a process. Following Jacobs and Jackson
(1982, p. 205ff), van Eemeren and Grootendorst (1984, 1992) believe that
argumentation is a speech event which consists of a series of speech acts.
The primary function of justificatory or refutatory potential of speech acts
is concerned with convincing an interlocutor of acceptability or unaccep-
tability of a standpoint (cf. van Eemeren and Houtlosser 2004, p. 2). The
perception of argumentation as a complex speech act refers thus to the pro-
cess-oriented approach. Following Fogelin (1978, p. v), pragma-dialecticans
believe that only simultaneous perception of argumentation as a product
and a process allows for the specification of the conditions which must be
fulfilled for speech acts to be conceived as argumentation (cf. van Eemeren
and Grootendorst 1984, p. 9).

The principle of socialisation underlines the dialogical dimension of the
pragma-dialectical theory. In pragma-dialectics, a dialogue may proceed
only if speakers take on commitments in a collaborative way (cf. van Eeme-
ren and Houtlosser 2004, p. 2). Adapting Hamblin’s idea of a ‘commitment
store’, pragma-dialecticians believe that speakers anticipate each other’s re-
actions and respond to them making use of each other’s commitments. The
commitment store is established as the discourse progresses. Commitments
are not only created by the expression of a standpoint, but also by agree-
ing and disagreeing with any speech act expressed by an opponent during
a discussion (cf. van Eemeren and Houtlosser 2004, p. 2). The principle of
socialisation is thus concerned with the rejection of the terminology of the
monologic perspective of argumentation and the introduction of the termi-
nology of the dialogic perspective. Terms derived from logic such as ‘conc-
lusion’, ‘minor premise’, ‘major premise’ are not applied in the description
of the pragma-dialectical theory (cf. van Eemeren and Grootendorst 1984,
p. 9). Instead, new terms are introduced such as ‘expressed opinion’, ‘speech
acts’, ‘argumentative illocutionary force’. The dialogic perspective of argu-
mentation relates also to the role of a protagonist of an expressed opinion

logical philosophers, on the other hand, believe that reasoning and reasonableness are
culture-dependent. According to Perelman and Olbrechts-Tyteca (1969), the anthropolo-
gical tradition is often associated with epistemological approaches in which the knowledge,
values and preferences of the audience are taken into account. Eemeren and Grootendorst
(2004, pp. 14-15) add that the position of the anthropological philosophers is described
in literature as anthrophologico-relativistic.
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and the role of an antagonist of an expressed opinion (cf. van Eemeren et al.
1996, pp. 277, 279). Van Eemeren and Grootendorst maintain (1984, p. 10)
that an antagonist must accept the pro-argumentation of a protagonist if
the attempt at convincing is to be successful.

One feature that is common to both pragma-dialectics and informal
logic, and indeed that characterises large swathes of argumentation theory
(particularly in its more empirical guises) is the use of sketches or diagrams
to capture analysis and the relations between arguments and parts of ar-
guments. There are several reasons for the popularity of such diagrams. In
the first place, it provides a quick route to unearthing difficult problems:
enthymemes, the linked /convergent distinction, argument identification, cir-
cularity, schemes and fallacies all turn up in diagrammatic analysis, and all
represent key challenges for argumentation theorists. In the second place,
diagrams are (particularly within communities) quick and convenient ways
of expressing problematic cases and challenging examples. To the extent
that language of diagrams is shared, they can even become a lingua franca.
Finally, argumentation theory (and its close stablemate, critical thinking)
has a strong pedagogic ideal: normative structures of how one should ar-
gue in order to promote rationality, harmony or successful interaction, are
not purely philosophical ideals. They can, and should be taught. Diagrams
represent a way of engaging students and reducing the intellectual barrier
to the subject by providing an intuitive entry point. For all these reasons,
argument diagramming is almost ubiquitous through argumentation theory,
critical thinking, informal logic and pragma-dialectics.

3. Argument Diagramming in Araucaria

To stay with our metaphor of constructing a bridge between everyday
argument and formal structures, let us now introduce a pier; a foundation
for one of the supports for our bridge. Given that argument diagramming
can represent an intuitive and straightforward technique for getting at a for-
malised structure from the vagaries of text, diagramming might be expected
to play some sort of role. There are a number of software implementations of
tools that make argument diagramming easy. The one most closely linked
with the theory of argumentation (and the one that provides the widest
range of argumentation theoretic concepts with which to work) is Araucaria
(Reed and Rowe 2004).

The technique of argument diagramming is widely used in informal
logic (Hurley 2003), and in the teaching of philosophy and critical thinking
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(Harrell 2005). It also has a long history going back at least as far as the start
of the nineteenth century (Walton 2006a). It has recently been attracting
attention in both decision support and computational linguistics, and there
are a wide range of software tools available targeted at different markets
(see Kirschner et al. 2003, for a good review). Perhaps surprisingly, most of
these tools adopt a similar style of diagramming.

Araucaria (Reed and Rowe 2004) is a freely available, open source
software package developed over the last few years at the University of
Dundee. (See http://araucaria.computing.dundee.ac.uk/ for downloading
instructions.) Araucaria allows the text of an argument to be loaded from
a file, and provides numerous tools for marking up this text and producing
various types of diagram illustrating the structure of the argument con-
tained in the text. It also provides support for defining and marking up
argumentation schemes (Walton 1996).

Araucaria allows the user to select a block of text with the mouse and
create a node corresponding to this text which can be inserted into a dia-
gram in the main display area. These nodes can be edited and adorned in
various ways to add properties such as a label stating the owner of a given
proposition in the argument, symbols on the edges connecting the nodes
stating the strength of the inference from support to conclusion, and so on.

Araucaria is amongst a small number of diagramming tools that actively
support and encourage the use of widely different styles of analysis. The
next three sections briefly review three popular and influential styles (each
of which reflects a theoretical architecture for argument understanding).

The most common diagramming technique does not have an official
name, so we will refer to it simply as a standard diagram. A standard dia-
gram is a tree with the conclusion of the argument as the root node. Some
authors draw the root node at the top of the tree, while others invert the
tree so that the root node is at the bottom of the diagram. We will use the
former convention, although Araucaria allows either type of diagram.

Each node in the diagram can be supported by one or more additional
nodes, each of which represents a premise in the argument. Premises can be
of two main types: convergent or linked. A convergent premise stands on its
own as support for another node, while a linked premise must link with one
or more other premises to form support. As an example, the argument “a cat
makes a good pet because it is friendly and it can look after itself” consists
of a conclusion (“a cat makes a good pet”) supported by two convergent
premises (“it is friendly” and “it can look after itself”). Either premise
provides support for the conclusion without the other, although the two
together form a stronger argument than either on its own. A convergent
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premise is drawn as a node with a single arrow leading to the conclusion it
supports. See Fig. 1.

| a cat makes a good pet |

T

it is friendly | | it can look after itself

Figure 1. A simple convergent argument in Araucaria

An example of a linked argument would be the following. “Jon under-
stands Newton’s laws of motion because Jon got 90% in the first year physics
course and the first year physics course covers Newton’s laws of motion”.
Here the conclusion is that “Jon understands Newton’s laws of motion” and
this is supported by the premises “Jon got 90% in the first year physics
course” and “the first year physics course covers Newton’s laws of motion”.
These two premises are linked because neither on its own is sufficient evi-
dence from which to draw the conclusion that Jon understands Newton’s
laws of motion. Linked premises are shown as connected by a horizontal line
which in turn gives rise to a single arrow connecting all linked premises in
that group to the conclusion they support. See Fig. 2.

Jon understands Newton’s
laws of motion.

A

Jon got 90% in the first year the first year physics course
physics course covers Newton’s laws of
motion

Figure 2. A simple linked argument in Araucaria

Standard diagrams support the notion of a refutation, which is an argument
that refutes or argues against another node in the diagram. In propositional
logic, the notion of refutation is that for a given statement P, there is a sta-
tement not-P which is the logical opposite of P. Since each statement can
have only one logical opposite, the standard diagram allows only a single
refutation for any given node. Of course, in a ‘real’ argument, there could
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be a number of arguments against a given proposition. In the standard dia-
gram, such a situation is represented by creating the single refutation node
for the proposition which is to be refuted, and then to draw in the various
arguments against the proposition as supports for the refutation. In the
example above, the refutation to the conclusion “Jon understands Newton’s
laws of motion” is “Jon does not understand Newton’s laws of motion”.
This refutation could be supported by the proposition “the first year phy-
sics course got a bad review from external assessors” as shown in Fig. 3.

Y

A

Jon does not understand Jon understands Newton'’s
Newton’s laws of motion. laws of motion.

A A

The first year physics course
got a bad review from external
assessors

Jon got 90% in the first year the first year physics course
physics course covers Newton’s laws of
motion

Figure 3. An argument with a refutation

In Araucaria, a refutation is drawn as a node to the left of the proposition
it is refuting, and is connected to the proposition by line with arrows on
both ends.

In addition to the basic structure of the tree in a standard diagram,
Araucaria supports several other features. An argumentation scheme (Wal-
ton 1996) is a pattern based on the types of premises used to support the
conclusion. For example, the argument “global warming is real and is caused
by human activity because a recent UN conference came to this conclusion”
is an argument from expert opinion because the evidence supporting the
conclusion is that a panel of experts says that the conclusion is true. Each
argumentation scheme is usually associated with a set of critical questions
which should be answered in order to verify the validity of the argument.
In the case of argument from expert opinion, for example, critical questions
could include: “does the presumed expert have experience in an area related
to the conclusion?”, “is the expert free of bias?” and so on. Numerous other
schemes can be defined for arguments of other types.

In Araucaria, a scheme can be drawn by selecting several supports or
nodes and then selecting the scheme to which they belong. This is shown
in the diagram by a coloured outline of the selected supports and nodes.

105



Kamila Debowska, Pawetl Lozinski, Chris Reed

Full information on the particular scheme can be obtained by bringing
up a dialog box which displays the role of each premise in the scheme
and which critical questions have been answered. In addition, Araucaria
allows the editing and creation of sets of schemes, so the user can custo-
mize existing schemesets or create new ones. The software currently sup-
ports approaches to schemes advocated by Walton (1996), Grennan (1997),
Perelman and Olbrechts-Tyteca (1969), Katzav and Reed (2004) and Pol-
lock (1995).

In the example above, the refutation and its support could be an exam-
ple of the scheme “argument from expert opinion”, in which a conclusion is
stated to be true because experts in the field say it is true. Fig. 4 shows the
scheme added to the diagram shown in Fig. 3.

Argument from Expert

Opinion
Jon does not understand - > Jon understands Newton’s
Newton’s laws of motion. laws of motion.

A A

The first year physics course
got a bad review from external
assessors

Jon got 90% in the first year the first year physics course
physics course covers Newton’s laws of
motion

Figure 4. The refutation and its support form an example of the scheme ‘argument
from expert opinion’

In a natural argument, some propositions will have greater validity or
force than others. In a standard diagram, a force can be represented as
an evaluation of the support line connecting a proposition with its conclu-
sion. Typically an evaluation is just a number such as a percentage value
which indicates how strong the inference is between the two nodes. Arauca-
ria allows evaluations to be defined for any support arrow, and evaluations
can be any text (not just numbers).

When analyzing text, different propositions can be derived from diffe-
rent sources. For example, in the “cats make good pets” argument above,
the various convergent arguments may have been obtained by a primary
school teacher asking the class for reasons that cats make good pets, and
each convergent argument may come from a different child. In such a case,
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a proposition can have an owner, which is someone who proposed that ar-
gument. Araucaria allows a given proposition to have one or more owners,
which can be defined as text strings.

Araucaria allows the saving and export of a marked up argument in
the form of a text file using Argument Markup Language, or AML. AML is
a form of XML which provides a standard by which argument can be stored
and transmitted between software packages. Araucaria also provides an in-
terface with the argument research corpus maintained at the University of
Dundee (Katzav et al., 2004), allowing new arguments to be stored in the
corpus and providing a search facility for retrieving arguments from the
database. AML, however, suffers from a number of limitations, particularly
in that it is difficult to share argument resources between the increasing
number of tools and systems that are becoming available for processing
such resources, including tools for processing the acceptability of sets of
arguments based on their interconnections, tools for analysing linguistic
coherence of arguments, systems for conducting and generating argument
resources using dialogue, and more.

To tackle these challenges, an international consortium has recently
produced the Argument Interchange Format (AIF) (Chesnievar et al. 2006).
Central to the construction of the AIF is the idea that a single, abstract
model of argument should be built, and that this model can be implemented
in various ways. What this means is that the abstract model specifies the
concepts that the AIF can represent and how these concepts can relate to
each other. Once this model has been built, a number of machine-readable
reifications of it can be created. In the case of the AIF, the modelling domain
is the representation of argument, and the goal is to provide a complete set
of concepts that allows all arguments in all argumentation representation
systems to be described in a machine-readable way. Once the model has
been built, we need to implement it using one or more computer languages.
In principle, any computer language could be used, but one of the main
purposes of the AIF, as the ‘I’ in its acronym suggests, is that the inter-
change of arguments should be easy to do. This implies that any implemen-
tation of the AIF should be compatible with methods of transmitting data
over the web.

XML has been used increasingly often for data transmission over the
internet, so a natural medium to use for AIF implementation is some form
of XML. XML itself, however, is restricted to data that can be repre-
sented in a hierarchical tree structure. Although many arguments can be
represented in this way, there are features, such as divergent arguments,
where one premise can support more than one conclusion, of more gene-
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ral arguments that require graphs rather than simpler trees to represent
accurately.

For this reason, AIF is usually implemented using some form of Re-
source Description Framework (RDF), which is a generalization of XML
that allows graph-like structures to be represented. In addition, since the
specification of an ontology allows relationships between concepts to be
defined, it is possible to use reasoners to derive information from the ba-
sic RDF representation of an argument. For example, if in a graph of an ar-
gument, vertex A supports vertex B, and B supports C, then it can deduced
that A also provides support for C, given that the ‘supports’ relationship
is transitive. Various extensions of RDF exist which allow such reasoning
to be done. One such extension that is proving increasingly popular is the
Web Ontology Language OWL. For examples of RDF and OWL reifications
of the AIF, and their use in implemented argument manipulation systems,
see (Rahwan et al. 2007).

4. Argument Diagramming and the Pragma-dialectical Model

The discussion in this part of the article will seek to determine whether
it is in fact possible to reconcile the idea of understanding complex real world
argumentation and formalisation. In other words, the major task here will
be to show whether the structure of real-life argumentation may be analysed
by the application of formal strategies.

Two formal strategies will be taken into account: the latest version
of the argument diagramming programme Araucaria and the pragma-dia-
lectical model. The pragma-dialectical model will serve here as a prototy-
pical structure which has already been proved to be a useful tool for the
study of single aspects of complex real world argumentation in dialogical
exchanges (van Eemeren et al. 2003a, p. 275ff, 2003b, p. 281ff).

We should note that the analysis of argumentative discourse relates to
both written and spoken argumentation viewed as a social practice (see
Fairclough 1992, p. 199). Since the pragma-dialectical model is designed to
study the real-life argumentative exchanges, its critical evaluation will pro-
vide the basis for the assessment of the Araucaria argument diagramming
programme in terms of its applicability to the analysis of spoken argumen-
tative discourse.

The pragma-dialectical model is, in comparison to purely logical and
dialectical approaches, a substantial advancement in the study of efficacy
of argumentation in dialogical exchanges. However, it cannot obtain an al-
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together positive evaluation since it appears to neglect aspects of cognitive
reinforcement present in natural language understanding process. In the
latest approaches to the analysis of spoken discourse (e.g. the post-Gricean
approach), attention has been drawn to the fact that pragmatic study of
argumentation should rely on the reconstruction of cognitive processes of
actual language users (Blakemore 1998, Carston 1993, 1995, 1999, 2002, Re-
canati 1993, 2006). Viewed from this perspective, pragma-dialectics seems
to rest on a narrowed definition of pragmatics. It relates the scope and foci
of pragmatics to the inter-play of language structure and the principles of
language usage. It does not draw on the significance of the ability of lan-
guage users to match utterances with the context through the process of
inferential understanding.

The reason for the apparent rejection of the concept of contextual infe-
rence by pragma-dialecticians relates to its subjective evaluation of mean-
ings in spoken discourse (van Eemeren et al., 1993). It should be noted,
however, that, in the natural language study objectivity comes from subjec-
tivity (Walton 2004a). Or in other words, pragmatically developed utteran-
ces,3 local and contextual implicatures emerging from arguments in natu-
rally occurring discussions strengthen the actual objectivity of the discourse
analysis (Hobbs 2006, Carston 1998, 2002, Recanati 2002, Jacobs and Jack-
son 2006). Since they are considered as products of abductive reasoning,*
they are studied in relation to real or virtual standpoints of disputants which
are pragmatically developed (cf. Debowska 2008a).

As Jackson and Jacobs (2006, see also van Eemeren et al. 1993) empha-
sise, however, the normative perspective adopted by pragma-dialecticians
could be treated as a departure point for the further study of argumentation
in non-ideal conditions in which abductive reasoning guides interpretation.
The ideal structure appears to have all the aspects needed for the further
study of inferential processes. The aspects relate to:

3 Pragmatically developed utterances are obtained in the process of reference assign-
ment, disambiguation, saturation and free enrichment, see Carston (2002) and Recanati
(2002) for a detailed explanation of these processes.

4 Abduction is one of the three kinds of reasoning distinguished in contemporary
literature on linguistics (cf. Hobbs 2006). The two other kinds of reasoning are induction
and deduction. Hobbs (2006, p. 727) states that “In deduction, from P and P — Q, we
conclude Q. In induction, from P and @, or, more likely, a number of instances of P and
together with other considerations, we conclude P — Q.” If we can observe () and we
know that P — @, then we can abductively conclude that “P must be the underlying
reason that @ is true” (Hobbs 2006, p. 727, see also Melrose 1994, pp. 493f). In other
words, in abduction P is assumed because it provides explanation for Q.
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1. complex argumentation relations
2. refutations/counter-arguments

3. missing premises

4. ownership/the protagonist vs. antagonist division
The first attribute of the inferential modality refers, as mentioned above,
to complex argumentation relations. Recanati (2006, p. 450f, see also Jasz-
czolt 2002, p. 252, Lyons 1987, p. 157) points out that studying the relations
between everyday utterances we should not only rely on the semantic repre-
sentation of linguistically decoded propositions, but also on pragmatically
developed propositions and implicatures. Since the process of understanding
real-life argumentation is context-dependent, we cannot exclusively focus
on the analysis of context-independent semantic representations. In other
words, in real-life argumentation the sequential perception of speech acts
relates to the consequences of abductive reasoning.

We will attempt to see whether Araucaria is also characterised by the
four attributes of inferential modality. The focus will be on the relation
between (1) complex argumentation relations (2) refutations/counter-argu-
ments (3) missing premises (4) ownership/the protagonist vs. antagonist di-
vision AND pragmatic/abductive features of natural language understand-
ing i.e. (1) sequential perception of pragmatically developed propositions
and implicatures, (2) their dynamics and transiency (3) and their mulitidi-
rectionality (see also Walton 1995, Jackson 2007).

The Araucaria diagramming programme allows for the sequential per-
ception of speech acts through the distinction of complex argumentation
relations. Thus, using Araucaria, you can provide a diagram of argumenta-
tion, in which independent and dependent premises are indicated. As men-
tioned in section 3, Arauaria provides the templates for the analysis of both
convergent arguments considered independently in supporting a conclusion
and linked arguments which need to be taken together in supporting a con-
clusion. Despite the fact that Araucaria does not allow for the indication
of implicatures arising from convergent and linked arguments, it can help
a teacher to elicit pragmatically developed propositions and contextually
appropriate implicatures from students. The externalisation of possible ar-
gumentation relations through Araucaria facilitates thus the further actual
process of inferential reasoning. Understanding relations created between
semantic representations of propositions of arguments, pragmatically deve-
loped propositions of argument and implicatures arising from them is thus
enhanced by application of the standard ‘box-and-arrow’ type diagram.

According to pragma-dialecticians (van Eemeren and Grootendorst
1992, p. 73ff, see also Snoeck Henkemans 1997), however, not only conver-
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gent relations (known as multiple in pragma-dialectics) and linked relations
(known as coordinatively compound argumentation in pragma-dialectics)
are to be distinguished in everyday argumentation, but also subordinatively
compound relations.

In coordinatively compound argumentation, each argument is believed
to support a claim on its own.5 However, the effective defence of a claim
comes into being only when the arguments are considered together. Con-
sidered separately, the arguments are not sufficient defence of a claim. In
multiple/convergent argumentation, each argument is sufficient defence of
a standpoint when considered on its own. In subordinatively compound
argumentation, only the first argument supports the claim while the next
argument supports the first argument.

Araucaria does not ignore the premises which create subordinatively
compound relations. It subsumes coordinatively compound relations and
subordinatively compound relations under one heading, namely linked ar-
gumentation.

As stressed above, pragma-dialecticians maintain that definitions of in-
terdependency and independency of real-life arguments should not only re-
late to the monological line of reasoning but also to dialogical one (Snoeck
Henkemans 1997, p. 37). They emphasise that from a dialogical perspective
complex argumentation comes into being only if two conditions obtain. The
first condition refers to a critical reaction of an antagonist to an argument
expressed by a protagonist. The second refers to a response of the protago-
nist to the critical reaction of the antagonist. If the argumentative moves
by the proponent of an expressed opinion are to count as subordinatively or
coordinatively compound argumentation (linked argumentation), then the
response by the protagonist must be an attempt to overcome the criticism
by the antagonist. Withdrawing the previous argument by the protagonist
and advancing a new argument results in multiple argumentation. Snoeck
Henkemans (1997, p. 131) argues also that the protagonist may anticipate
the critical reaction of the antagonist. In such a case, the protagonist may in-
troduce a counter-argument against his or her standpoint or argumentation
and subsequently refute the counter-argument. In this way, the protagonist
shows that his argumentation is defensible.

5 Pragma-dialecticians indicate that coordinatively compound argumentation is either
of a complementary subtype or a cumulative subtype. In the cumulative argumentation,
each argument lends some support to the claim, but with each additional argument the
support in strengthened. In contrast, in complementary argumentation, arguments com-
plete each other to construct a successful defence of a claim.
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According to the pragma-dialectical model, we can distinguish the criti-
cal reaction of an antagonist concerned with the acceptability of a pro-argu-
ment, the sufficiency of a pro-argument or the relevancy of a pro-argu-
ment. Two types of critical reactions of an antagonist may generate sub-
ordinatively compound argumentation. If an antagonist challenges an ar-
gument expressed by a protagonist because it seems unacceptable to him
and the protagonist supports the previously expressed argument, then sub-
ordinatively compound argumentation is created between the two argu-
ments expressed by the protagonist (cf. Snoeck Henkemans 1997, p. 92).
If an antagonist challenges an argument expressed by a protagonist be-
cause it seems irrelevant to a standpoint and the protagonist overcomes
the criticism by externalising an unexpressed premise, then also subor-
dinatively compound argumentation is created between the two argu-
ments expressed by the protagonist (cf. Snoeck Henkemans 1997, p. 92).
Two types of critical reactions of an antagonist may generate coordi-
natively compound argumentation in pragma-dialectical terms. An anta-
gonist may either cast doubt on a protagonist’s argument or advance
a counter-argument against the pro-argument’s acceptability, sufficiency
or relevancy (cf. Snoeck Henkemans 1997, p. 92). In the first case, the
protagonist may overcome the criticism by advancing an additional ar-
gument. In the second case, the protagonist may refute the antagonist’s
counter-argument.

If we take into account the possibility of the indication of ownership in
Araucaria, then it appears to offer dialogical diagramming of argumentation.
In Araucaria, as mentioned in section 3, the nodes representing premises,
refutations and claims can be labelled to specify who expresses them. Thus,
in fact, we can ascribe the ownership to a protagonist or an antagonist of
a certain claim. Creating the protagonist in linked or convergent argumen-
tation, we can then analyse separately a possible counterargument introdu-
ced by the antagonist. The analysis of the counter-argument (or counter-
arguments) facilitates further discussion among students in class. They may
provide reasons for the particular reaction of the antagonist and then specify
types of relations between pro-arguments resulting from the introduction of
the counterargument. Moreover, the possibility of ascribing the ownership
facilitates drawing out inferences to the best explanation of a claim from the
convergent or linked argumentation separated by a critical reaction of an
antagonist. Pragmatically developed propositions of linked and convergent
pro-argumentation, pragmatically developed propositions of counter-argu-
mentation and implicatures arising from them point to multidirectional per-
ception of meaning.
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The last point we are about to consider is concerned with the role
of missing premises in Araucaria. As Jacobs and Jackson (2002, p. 121)
note, real-life exchanges may involve premises which are implicit or tacit.
Such premises, usually called enthymemes, can be inserted in Araucaria
diagramming programme.

Discussing enthymemes, pragma-dialecticians refer to the concept of
‘pragmatic optimum’. The concept introduced by Eemeren and Grooten-
dorst (1992) allows for the study of implicit meanings in agreement with
the goal of resolution of a dispute. Within pragma-dialectical standards of
reconstruction, all argumentative moves which do not appear to purse the
dialectical goal are rejected from the analysis. Pragma-dialecticians believe,
however, that a potentially fallacious move can be saved if the pragmatic
optimum externalises the link between the move and a standpoint. The indi-
cation of pragmatic optimum relates thus to the determination of pragmatic
relevancy of an argument. If an argument does not appears to fulfil the ‘lo-
gical minimum’, then its pragmatic optimum should be ascertained. Both
the ‘logical minimum’ and the ‘pragmatic optimum’ are concerned with re-
ferring an argument expressed by a speaker to the standpoint of the same
speaker. The ‘logical minimum’ has the form of modus ponens “If p, then q”,
where ‘p’ refers to an argument advanced by a speaker and ‘q’ refers to the
standpoint of the speaker. The ‘logical minimum’ is thus an unexpressed
premise of an argument which externalises no new information. The genera-
lised form of the logical minimum which refers to closest possible context of
the speech act is called the ‘pragmatic optimum’. The ‘pragmatic optimum’
does not ascribe any additional commitments to the speaker than those pre-
sent in the speech act (cf. van Eemeren and Grootendorst 1992, p. 62ff).
In agreement with the critical function of the pragma-dialectical model, the
pragmatic optimum of an argument should be determined only if an analy-
sed argument appears to be inappropriate justification of a standpoint.

According pragma-dialectical standards, the ‘pragmatic optimum’
should be specified in line with the Interaction Principle. The term ‘inter-
action principle’, introduced by van Eemeren and Grootendorst (1984, see
also van Eemeren and Grootendorst 1992) refers to four principles, namely
the principle of clarity, the principle of honesty, the principle of efficiency
and the principle of relevance. The ‘principle of clarity’ determines the pro-
positional content condition and the essential condition for the performance
of a complex speech act carrying an argumentative illocutionary force at
the higher textual level. The ‘principle of honesty’ determines the respon-
sibility conditions for the performance of a complex speech act carrying
an argumentative illocutionary force at the higher textual level. The ‘effi-
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ciency principle’ determines the preparatory conditions for the performance
of a complex speech act carrying an argumentative illocutionary force at
the higher textual level. The ‘principle of relevance’ pertains to the relation
between different speech acts in a speech event. Both the relations between
speech acts of the same speaker and the relations between speech acts of
interlocutors are taken into account. The principle does not, however, de-
termine any speech act condition.6

If the determination of the pragmatic optimum does not involve the
closest possible context or some additional commitments are ascribed, or the
Interaction Principle is not observed, then the argument is not validated.
Van Eemeren and Grootendorst (1992, p. 65) provide the following example
of the reconstruction of the logical minimum and the pragmatic optimum
of argumentation:

Standpoint: Maggie is progressive.

Argumentation: Maggie is liberal.

Logical minimum: [If Maggie is liberal, then Maggie is progressive]
Pragmatic optimum: [Liberals are progressive]

(van Eemeren and Grootendorst 1992, p. 65)

The pragmatic optimum “Liberals are progressive” of the argument “Maggie
is liberal” is an acceptable defence of the speaker’s standpoint “Maggie is
progressive” as it complies with the Principle of Clarity, the Principle of
Honesty, the Principle of Efficiency, and the Principe of Relevance and no
extra commitments are attributed to the speaker.

The Araucaria diagramming programme allows for the indication of
a missing premise in the form of pragmatic optimum. Therefore, it does
not concentrate on the fixed meaning of logical minimum but allows for
a more dynamic and transient perception of meaning. The use of Araucaria
facilitates the discussion on the significance of emergent meanings in exter-
nalisation of the relations between missing premises and evaluation of the
reasonableness of complex argumentation. The non-monotonic nature of in-
ferences is thus taken into account. Certain argumentative moves may carry
the potential to misdirect, suppress or fabricate and may not appear to sup-
port a claim when analysed by the application of a standard box and arrow
approach in Araucaria. Still, they may turn out to be reasonable when the
missing premise is linked to other arguments through emergent meanings

6 See van Eemeren and Grootendorst (1992, p. 31) for a detailed description of the
felicity conditions of a complex speech act carrying an argumentative illocutionary force
at the higher textual level.
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such as the pragmatically developed propositions and implicatures which
ascribe additional commitments to the speaker.

The discussed points clearly indicate that Araucaria proposes a con-
struction of a network of features needed for the comprehension of real-life
argumentation. It points to the interdependence of the creation of complex
argumentation relations, the introduction of counterarguments, the ascrip-
tion of protagonist and antagonist roles and the externalisation of missing
premises. This interdependence underlines the process of natural argumen-
tation occurrence in dialogical circumstances.

5. Argument Representations and Computer Science

As discussed in earlier sections, representing real world argumentation
is a very difficult problem. This is in large part due to lack of a single, easily
extractable formal structure that every argument would reveal. Research
in fields that somehow overlap with argumentation theory (e.g. philosophy,
logic and law) gave birth to a number of formalisms that try to capture the
structure of arguments and the rules governing dialogues in which arguments
are exchanged.

5.1. Argumentation Frameworks

One of the approaches to formalisation of argument’s inner structure
(found e.g. in Vreeswijk 1997 and Prakken 2005) is a definition which, with
accuracy to vocabulary, states that arguments are structures of the form
D1y, Pn~>C, Where p1,...,p, € L are propositions called premises and
c € L is a proposition called conclusion. The jagged arrow ~» indicates that
the inferences are in general defeasible. L is most generally a set of propo-
sitions that constitutes the language in which subject of argumentation can
be expressed.

This definition can be extended in order to distinguish between various
types of inferences: pi,...,pp~qic, where {~>,1,...,~4n} is a set of le-
gal inferences (they correspond to argumentation schemes in argumentation
theory). But even this broad definition can be deemed insufficient. Some
formalizations (e.g. Gordon and Walton 2006) define alongside arguments
for proposition ¢ arguments against ¢, which are not captured by the above
definition. There are approaches to modeling a counter-argument against ¢
as an argument for —c or as an argument pro some proposition s which is as-
serted to be in conflict with c. It is not obvious whether all these approaches
are interchangeable.
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With a specified definition of argument we are able to make the next step
in formalizing monologic argumentation which is to define how arguments
relate to each other. Definition of this relation, arguably with the definition
of an argument itself, form what is referred to as an argumentation frame-
work or argumentation system. There exist a number of various argumen-
tation frameworks, out of which the simplest and most popular in common
literature is Dung’s Argumentation Framework defined in (Dung, 1995) as
a pair (A, attacks) where A is a set of arguments and attacks C A x A
is an attack relation. This approach abstracts from the inner structure of
arguments.

A more elaborate, yet still very abstract formalism can be found in
Vreeswijk (1997) where we find a set L called a language and two types of in-
ference rules: defeasible and strict which can link elements of L into tree-like
structures. A formal system based on the more conventional conception of
argument is Carneades Argumentation Framework defined in Gordon and
Walton (2006), which sees argument as a kind of conditional linking of a set
of premises to a conclusion. It is also the first formal argumentation frame-
work which takes into account, in a nontrivial way, the concept of argument’s
context.

5.2. Bringing Theories Together

Informal logic has produced a number of models of monologic and dia-
logic argument. This naturally produces the need to evaluate and compare
these models. The most important question is of course: how good are those
models in expressing natural argumentation? More specifically, it is impor-
tant to determine whether specific models are able to express every possible
form of natural argumentation and if not, what sets of monologic/dialogic
arguments are left out. It is then interesting to explore the relation between
expressiveness of different models and their suitability for further research
on argumentation, e.g. development of measures for persuasiveness in dia-
logues (Amgoud and Dupin de Saint Cyr 2008). In order for this evaluation
research to yield significant results, it has to be based on large scale ar-
gumentation data. The problem of acquisition and processing of this data
implies the application of dedicated computer systems, and with a plethora
of such systems becoming available, the key challenge is interchange between
them. This is the job tackled by the newly proposed Argument Interchange
Format (Chesfievar et al. 2006). The AIF is essentially an ontology (McGuin-
ness and van Harmelen 2008) which can be instantiated in various ways in
order to represent specific models of monologic argument. On its own this
is not enough to cover areas of argumentation theory, such as pragma-dia-
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lectics, that have a strong dialogical component. Various authors including
Modgil and McGinnis (2007) and Reed et al. (2008) introduce extensions
to the AIF intended to cater for dialogic argumentation.

5.3. Argument Interchange Is Knowledge Representation

Any nontrivial information system needs to have a method of represent-
ing knowledge about the domain it is designed to process. Such a method,
in order to serve its purpose needs to satisfy certain conditions. As stated
in (Baader 1999) such a formalism should first of all allow for the symbolic
representation of all the knowledge relevant in a given application domain.
Moreover, it should satisfy the following requirements:

e it must be equipped with a declarative semantics — the meaning of
the entries in a knowledge base must be defined independently of the
programs that operate upon it;

e a notion of “truth” must be defined;

e there must be an “intelligent” retrieval mechanism, which allows infe-
rence of knowledge not explicitly present in the knowledge base.

Additionally, knowledge representation formalisms are usually required to
allow for structured representation of the knowledge.

Knowledge Representation methods, especially logic-based KR methods
like first-order predicate logic or Description Logic generally comprise of two
elements: a way of describing fact-graphic knowledge (i.e. knowledge base)
and a generic (fact-independent) inference mechanism (knowledge query me-
chanism) that allows to draw conclusions from gathered facts. To give an
example, in the case of Description Logic we have a knowledge base (com-
prising general TBox statements and specific ABox statements) that can be
viewed as a set of facts along with the terminology they are expressed in,
and a set of standard inference mechanisms: satisfiability, subsumption, etc.

Argument representation provides an interesting version of this ap-
proach. Regarding the fact that an atomic argument contains a set of pre-
mises and a conclusion which are propositions, we see that any argument
representation that takes into account arguments’ inner structure is built
upon a propositional knowledge base. But the formalism doesn’t stop here
and provides a neat and intuitive way of representing the atomic inferen-
ces that can be made between propositions from this knowledge base. This
means that formal argument representation has the ability of modeling one
of the key features of informal logic: inference that is dependent on the sub-
ject of reasoning. To cite Johnson and Blair (1977) again: formal argument
representation models inferences “based on the content of the statements
being made”.
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To have a formalism that truly is an alternative to standard knowledge
representation methods we need what Baader calls an “intelligent” retrieval
mechanism which would allow inference of knowledge not explicitly repre-
sented in the knowledge base by propositions or arguments. This is the role
of formal strategic argumentation. We can say that a proposition not expli-
citly present in the knowledge base is true/false if one can successfully argue
for/against it.

Given this interpretation, we can say that formal argument represen-
tation is a knowledge representation method. Moreover, it is a KR method
of great potential as it overcomes the main limitation of formal reasoning
pointed out in Toulmin (2003), namely, being detached from the domain
of discourse it takes place in. The AIF can thus serve as a contextualised
knowledge representation format that works particularly well for informa-
tion that is in conflict and that is relativised to particular agents.

5.4. Putting Argument Interchange to Work: The Arguing Agents

Competition

There is an increasing need for development of a platform which would
allow for massive evaluation of various argumentation models against diffe-
rent argumentation scenarios within a single environment. This would also
give a solid base for research on automated argumentation strategies. Fol-
lowing successful initiatives within multi-agent systems, the international
community has posited a competitive platform for this environment: the Ar-
guing Agents Competition (AAC) project described in Yuan et al. (2008)
and Wells et al. (2008). AAC is a competitive environment in which hete-
rogeneous agents argue against one another according to the rules of one
of a number of dialogue games, and with a specific set of argumentation
resources available. The project aims at providing a multi-agent platform
which would allow specification of dialogue games based on different ar-
gumentation models and provide an easy way of developing agents which
could compete in those games. Statistical data collected as a result of such
competitions would be an invaluable resource in research on both argument
representation and automated argumentation strategies.

The project is challenging, especially looking from the information sys-
tems design perspective. In order to create an environment in which hetero-
geneous agents (e.g. implemented using various agent definition frame-
works) could have free access to various argumentation competitions the
system must be distributed, i.e. it must allow participants of a competi-
tion to execute on different machines (preferably around the world). The
system also needs to implement a way of distributing argumentation in-
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formation between participants and enforcing rules of a given dialogue
game on them.

An initial server side component, called Argumento developed at the
University of Akureyri in Iceland has been repurposed to provide an proto-
type back-end for AAC, which has been integrated with agent based middle-
ware from the University of Dundee (Yuan et al. 2008). This will now be
further developed at the Warsaw University of Technology to provide an
infrastructure for distributed, competitive play providing;:

e management of graphs of arguments which agents use to argue with one
another; and
e enforcing rules of the dialogue game by checking the legality of every
move being made in a competition.
Teams at IRIT in France, at the Asian Insititute of Technology in Thailand,
and at the University of Groningen in the Netherlands are also planning to
contribute to the initial stages of work.

Though it is a preliminary step towards creating a fully developed AAC
it already reveals a number of interesting information systems design issues.
For instance, the assumption is that agents receive all information about
the argumentation graph allows them to plan their argumentation stra-
tegy very carefully, with respect to all possible consequences of their moves.
This approach is often referred to as closed world assumption which, ge-
nerally speaking, means that the system has full knowledge of the world
it reasons about. This is of course a good start to work on argumentation
strategies, but in case of real-world argumentation domains this can be very
resource-consuming and is inefficient, because eventually only a subset of
the domain will be used in the dialogue. Additionally, it limits the system’s
ability to approximate the natural dialogue, because only in fairly simple
cases humans are able to grasp and process the whole domain of dispute at
once, especially at the beginning of the discussion.

Relaxing the closed world assumption constitutes a key challenge facing
AAC. To allow situations where agents have only access to certain argumen-
tation subgraph at any moment of the dialogue makes computation more
challenging — and the competition more interesting. Of course, their sub-
graphs must overlap in order to make any dialogue possible. For example,
a referee (e.g. located at the server) could initiate the dialogue by sending
each participant a certain subgraph of arguments, and than provide them
with more knowledge as needed. The agents could also acquire the know-
ledge from each other during the course of dialogue.

The function of AAC as a tool for evaluating argumentation strategies
gives rise to both computational and argumentation theoretic issues. On the
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computational side, the fact that agents participating in a discussion run
on different, remote machines makes comparing strategies a complex prob-
lem. Obviously, the faster the machine is, the more agentive deliberation
can take place in a given amount of time. So from the fact that a certain
agent won a dialogue (without specifying what exactly this means) it does
not immediately follow that it has a better strategy. Additionally, in a di-
stributed environment it is always difficult to determine how much time
was spent on processing of the information and how much on inter-agent
communication. On the argumentation theoretic side, we first of all need
a definition of what does it mean that an agent wins a dialogue, and con-
sequently, what does it mean that a given strategy is better than another.
The current prototype of AAC implements a very simple rule: “the agent
that puts forward an argument that has no attackers wins” but, of course
there is more then one answer to this question for any given argumentation
model. Retaining flexibility in defining the evaluation criteria would allow to
use AAC for verification of the criteria themselves (e.g. using “benchmark”
manually analysed dialogues).

The Arguing Agents Competition is primarily a project of creating
a platform for evaluation of various argumentation theoretical concepts and
algorithms ranging from formal argumentation models to dialogue strate-
gies which will be tackled with more detail in the following section. Though
challenging in its design, such a platform could form an important tool in
advancing the state of the art in the understanding of argumentation theory
in both computational and philosophical guises.

6. Strategy in Dialogue

To demonstrate how argument diagramming and argument represen-
tation in particular might be used to create a bridge we sketch a specific
application that is a current ‘hot-topic’ for both philosophers and computer
scientists. The issue is strategy. Where much argumentation theory, both
philosophically and computationally, has focused on normative models that
describe what is argumentative moves are permitted, there is an additional
step that is much less well understood: determining what argumentative
moves are good or effective. This is the topic of argument strategy, and
although it has some parallels in formal logic (e.g. in proof strategy) it is
a relatively new idea in both communities. In argumentation theory, it is the
pragma-dialecticians who have the most developed theoretical components
in their account of strategic manoeuvring. In mathematical and computer
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science, it is in multi-agent systems and distributed computing that strategic
considerations come first to the fore.

Pragma-dialecticians assume that in each stage of a critical discussion
— confrontation, opening, argumentation and conclusion — disputants si-
multaneously pursue the rhetorical aim of making a strongest case and
the dialectical aim of resolution of a difference of opinion. The concept
of ‘strategic manoeuvring’ was introduced by van Eemeren and Houlosser
(2002a, 2002b) to talk about the employment of reasonable argumentation
in a critical discussion by maintaining a balance between the simultaneous
pursuit of the dialectical and rhetorical aim. It is assumed, however, that
the rhetorical and dialectical objective will not always be balanced. If a dia-
lectical objective is overruled by a rhetorical objective, then the derailment
of strategic manoeuvring is said to occur (cf. van Eemeren and Houtlos-
ser 2003a, pp. 290, 291). Van Eemeren and Houtlosser (2002b, p. 142)
maintain that “all derailments of strategic manoeuvring are fallacious and
all fallacies can be regarded as derailments of strategic manoeuvring.” Since
every violation of a rule of a critical discussion” points to an evidently rhe-
torical nature of an argument, it is considered a ‘derailment of strategic
manoeuvring’.

Van Eemeren and Houtlosser (2007) adopt the idea to integrate the rhe-
torical and dialectical perspective from Johnstone’s (1978) idea of philoso-
phical argumentation. Johnstone (1978, p. 92) believes that a philosophical
argument is to a large extent rhetorical, but the “final account of philoso-
phical argumentation will have to be given by a philosophy which endorses
dialectics.” Van Eemeren and Houtlosser (2007) indicate, however, that in
pragma-dialectics the rhetorical perspective is included into the dialectical
one, not vice versa.

Let us now focus on the inclusion of rhetorical perspective in each of the
stages. In the confrontation stage of an ideal model of a critical discussion,
the main objective of the parties is the determination of a disagreement
space. From the rhetorical perspective, each party aims at the most benefi-
cial framing of the disagreement for him or her. This means that in a mixed
discussion speakers try to express their standpoints in the way which allow
them to discuss the aspects of an issue they favour. Rhetorical part of stra-
tegic manoeuvring focuses thus on “acquiring the most expedient burden of
proof” (van Eemeren and Houlosser 2002a, p. 22). In the opening stage, the

7 See van Eemeren and Grootendorst (1992, p. 208f) for the description of the prag-
ma-dialectical rules for rational conduct, known also as ‘Ten Commandments’ of a critical
discussion.
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rhetorical objective of the parties is the determination of starting points®
and discussion roles. This influences the possibility of discharging the bur-
den of proof in the argumentation stage. While deciding on the common
starting points in the opening stage each party tries to reject those propo-
sitions which could discard his or her standpoint. The determination of the
mutual concessions influences the allocation of the discussion roles. Both
the challenge expressed by one of the speakers and acceptance of the chal-
lenge by the other speaker is framed in a way that not only upholds the
commitment incurred by the expression of a standpoint but also predicts
‘the argumentative duties’ of each speaker (cf. van Eemeren and Houlos-
ser 2002a, p. 23). In the argumentation stage, the rhetorical objective is
concerned with advancing effective argumentation. Each party tries to win
the argument by “making the strongest case and launching the most effective
attack” (cf. van Eemeren and Houlosser 2002b, p. 139). In the concluding
stage, the rhetorical objective refers to making a claim that a party has
won a victory in the discussion. Thus, in a non-mixed discussion a protago-
nist may underline in what ways he has satisfactorily dealt with a burden of
proof acquired in the confrontation stage. An antagonist, on the other hand,
may indicate all propositions he challenged in the course of the discussion
(cf. van Eemeren and Houlosser 2002a, p. 25). Van Eemeren and Houtlos-
ser (2002a, 2002b) note that the introduction of the concept of ‘strategic
manoeuvring’ in the model of a critical discussion emphasises the fact that
the dialectical objective of resolution of a dispute is never to be overruled
by a rhetorical objective characterising a particular stage.

In pragma-dialectics, the concept of ‘strategic manoeuvring’ is also re-
lated to the concepts of ‘topical potential’, ‘audience demand’ and ‘pre-
sentational devices’ (cf. van Eemeren and Houtlosser 2002a, p. 16). Van
Eemeren and Houtlosser (2002b) state that the focus on topos is derived
from Aristotle ([1959], [1966]). In the case of pragma-dialectical approach,
the term pertains to the restriction of a disagreement space in the con-
frontation stage and to the creation of starting points in the opening stage
(cf. van Eemeren and Houtlosser 2002b, pp. 139, 140). Both disagreement
space and starting points are to be based on the same topos. The term ‘au-

8 The pragma-dialectics differentiates between two kinds of starting points, namely,
the ‘procedural starting points’ and the ‘material starting points’. The ‘procedural star-
ting points’ refer to propositions describing the rules for rational conduct. The ‘material
starting points’ refer to propositions describing the aspects of an issue under discussion
on which disputants agree. Van Eemeren and Houtlosser (2004a, p. 12, 2005, p. 351)
emphasise that in an ordinary discussion starting points may be “temporary or locally
distributed” and are not neccesserily expressed in the opening stage.
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dience demand’, as van Eemeren and Houtlosser (2002b) indicate, refers to
Perelman and Olbrechts-Tyteca’s (1969) idea of particular and universal au-
dience. Van Eemeren and Houtlosser (2002b) note, however, that Perelman
and Olbrechts-Tyteca’s idea of the stimulation of the immediate adherence
of the mind of the audience should be integrated with the idea of the ob-
jective consideration of an issue. Special attention is drawn to Perelman
and Olbrechts-Tyteca’s idea of ‘preferable objects of agreement’, i.e., va-
lues and hierarchies. In the ideal model of a critical discussion, the creation
of starting points in the opening stage is assumed to be based on shared
values and hierarchies. The meaning of the pragma-dialectical term ‘presen-
tational devices’ is derived, as Eemeren and Houtlosser (2002b) point out,
from Aristotle’s and Perelman and Olbrechts-Tyteca’s definitions of rheto-
rical figures. In pragma-dialectics, the main focus is on the application of
the figure of conciliatio (cf. van Eemeren and Houtlosser 2002b, p. 141).
The figure of conciliatio refers to the presentation of a possible argument
of an antagonist by a protagonist to support protagonist’s own standpoint.
Describing the application of the figure of conciliatio in a critical discus-
sion, Eemeren and Houtlosser (2002b) develop the pragma-dialectical idea
introduced by Snoeck Henkemans (1997) that a counter-argument expres-
sed by a disputant may strengthen his pro-argumentation. Only in the case
where a protagonist provides direct support for the use of an antagonist’s
argument is the strategic manoeuvring in the form of conciliatio perfectly
balanced. The protagonist of a standpoint should foresee that the accep-
tance of the justificatory potential will not be automatic and should explain
why the application of the antagonist’s argumentation justifies his position.

As indicated above, pragma-dialectical concept of strategic mano-
euvring in the argumentation stage pertains to the retention of the balance
between the dialectical goal of resolution of a dispute and the dialectical
goal of launching the most effective attack. Following Walton (1995, see
also Walton and Godden 2005, Walton 2006), however, we believe that the
concept of strategic manoeuvring in the argumentation stage should take
into account potential plurality of rhetorical and dialectical aims. Walton
(1995, 2006, 2007) constructs ideal structures for the study of other rhetori-
cal and dialectical goals than the ones specified in the ideal model of a critical
discussion, namely persuasion dialogue, examination dialogue, explanation
dialogue and clarification dialogue. In this way, he gives priority to the ‘edu-
cational value’ of a dialogue which relates to constructive handling of an is-
sue from different angles, i.e., taking into account different potential goals of
participants in a discussion. It should be noted that the persuasion dialogue
emphasises also that if in a mixed discussions the rhetorical aim of launching

123



Kamila Debowska, Pawetl Lozinski, Chris Reed

the most effective attack overrides the dialectical aim of the resolution of
a difference of opinion, then a derailment of strategic manoeuvring does not
necessarily occur. Launching the most effective attack may not take into
account resolution of a dispute. It may, however, be exercised, as Walton
(1995, see also Walton and Godden 2005, p. 273ff) emphasises, to increase
an insight into a speaker’s own and the other party’s position. A clarification
dialogue provides a framework for the analysis of requests for clarification
expressed by one party and subsequent clarifications expressed by the other
party (Walton 2007a, p. 127ff). The global goal in the model of a clarifica-
tion dialogue is partly concerned with the second goal of an examination
dialogue. The model of the examination dialogue (Walton 2006) focuses on
the exegetical function of a dialogue. Two goals are established in the exa-
mination dialogue by Walton (2006b, p. 772): the ‘goal of the extraction of
information’ and the ‘goal of the testing of reliability of this information’.
It is assumed that in the ideal model of an examination dialogue shifts
from ‘an argument mode’ to a ‘clarifiaction mode’ may frequently occur
in contributions of both speakers. The Waltonian model of an explanation
dialogue also partly pertains to the second goal of an examination dialogue.
Both explanation dialogue and clarification dialogue may be embedded in
the template of the persuasion dialogue (Walton 2006, 2007a, 2007b). How-
ever, Walton (2007a, p. 148) emphasises that the speech acts of explanation
and clarification have separate felicity conditions. In the clarification dialo-
gue, “the global communal goal of solving a problem caused by ambiguity,
obscurity of expression, or some other difficulty that prevents a discussion
for moving forward” (2007a, p. 127) is pursued. On the other hand, in
the explanation dialogue, the central speech act of explanation pertains to
clearing up more complex problems in which ‘facts currently known’ deny
the occurrence of a certain phenomenon (2007a, p. 147). Although all the
ideal models of dialogues are designed for the analysis of naturally occurr-
ing discussions with externalised disputes, only the Waltonian persuasion
dialogue is characterised by the features of an examination dialogue and
a critical discussion and thus appears to be the adequate direction for the
extension of the pragma-dialectical concept of startegic manovering. The
extension would, however, have to involve the determination of special pa-
rameters for the specification of the possible relations between the goals. It
would have to be indicated step by step which relations between the actual
and potential plural goals point to the expression of effective argumentative
moves which are non-fallacious. The pragma-dialectical conception of stra-
tegic manovering is thus a good starting point for further theoretical and
empirical considerations.
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Where pragma-dialectics has focused from its outset upon situated, dia-
logic interaction, many formal and computational models are still tied to the
monlogical safety that is familiar from predicate calculus. The next step that
is to be made in order to make a connection between argument representa-
tion and computer science involves development of formal representations
of dialogues that would capture the mechanics of argumentation that occurs
between two or more participants.

These formalisms generally base on a concept of dialogic game which
is known from the studies on dialogue logic initiated by Paul Lorenzen.
In Lorenzen’s dialogue logic truthfulness of a proposition ¢ is defined as
existence of a winning strategy for ¢ in a dialogic game with ¢ at stake.
The game typically can be described as a finite, opened, two-party and
zero-sum. The player that starts the game by stating ¢ is called a propo-
nent and the player who disagrees with ¢ is called opponent. The idea is
that with appropriately constructed game rules, the exchange of arguments
between players will lead to the winning of one of them and thus prove ¢
or —it. For a more detailed description of dialogue logic we refer the reader
to Lorenz (1987).

A number of formal dialogue games with different properties and diffe-
rent level of formalization have already been specified, e.g. the game of Ham-
blin (1970) or Permissive/Rigorous Persuasion Dialogues defined in Walton
and Krabbe (1995). For a detailed analysis of the subject the reader is re-
ferred to:

e (Prakken 2005) where a very precisely defined dialogue framework for
specifying different formal dialogue games is introduced; and to
e (Wells 2006) which features a complete survey of existing dialogue ga-
mes and introduces a generic format for their representation called A4A.
Research on dialogue strategies that could be implemented in autonomous
or semi-autonomous agents is still in its infancy. This might be surprising,
because strategy is one of a few most vital subjects in argumentation theory
and its applications. For example, as was indicated in section 5, we cannot
speak about an argumentation-based method for knowledge representation
until we have a successful strategy that would allow us to determine through
dialogue whether a given proposition is true with respect to knowledge ga-
thered in the information system. Of course, there is a good reason for this
being so: to recall our leading metaphor, the bridge between everyday argu-
mentation (where dialogue strategy occurs, and can be studied) and formal
representations of reasoning (where until now the focus has been primarily
on monological reasoning) is not there yet. Only relatively recently have
a number of formal representations of argumentation been developed and
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what still makes research on strategic argumentation difficult is the lack of
tools for their dynamic use.

The Arguing Agents Competition seeks to overcome these difficulties by
providing argumentation strategy researchers with a catalogue of implemen-
ted dialogue games to choose from, whether it will be Walton and Krabbe’s
(1995) Rigorous Persuasion Dialogue, Bench-Capon’s (1998) Toulmin Dia-
logue Game, etc. Such platform allows the researchers to focus solely on
implementing arguing agents that, according to various criteria, evaluate
and choose moves to make in a dialogue, which is the essence of argu-
mentation strategy. The platform also provides a way of evaluating created
strategies by maintaining an environment in which strategies can be played
in different games with any competitor around the world and by allowing
different criteria of evaluation. Finally, acquisition of information from oc-
curring competitions allows for creating a corpus of dialogues which can
that be used as empirical data for further research.

If an argument diagramming tool like Araucaria can be called a pier
of our bridge, the Arguing Agents Competition seeks to be a span. There
is, as yet, no implemented link between strategic manoeuvring and stra-
tegy in AAC. But the bridge we are trying to build here shows how it
can be done. By analysing argumentation according to the pragma-dia-
lectical model using Araucaria, we can represent the underlying structure
using AIF. The strategic manoeuvring of the interlocutors can be marked
up similarly (though we may need to extend AIF to allow this, in much
the same way that AIF+ extends AIF to handle dialogue). With an explicit
representation of what strategic developments have occurred there are two
possibilities. First, those specific representations can themselves be used by
autonomous reasoning components that can take the same strategic deci-
sions under identical conditions. This is a direct analog to the computational
autonomous re-use of analysed human argumentation explored in (Reed and
Walton 2005). Second, those specific representations can be used as the ba-
sis for generalisation, in the same way that machine learning techniques are
being used on analysed human argumentation to try to derive generalisa-
tions about clue word use (Moens et al. 2007). These generalisations about
strategy use can be represented in the same way as protocols are represen-
ted currently in A4A. The A4A framework allows such representations to
be operationalised automatically, so that agents playing the Arguing Agents
Competition could directly employ those strategic rules in determining what
moves to play. In this way, the theoretical advances in understanding stra-
tegic maneouvring in human argumentation can be translated directly into
operationalisable programs for autonomous computational systems.
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7. Bridging the Gap: Concluding Remarks

The gap between natural argumentative text and formal, machine pro-
cessable argument structures is wide and challenging. By simultaneously
harmonising the concepts and vocabulary, and building practical tools that
are specifically designed to be usable by those on either side, we can start
to construct a bridge. We have shown how one part of the construction,
argument diagramming, can work to solve problems in both domains, and
most excitingly, can allow solutions in one to contribute towards solutions in
the other. By making use of a common argument representation language,
the Argument Interchange Format, we can support the transport of lingu-
istic resources into formal and computational data structures upon which
reasoning can be conducted, or autonomous agent behaviour can be configu-
red. With this generic bridge in place, specific issues, such as the hot-topic
of strategic argumentation can then be tackled. Though some pieces of the
puzzle remain to be worked out (such as how strategic detail is represented
in the AIF), the broad shape of the solution becomes clear, and a part of
the research programme is mapped out.

As the movement in both formal and informal; philosophical and com-
putational communities of argumentation theory continues to increase in
size and pace, these bridges will become vital in supporting rapid uptake,
application and testing of new results. And as we have shown, they are
already starting to support fruitful exchanges.
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NON-LOGICAL CONSEQUENCE

Abstract: Contemporary philosophers generally conceive of consequence as
necessary truth-preservation. They generally construe this necessity as logi-
cal, and operationalize it in substitutional, formal or model-theoretic terms as
the absence of a counter-example. A minority tradition allows for grounding
truth-preservation also on non-logical necessities, especially on the semantics
of extra-logical constants. The present article reviews and updates the author’s
previous proposals to modify the received conception of consequence so as to re-
quire truth-preservation to be non-trivial (i.e. not a mere consequence of a neces-
sarily true implicatum or a necessarily untrue implicans) and to allow variants
of the substitutional, formal and model-theoretic realizations of the received
conception where the condition underwriting truth-preservation is not purely
formal. Indeed, the condition may be contingent rather than necessary. Allowing
contingent non-trivial truth-preservation as a consequence relation fits our in-
ferential practices, but turns out to be subject to counter-examples. We are left
with an unhappy choice between an overly strict requirement that non-trivial
truth-preservation be underwritten by a necessary truth and an overly loose
recognition of non-trivial truth-preservation wherever some truth underwrites
it. We need to look for a principled intermediate position between these alter-
natives.

Keywords: consequence, logical consequence, non-logical consequence, Alfred
Tarski, truth-preservation, necessity, substitutional, formal, model-theoretic

1. Consequence in contemporary philosophy

In contemporary philosophy, consequence is generally construed as ne-
cessary truth-preservation. A conclusion is said to follow from the pre-
miss(es) from which it is drawn if and only if it is necessary that, if
the premiss or premisses are true, then the conclusion is also true (Tar-
ski 2002/1936, pp. 178, 183-184; Salmon 1963, p. 18; Etchemendy 1990,
pp- 81-82; Forbes 1994, p. 3; Copi & Cohen 2001, p. 43; Hurley 2006, p. 41;
Jeffrey 2006, p. 1). Equivalently, it is impossible for the conclusion to be
untrue while the premiss(es) are true.!

L T write ‘untrue’ rather than ‘false’, in order to leave open the possibility of a con-
clusion’s being neither true nor false.
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The impossibility in question is most commonly construed as logical
or formal, meaning that the form of the conclusion and the premiss(es)
rules out the combination of an untrue conclusion with true premiss(es).
The application of this conception to reasoning and arguments in a natu-
ral language requires that the sentences of the language be regimented into
a “canonical notation” (Quine 1960), which can then if desired be recast
in a formal language whose extra-logical constants may be in themselves
uninterpreted. For example, the logical operation of conjunction, indicated
in English by the word ‘and’, is commutative, in the sense that, from the
conjunction of one sentence with a second sentence, there follows the con-
junction of the second sentence with the first.2 Thus, from ‘Snow is white
and grass is green’ there follows ‘Grass is green and snow is white’. But
one cannot apply this principle directly to all English-language sentences in
which the word ‘and’ is the main connective joining two clauses. To take
a mildly scatological example, the situation in which a man pulls down his
pants and pees is different from the situation in which he pees and pulls
down his pants. What needs to be made explicit in regimenting the sen-
tence ‘he pulled down his pants and peed’ is that in English a sequence of
two tensed clauses joined by ‘and’ implicitly claims that the event or state
of affairs described in the first-mentioned clause precedes the event or state
of affairs described in the second-mentioned clause. In canonical notation,
the sentence might be recast as follows: In some time interval k before now
he pulls down his pants, and in some time interval [ before now he pees, and
k precedes [. With this explicitation, any sentence obtained by permutation
of the clauses of the recast sentence that are joined by ‘and’ follows from it.

2. Tarski’s conception of consequence

Although the necessity in the condition of necessary truth-preservation
is most commonly construed as logical necessity, there is a minority philo-
sophical tradition — whose members include Bolzano (1972/1837), Peirce
(1955/1877), Sellars (1953), Ryle (1960/1954), Toulmin (1958), George
(1972, 1983), and Brandom (1994, pp. 97-104; 2000, pp. 52-55) — that con-
strues it as including other kinds of necessity as well. Perhaps surprisingly,

2 For simplicity, I am taking sentences to be the relata of the consequence relation.
Nothing in this article should depend on this decision. The same points about consequence
could be made if one takes entities other than sentences to be the primary truth-bearers
— e.g. utterances, statements or propositions.
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Alfred Tarski can be counted as a member of this tradition. In his classic pa-
per “On the concept of following logically”, Tarski lays down the following
necessary condition (F) for the material adequacy of an account of what it
is for a sentence X to follow logically from the sentences of a class X:

(F) If in the sentences of the class K and in the sentence X we replace the
constant terms which are not general-logical terms correspondingly by
arbitrary other constant terms (where we replace equiform constants
everywhere by equiform constants) and in this way we obtain a new
class of sentences X' and a new sentence X', then the sentence X'
must be true if only all sentences of the class XK' are true. (Tarski
2002/1936, pp. 183-184; italics in original)3

Tarski’s condition (F) in fact combines two conditions, which he arti-
culates separately before stating condition (F). The first condition is the
condition of necessary truth-preservation, stated quite generally in a way
that does not restrict consequence to logical consequence:

...it cannot happen that all the sentences of the class X would be true
but at the same time the sentence X would be false. (Tarski 2002/1936,
p. 183)

This condition combines an impossibility condition (“cannot”) with a co-
temporality condition (“at the same time”). Tarski does not explain what he
means by either of these conditions. Given that Tarski’s focus was on deduc-
tive mathematical theories, whose sentences do not change their truth-value
over time, the co-temporality condition “at the same time” is most plausibly
construed as a metaphor for co-situatedness, “in the same situation” or “in
the same circumstances”. That is, Tarski is claiming that what cannot hap-
pen when a sentence X is a consequence of all the sentences of a class K is
that, given one and the same situation, all the sentences of the class K are
true but the sentence X is false. As for the impossibility condition, I have
argued (in Tarski 2002, pp. 168-170) that it is the condition that there are
no circumstances in which both the implying sentences are true and the
implied sentence false. On this interpretation, the impossibility condition
and the co-temporality condition are the same condition: that there is no

3 Here and elsewhere, I use the exact translation into English by Magda Stroifiska
and myself of the Polish version of Tarski’s paper (Tarski 1936a), which I argued in
(Tarski 2002) is more authoritative than the German version, also written by Tarski
(Tarski 1936b), which was used as the basis of the previous rather inexact translation of
the paper into English (Tarski 1956 and 1983, pp. 409-423).
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(possible) situation in which all the sentences of the class X are true but
the sentence X is false.

Tarski immediately follows his statement of the requirement of necessary
truth-preservation with an argument for the following additional require-
ment for a specifically logical consequence relation:

... following ... cannot be lost as a result of our replacing the names of ...
objects in the sentences under consideration by names of other objects
(Tarski 2002/1936, p. 183).

As is well known, Tarski argued that this substitutional condition, although
necessary for logical consequence, is insufficient, because a language might
lack names for the objects that would constitute a counter-example when
a sentence X does not follow logically from the sentences of a class XK.
He therefore proposed what became the contemporary model-theoretic con-
ception of logical consequence:

We say that the sentence X follows logically from the sentences of
the class K if and only if every model of the class X is at the same time
a model of the sentence X . (Tarski 2002/1936a, p. 186; italics and extra
spaces in the original)

In this definition, Tarski meant by a model a sequence of objects that satis-
fies a sentential function, a rather different conception than the contempo-
rary notion of a model as an interpretation. In contemporary work in formal
logic, formal languages are usually constructed with a distinction between
interpreted logical constants (such as the signs signifying logical conjunction
and universal quantification) and uninterpreted extra-logical constants. The
semantics for such a language specifies what constitutes an interpretation of
sentences in the language, which typically includes specification of a domain
or “universe of discourse” (a non-empty set of objects) and an assignment
to each extra-logical constant of some object defined in terms of the domain
(a member of the domain, a subset of the domain, a set of ordered pairs of
members of the domain, etc.). A sentence X of a language is said to follow
logically from the sentences of some class X of sentences of the language if
and only if every true interpretation of the sentences of the class X is also
a true interpretation of the sentence X. Although not identical to Tarski’s
conception, this definition captures its spirit in the contemporary framework
for formal work.

In his article, Tarski pointed out quite rightly that the scope of logical
consequence as thus defined depends on how one divides logical terms from
extra-logical terms. In a substitutional conception of logical consequence,
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the logical terms are those not subject to substitution when searching for
a substitutional counter-example — i.e. a parallel argument with true pre-
misses and an untrue conclusion, obtained by uniform substitution on the
original argument’s extra-logical terms. In a model-theoretic conception of
logical consequence, the logical terms are those not needing interpretation
in the search for a model-theoretic counter-example — i.e. an interpretation
in which the premisses of the argument are true but its conclusion untrue.
If all terms are extra-logical, then on either the substitutional or the mo-
del-theoretic conception any sentence is a logical consequence only of itself
(either alone or in combination with other sentences). If all terms are logical,
then on the substitutional conception any true sentence is a logical conse-
quence of any sentences and any sentence is a logical consequence of any
class of sentences that are not all true. That is, logical consequence reduces
to the so-called “material implication” of medieval logicians (consequentia
materialis), a relation that holds in all cases except those in which the sen-
tences of the class K are true but the sentence X is untrue. Tarski made the
same claim about his version of the model-theoretic conception (2002/1936,
pp. 188-189). I argued in (Tarski 2002, p. 171) that Tarski’s claim can be
defended if we suppose that the domain for the language is fixed, as Tar-
ski’s article implicitly assumed. On the contemporary model-theoretic con-
ception of logical consequence, however, the domain with respect to which
sentences of a formal language are interpreted is not fixed, and so fixing the
interpretation of all terms does not reduce logical consequence to material
implication. For example, the sentence ‘There are at least two objects’ does
not follow from the sentence ‘there is at least one object’, since the first
sentence is false but the second sentence true when the domain consists of
just one object. Nevertheless, treating all terms as logical, in the sense that
their interpretation is fixed for each possible size of the domain (e.g. from
one object to denumerably many objects) greatly expands the extension of
the concept of logical consequence.

Between the extreme that narrows the extension of logical consequence
so that any sentence is a logical consequence only of itself, and the extreme
that makes it coextensive with material implication, many intermediate
positions are possible. In his 1936 article, Tarski confessed ignorance of
any objective basis for dividing logical from extra-logical terms (2002/1936,
p. 188), i.e. for selecting a particular intermediate position between the
extremes just mentioned. Tarski speculated that no such objective basis
might be found, in which case the model-theoretic conception of logical con-
sequence would be relative to a definite but somewhat arbitrary division of
the terms of a language into logical and extra-logical terms (pp. 189-190).
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In his condition (F), Tarski referred to logical terms as “general-logical
terms”, a locution apparently reflecting his belief at the time that the logi-
cal terms are those that occur in all axiomatized deductive theories and in
everyday life, whereas extra-logical terms are “specifically metalinguistic”
or “specifically mathematical” (Tarski 2002, pp. 161-162). In later work
(Tarski 1986,/1966), Tarski proposed that the logical terms are those de-
noting notions that are invariant under all transformations of a domain
into itself. For example, no name of an individual object in a domain is
a logical term, because one can always transform any domain into itself in
such a way that an arbitrarily selected individual member of it becomes
another individual object. On the other hand, terms signifying the universe
class and the empty class are logical, because their denotation remains the
same under any transformation of any given domain into itself. Other logical
“notions”, as Tarski calls the denotata of logical terms, are the relations of
identity and non-identity between individuals, the cardinality of classes of
individuals, and the relations of inclusion, disjointness and overlap between
classes (Tarski 1986/1966, pp. 150-151). But the criterion of invariance un-
der transformations of a domain into itself, objective as it is, allows for
some terms to be logical terms in one language but extra-logical in another.
As Tarski points out (1986/1966, pp. 152-153), set membership is a logical
notion if set theory is constructed in the fashion of Whitehead and Rus-
sell’s Principia Mathematica via a higher-order logic involving a theory of
types, but a non-logical notion if set theory is constructed in the fashion
of Zermelo in a first-order logic in which a single domain includes indivi-
duals, classes of individuals, classes of classes of individuals, and so on. The
ambiguous status of set membership leaves indeterminate the question of
whether mathematical notions are logical notions, since set theory is basic
to mathematics and all the notions of set theory can be defined in terms of
set membership with the help of logical notions.

3. Extending Tarski’s condition (F) to non-logical consequence

However the line is drawn between the logical and the extra-logical
terms of a language, one can modify Tarski’s condition (F) so as to per-
mit some extra-logical terms to be treated as if they were logical. That is,
in the search for a counter-example, these terms would not be subject to
substitution (on a substitutional approach) or to variant interpretations (on
a model-theoretic approach). The revised condition (F’) might be written
as follows:
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(F/)  If in the sentences of the class X and in the sentence X we replace
some or all of the constant terms which are not logical terms cor-
respondingly by arbitrary other constant terms (where we replace
equiform constants everywhere by equiform constants) and in this
way we obtain a new class of sentences X’ and a new sentence X',
then the sentence X’ must be true if only all sentences of the class X’
are true.

In a more contemporary idiom, we might phrase the condition as follows:

(F”)  For some non-empty subset of the extra-logical constants in the sen-
tences of the class X and in the sentence X, if uniform substitution
on these constants produces a new class of sentences X’ and a new
sentence X', then the sentence X’ must be true if all the sentences
of the class X' are true.

The requirement that the set of substitutable extra-logical constants be
non-empty is meant to rule out treating the “material implication” of me-
dieval logicians as a consequence relation. Intuitively, the mere fact that
it is not the case that all the sentences of the class X are true and the
sentence X is untrue does not suffice to make X follow, even non-logically,
from the sentences of the class K; for example, nobody would suppose that
‘grass is green’ follows from ‘snow is white’.

The revised condition (F”) is a generalization of Tarski’s condi-
tion (F), which then becomes the special case in which necessary truth-pre-
servation continues to hold when substitution is allowed on the entire
set of extra-logical constants. In general, however, application of (F”)
would require multiple tests to see whether an argument met it. Take the
hackneyed standard philosopher’s example, ‘Socrates is human, so Socra-
tes is mortal’, which we might put into a regimented language as ‘HU-
MAN(Socrates), so MORTAL(Socrates)’, where the extra-logical constants
are the one-place predicates ‘HUMAN’ and ‘MORTAL’ and the name ‘So-
crates’ and there are no logical constants. We have seven non-empty subsets
of these extra-logical terms with respect to which condition (F”) might be
met: {{HUMAN’}, {‘MORTAL’}, {‘Socrates’}, {‘HUMAN’, ‘MORTAL’},
{'HUMAN’ ‘Socrates’}, {‘MORTAL’, ‘Socrates’} and {{HUMAN’, ‘MOR-
TAL’, ‘Socrates’}. Treating condition (F) as a necessary condition for logical
consequence, we find that the conclusion that Socrates is mortal is clearly
not a logical consequence of the premiss that Socrates is human, since con-
dition (F”) is not met when all the extra-logical constants are subject to
substitution, i.e. with respect to {{HUMAN’, ‘MORTAL’, ‘Socrates’}. In
particular, substitution of ‘PERSIAN’ for ‘MORTAL’ produces an argu-
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ment in which the premiss is true but the conclusion false, showing that the
conclusion of this parallel argument need not be true when its premiss is
true (since what is actually not the case is not necessarily the case). The
same counter-example shows that the conclusion is not a consequence of
the premiss with respect to any set of extra-logical constants that includes
the predicate ‘MORTAL’. On the other hand, since the conclusion is true,
no substitution solely for ‘HUMAN’ will produce a parallel argument with
a true premiss and an untrue conclusion, so that we cannot so easily show
that the conclusion does not follow with respect to the set { HUMAN’}.
Here one needs to fall back on intuitive judgments of necessity, looking for
a substitution for ‘HUMAN’ on which the premiss, though true, clearly does
not necessitate the truth of the conclusion. For example, it is true that So-
crates weighs more than a kilogram, but intuitively it is not necessary that
Socrates is mortal if Socrates weighs more than a kilogram. The name ‘So-
crates’ might for example refer to a large boulder, one that weighs more than
a kilogram, but boulders are not mortal: since they are never alive, they ne-
ver die. A similar reflection shows that the conclusion does not follow with
respect to the set { HUMAN’ ‘Socrates’}, since we can substitute a name of
the aforesaid boulder for the name ‘Socrates’. The remaining option is that
the conclusion follows with respect to the set {‘Socrates’}. Here we find not
only that no substitution on ‘Socrates’ produces an argument with a true
premiss and an untrue conclusion, but also that it is plausible to hold, in
a way that it was not when we substituted for ‘HUMAN’, that, if the parallel
argument has a true premiss then the conclusion must be true. That is, it is
not just true as a matter of fact that, if someone is human, that individual
is mortal, but it is a matter of necessity. Intuitively, this necessity is not
logical, since there is no specifically logical inconsistency in supposing that
a particular human being is immortal. Nor does the necessity seem semantic,
since the postulation of an immortal human being, say in a work of science
fiction, does not seem to involve a confusion about the meaning of terms, in
contrast to the way in which the postulation of a married bachelor would
involve semantic confusion. Rather, the necessity seems to be physical, or
more specifically physiological. Human beings inevitably undergo a process
of aging that eventually results in death due to failure of one or more of
their life-support systems (circulatory, respiratory, excretory, etc.) if they
do not die earlier from some other cause.*

4 At least, so we suppose. Research on aging may lead to techniques of preventing
human aging, in which case human immortality would become physiologically possible.
But the “may” here is epistemic. At the moment, as far as we know, it is physiologically
inevitable that every human dies.
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The need to appeal in applications of condition (F”) to intuitive judg-
ments of necessity is a weakness, since one person may come to a different
judgment than another as to whether a particular conditional is necessary.
Without stated criteria of necessity, it is impossible to resolve such diffe-
rences of intuitive judgment rationally, except by inviting the disputants to
reconsider their judgments or to take notice of the considered judgments of
others about the necessity of the conditional in question. Tarski solved this
problem by abandoning the requirement that truth-preservation be neces-
sary. His model-theoretic conception of logical consequence simply specifies
that every model (i.e. true interpretation) of the input sentences is also
a model (true interpretation) of their logical consequence. Interpretations
are constructed with reference to the world as it is, not to the world as it
might be.

In The Concept of Logical Consequence (1990), John Etchemendy ob-
jected that Tarski’s reduction of logical consequence to the simple truth
of a universal generalization both undergenerates and overgenerates conse-
quences. Even where it gives the right result, he claimed, it does so for
the wrong reason. Etchemendy even accused Tarski of committing what he
called “Tarski’s fallacy”, inferring from the necessary truth of a conditional
the necessary truth of its consequent given the truth of its antecedent. Spe-
cifically, Tarski claims (2002/1936, pp. 186-187) that, if a sentence follows
logically in his sense from true sentences, then it must be true. Rephrased
in contemporary terms, the claim would be that a sentence that is true on
every interpretation on which one or more sentences are true must be true
on any interpretation on which the latter sentences are true. Or, to put it
in the form of an argument:

Sentence X is true in every interpretation in which the sentences of
class K are true.

Therefore, if the sentences of class X are true in an interpretation, then
the sentence X must be true in that interpretation.

It is not obvious that this argument is valid, since its premiss is assertoric
and its conclusion is apodictic. What licenses the transition from a claim
about how things are as a matter of fact to how things must be? Defenders
of Tarski’s claim, such as Gila Sher (1996), have argued that, because all
the extra-logical constants in the sentences are subject to reinterpretation,
and variation of the domain is possible, the absence of a counter-interpreta-
tion is not just a matter of empirical fact, but a matter of logical necessity.
Sher’s argument for this claim depends on an appeal to set theory, which
thus becomes in a certain sense prior to logic.
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It is thus possible to defend the claim, ubiquitous in contemporary work
in logic, that absence of a counter-interpretation is a matter of necessity and
not just a matter of fact.

What about a similar claim for extensions of the model-theoretic con-
ception to non-logical consequence?

4. Revision and expansion of substitutional, formal and model-
theoretic conceptions of consequence

In previous work (Hitchcock 1998), I proposed a revision of the existing
generic conception of logical consequence and an extension of the revised
generic conception to cover what I there called, following George (1972),
‘enthymematic consequence’. In the present article I shall review and then
modify that proposal, in the process answering some questions left open in
its concluding section.

I begin by distinguishing five specific conceptions of logical consequence
that one can find in the literature.5

1. According to the deducibility conception, a sentence is a logical con-
sequence of one or more sentences if and only if it can be deduced from
them in a formal system. The deducibility conception is usually taken to be
parasitic on the model-theoretic conception, in the sense that the soundness
of a formal system is proved by treating the model-theoretic criterion of
logical consequence as the “gold standard” and showing that any sentence
deducible from given sentences using the rules of the formal system does
follow from them in the model-theoretic sense: if the sentence is deducible,
then there is no interpretation on which it is untrue when the given sen-
tences are true. Likewise, the completeness of a formal system is shown by
proving that any sentence of the formal language deducible from one or
more sentences is true in any interpretation that makes true the sentence or
sentences from which it is deduced. The deducibility conception can how-
ever be taken as basic if one takes the meaning of a sentence to be what
it implies, as proposed by Gentzen (1969/1935) in his formulation of na-
tural deduction systems and sequent calculi with a pair of rules for each
logical constant, a so-called “elimination rule” indicating what one may de-
duce from a sentence in which that constant is the main logical operator
and a correlative “introduction rule” indicating what one may deduce such

5 The description of these five conceptions and my remarks about them incorporate
material from pages 20-24 of (Hitchcock, 1998).
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a sentence from. Gentzen’s proposal has been elaborated and extended from
logical constants to all terms by Wilfrid Sellars (1953) and Robert Brandom
(1994, 2000) in what Brandom calls “inferential semantics”. We will return
to the Sellars-Brandom proposal later.

2. According to the modal conception, articulated for example by Ste-
phen Read (1994), an argument’s conclusion follows logically from its pre-
misses if and only if there is no possible situation where the premisses are
true and the conclusion untrue. The modal conception is identical to the
conception of consequence as necessary truth-preservation identified at the
beginning of the present article. Proponents of this conception are distin-
guished from proponents of the other four conceptions now being distin-
guished in their willingness to apply the conception directly rather than
giving an account of it in terms of deducibility or some other relation. The
modal conception can account for cases where a conclusion follows necessa-
rily from given premisses, even though it does not follow formally. That is, it
is not deducible from them in a formal system, nor does it follow if substitu-
tion or (re-)interpretation is allowed on all extra-logical constants. Thus the
conclusion of the argument ‘Iain is a bachelor, so Iain is unmarried’ follows
from its premiss, because the meanings of the terms ‘bachelor’ and ‘unmar-
ried’ rule out any situation in which the premiss is true and the conclusion
untrue. Read (1994, p. 257) explicitly argues against the claim that the con-
clusion of this argument only really follows when a ‘suppressed premiss’ that
all bachelors are unmarried is made explicit. The modal conception requires
clarification of what sense of ‘possible’ is involved. Its proponents seem to
intend a sense which is relative to the meaning of an argument’s component
sentences. So their conception might be reworded more precisely as the
notion that an argument’s conclusion follows from its premiss(es) if their
meaning is incompatible with there being a situation where the premisses
are true and the conclusion untrue. If so, the modal conception coincides
in its extension with the Sellars-Brandom proposal for an inferential se-
mantics. However, it is possible to embrace the modal conception without
making the deducibility relationships of a sentence semantically prior to its
truth-conditions.

3. On the substitutional conception, a conclusion is a logical consequence
of given premisses if and only if there is no substitution on its extra-logical
constants which produces an argument with true premisses and an untrue
conclusion. This conception stems ultimately from Bolzano (1972/1837),
who according to George’s reconstruction (1972, 1983) accommodated not
only logical consequence but also enthymematic consequence, by allowing
substitution on some but not all extra-logical constants. Bolzano’s version
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of the substitutional conception is immune to Tarski’s objection that a lan-
guage might lack names for objects that would constitute a counter-example,
because Bolzano postulated a realm of abstract ideas on which substitutions
were to be made. However, Quine has argued that the substitutional concep-
tion of logical truth is equivalent to the model-theoretic conception, provided
that the language used for substitution is rich enough for elementary num-
ber theory (Quine 1970, pp. 53-55). Presumably his argument would apply
as well to a comparison between the substitutional and the model-theoretic
conceptions of logical consequence.

4. On the formal conception, a conclusion follows logically from given
premisses if and only if the argument is an instance of a form of argument
which has no instances with true premisses and an untrue conclusion. A form
of argument is a linguistic schema which includes at least one meta-linguistic
variable but no extra-logical constants and from which an argument can be
derived by replacing all occurrences of each variable with the same extra-lo-
gical constant or grammatically parallel complex content expression. The
formal conception is open to the same objection from the possible poverty
of a language as the substitutional conception, and can make use of the
same reply.

5. On the model-theoretic conception, a sentence X follows logically from
given sentences if and only if every true interpretation of those sentences
is also a true interpretation of the sentence X. As pointed out earlier, this
conception is standard in contemporary work in formal logic.

All five conceptions give rise to two paradoxes, which are in fact generic
problems with the conception of the consequence relation as one in which
it is impossible for the premisses to be true and the conclusion untrue.
If the word ‘and’ in this standard conception is construed as expressing
truth-functional conjunction, then this conception implies that any conclu-
sion at all follows from premisses which cannot all be true: if it is impos-
sible for the premisses to be true, then it is a fortiori impossible for the
premisses to be true and the conclusion untrue. Thus the sentence ‘Am-
sterdam is the capital of Canada’ would follow from the sentences ‘There
are living organisms beyond the planet earth’ and ‘There are no living or-
ganisms beyond the planet earth’. Intuitively, however, it does not follow,
since the sentences about extra-terrestrial life have nothing to do with whe-
ther Amsterdam is the capital of Canada. The medieval rule of inference
ex falso quodlibet (‘from a falsehood anything follows’) should be rejected.
Similarly, the standard generic conception implies that any conclusion which
must be true (i.e. cannot be untrue) follows from any premisses whatever:
if it is impossible for the conclusion to be untrue, then it is a fortiori im-
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possible for the premisses to be true and the conclusion untrue. Thus the
sentence ‘whenever it is raining, it is raining’ would follow from the sentence
‘The Hague and Amsterdam are capitals of the Netherlands’. Intuitively,
however, it does not follw, since the sentence about the capitals of the
Netherlands has nothing to do with the weather. The medieval rule of in-
ference ex quolibet verum (‘from anything a truth follows’) should likewise
be rejected.6

One could avoid these paradoxes by adding two requirements for con-
sequence, that it is possible that all the premisses are true and that it is
possible that the conclusion be untrue. This strategy, however, would intro-
duce new paradoxes, by barring a set of sentences that cannot all be true
from having any consequences and barring any sentence that must be true
from being a consequence of any set of sentences. Intuitively, impossibilities
do have consequences, and necessities can be consequences. For example, any
sentence is a consequence of itself, even if it cannot be true or must be true.
To avoid the new paradoxes, one needs to introduce the concept of a content
expression, which I first used in (Hitchcock 1985). A content expression is
an expression in a sentence that can be replaced by an extra-logical con-
stant without loss of grammaticality. Content expressions may themselves be
extra-logical constants, in which case they are atomic content expressions.
Otherwise they are molecular content expressions. A whole sentence is a con-
tent expression, assuming that one’s language possesses sentence constants.
A conjunctive predicate like ‘square and circular’ is a content expression.
And so forth. We also need the concept of a set of content expressions that
exhausts the extra-logical constants in a set of sentences, in the sense that
replacement of these content expressions in the sentences in question with
metalinguistic variables produces a set of sentence schemata in which there
is no extra-logical constant (cf. Hitchcock 1998, pp. 25-26).

With the concept of a content expression, we can redefine the substitu-
tional, formal and model-theoretic conceptions of logical consequence so as
to avoid both pairs of paradoxes.

3'. On the revised substitutional conception, a sentence X is a logical
consequence of the sentences of the class X if and only if there is an exhau-
stive set of content expressions in these sentences on which no uniform sub-
stitution produces an untrue sentence X’ and a class X’ of true sentences,
at least one such substitution produces a class K" of true sentences, and at
least one such substitution produces an untrue sentence X".

6 The preceding paragraph summarizes and adapts (Hitchcock 1998, pp. 24-25).
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4'. On the revised formal conception, a sentence X is a logical conse-
quence of the sentences of the class X if and only if they are instances of
a set of sentence schemata in which there are no extra-logical constants and
for which no instance consists of an untrue sentence X’ and a class X’ of
true sentences, at least one instance includes a class X" of true sentences,
and at least one instance includes an untrue sentence X’'’. This conception
is essentially that advanced by Smiley (1959, p. 240).

5. On the revised model-theoretic conception, sentence X is a logical
consequence of the sentences of the class X if and only if there is a an
exhaustive set of content expressions in these sentences for which no inter-
pretation produces an untrue sentence X’ and a class X’ of true sentences,
at least one interpretation produces a class X" of true sentences, and at
least one interpretation produces an untrue sentence X”’. The concept of
an interpretation can be redefined so that interpretations assign objects to
content expressions as wholes, or alternatively one can allow replacement
of molecular content expressions in the set by extra-logical constants of
the same grammatical type and apply the model-theoretic definition to the
sentences thus constructed.”

All three conceptions imply a relevance condition of topical overlap
between implying sentences and implied sentence. That is, if the implied
sentence X contains an extra-logical constant, there is at least one extra-lo-
gical constant that occurs both in the sentence X and in at least one sentence
of the class K.8

Development of these revised conceptions of logical consequence permits
their natural extension to non-logical consequence, simply by dropping the
requirement in each definition that the set of content expressions be exhau-
stive. Logical consequence would then be just the special case in which the
set with reference to which the definition is met subjects all the extra-logical
constants in the sentences, either directly or by their inclusion in a molecular
content expression in the set, to substitution or replacement by another in-
stance or (re-)interpretation. It should be noted that the additional clauses
in the definitions, added to rule out the paradoxes of ex falso quodlibet and

7 These revised conceptions adapt the conceptions found in Hitchcock (1998, p. 26),
with the additional constraint that the set of content expressions is exhaustive.

8 For a proof with respect to Bolzano’s substitutional conception, applied to the lan-
guage of classical propositional logic, see George (1983). The qualification that the implied
sentence contains an extra-logical constant is needed to accommodate cases where the
consequence relation obtains but the implied sentence contains no extra-logical constants.
For example, the sentence ‘there is at least one object’ follows from the sentence ‘there
are at least two objects’ on any of the three revised conceptions, even though it contains
no extra-logical constants.
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ex quolibet verum, automatically rule out so-called ‘material implication’
(the medievals’ consequentia materialis) as a consequence relation. For, if
there are extra-logical constants in the sentence X or the sentences of the
class K, then the mere fact that we do not have the sentences of K true and
sentence X untrue is not sufficient for consequence on any of the revised
conceptions. For, if the set of content expressions with respect to which the
criterion for consequence is to be applied is empty, then either the clause
requiring X to have an untrue parallel will fail or the class requiring the
sentences of the class K to have parallel sentences that are all true will fail.
That is, the only parallel in this case for X is X itself and the only parallel
sentences of the sentences of the class K are those sentences themselves.
But, by hypothesis, either X is true or not all the sentences of the class K
are true, or both.

The revised conceptions of consequence thus make it easier to test for
non-logical consequence. It is necessary to consider only sets of content
expressions that include at least one expression common to a premiss and
the conclusion of an argument. As a matter of heuristics, the best strategy to
use in seeking consequence-implying content expressions in an argument is
to generalize as broadly as possible with respect to all the maximal repeated
content expressions, whether these are repeated within the premisses or
between a premiss and a conclusion. If the conclusion turns out not to
follow with respect to this set, one can then try narrower generalizations
or smaller sets of content expressions or less maximal content expressions,
always retaining at least one content expression common to a premiss and

a conclusion (Hitchcock 1985, 1998).

5. The problem of contingent non-trivial truth-preservation

With this revised and expanded conception of consequence in place, we
can return to the question posed earlier: Is consequence a mere matter of
fact or also a matter of necessity?

The answer is in fact quite obvious. Not only on the revised and expan-
ded model-theoretic conception just articulated, but also on the parallel
substitutional and formal conceptions, there are cases where a sentence X
is a consequence of the sentences of some class K as a mere matter of contin-
gent fact and not as a matter of necessity. For example, no president of the
United States of America in the first 230 years of its existence was a woman.
This fact is contingent, but it nevertheless underwrites a consequence rela-
tion between the sentence ‘Abraham Lincoln was president of the United

151



David Hitchcock

States of America for a period during the first 230 years of its existence’ and
the sentence ‘Abraham Lincoln was not a woman’. For, given the contingent
fact, no substitution on the name ‘Abraham Lincoln’ will produce parallel
sentences with the first untrue and the second true; furthermore, the sub-
stitution of ‘Hubert Humphrey’ for ‘Abraham Lincoln’ produces an untrue
parallel to the first sentence and the second sentence is already true. Si-
milarly for the sentence schemata ‘x was president of the United States of
America for a period during the first 230 years of its existence’ and ‘x was
not a woman’, and for (re-)interpretations of the name ‘Abraham Lincoln’.

Does the contingency of the revised and expanded conception of conse-
quence matter? After all, a contingent fact gives just as strong an assurance
of truth-preservation as a necessary connection. Assurance is weakened only
if there is some doubt about the truth of the inference-underwriting sen-
tence, but doubt is possible with respect to necessary truths as well as with
respect to contingent ones.

Additional support for a consequence relation that can obtain merely
contingently comes from the strikingly close match between the covering
generalization that underwrites each such consequence and the supposed
‘unstated premiss’ that skilled argument analysts intuitively supply. For
example, application of the revised and expanded conception of consequence
to arguments traditionally regarded as incomplete Aristotelian syllogisms
will generate a covering generalization, with respect to the term shared be-
tween premiss and conclusion, that is logically equivalent in all cases to
a sentence whose addition as a premiss would transform it into a com-
plete Aristotelian syllogism. As another example, the revised and expanded
conception of consequence was easily applied to all but one of a sample
of 50 arguments in scholarly books selected by random methods, as well
as to all of a sample of 37 arguments uttered in phone calls to radio and
television talk shows, also selected by random methods (Hitchcock 2002,
forthcoming).?

Furthermore, reinterpretation of a supposed unstated premiss as a claim
underwriting a consequence relation explains why the supposed unstated
premiss is typically a covering generalization of the stated argument, or
something from which such a covering generalization can be derived, ra-
ther than the “logical minimum” (Van Eemeren and Grootendorst 1992,

9 In testing the applicability of my conception of good inference to actual arguments
that scholars and callers to talk shows advance, I used an even more expanded conception
that allowed for probabilistic and presumptive inferences, underwritten respectively by
for-the-most-part and ceteris paribus covering generalizations. In the present article, I do
not discuss this further expansion of the concept of consequence.
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pp. 64-67) whose addition as a premiss would make the stated argument
formally valid. That logical minimum is the “associated (material) condi-
tional” (Hitchcock 1985) of the argument, the ungeneralized negation of
the conjunction of the conjunction of the premisses and the negation of the
conclusion. Someone who reasons to a conclusion or adduces evidence as
conclusively supporting a claim does more than rule out the combination of
true reasons (evidence) and untrue conclusion (claim). Such a person makes
a commitment to the same sort of inference in parallel cases, as is shown
by the strategy of “refutation by logical analogy”, constructing a parallel
argument with true premisses and a false conclusion. Thus the person is
implicitly using a general rule of inference, which is typically not purely
formal. If Mary’s mother tells her, “You can’t have dessert, because you
didn’t eat your peas”, Mary can quite legitimately reply: “But Johnny got
dessert, and he didn’t eat his peas.” It would be “illogical” for the mother
to reply, “I'm talking about you, not about Johnny”. She has committed
herself to the form of argument, ‘x can’t have dessert, because x did not eat
x’s peas’, and she must explain why this form of argument does not apply
to Johnny when it applies to Mary.

It turns out, however, that acceptance of merely contingent consequence
relations has counter-intuitive implications in particular cases. On any of the
revised and expanded conceptions of consequence, the sentence ‘Napoleon
was imprisoned on Elba’ follows from the sentences ‘Napoleon ruled France’
and ‘Napoleon was born in Corsica’. For, since Napoleon has been (I am
assuming) the only Corsican-born ruler of France, and he was in fact impri-
soned on Elba, and many other people have not been imprisoned on Elba,
there is no re-interpretation of the name ‘Napoleon’ on which ‘Napoleon was
imprisoned on Elba’ is untrue but ‘Napoleon ruled France’ and ‘Napoleon
was born in Corsica’ are true, even though there is a re-interpretation of
‘Napoleon’ on which ‘Napoleon was imprisoned on Elba’ is untrue and there
is a re-interpretation of ‘Napoleon’ (namely, the trivial “re-interpretation”
on which ‘Napoleon’ refers to Napoleon) on which ‘Napoleon ruled France’
and ‘Napoleon was born in Corsica’ are true. But intuitively, ‘Napoleon was
imprisoned on Elba’ does not follow from the sentences ‘Napoleon ruled
France’ and ‘Napoleon was born in Corsica’. The mere fact that Napoleon
was born in Corsica and ruled France, we might say, does not count as evi-
dence that he was imprisoned in Elba, does not entitle us to conclude that
he was imprisoned in Elba.10

10 The reflections in the preceding paragraph were stimulated by an article by Robert
Pinto (2006) and by subsequent correspondence with Pinto and James B. Freeman.
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An initial response to this difficulty might be to move back from the
truth-based conception of consequence to the concept of necessity that it
was trying to explicate. Such a strategy would force us to abandon the
substitutional and model-theoretic versions of the revised and expanded
conception of consequence, and to focus on the formal version. For substi-
tutions and (re-)interpretations shed no new light on whether the clauses
of the definition hold necessarily or merely contingently. With the formal
version, however, we can ask whether the non-existence of an instance with
untrue X and true sentences of a class X is a matter of necessity, by asking
counter-factually whether there could be such an instance, even if as a mat-
ter of fact there is none. That is, we would be testing whether the covering
generalization is lawlike rather than accidental, in a way that would support
counter-factual inferences. We can see immediately that our two examples
with contingently true generalizations would fail this test. If Walter Mondale
had been elected president in 1984 and had died in office, with the result
that his running mate Geraldine Ferraro became president of the United
States of America, it would not be true that Geraldine Ferraro was not
a woman. Similarly, we could tell a variant story of the history of France
in which it had a ruler who was born in Corsica but was never imprisoned
on Elba; indeed, if by chance some other ruler of France than Napoleon was
born in Corsica, it is most unlikely that he would have been imprisoned
on Elba.

This strategy takes us back to the difficulty of deciding when non-trivial
truth-preservation is a matter of necessity. Sellars (1953) and Brandom
(1994, 2000) propose to construe all such necessity as a matter of meaning,
and in Brandom’s case to get rid of “representational semantics” based on
the concept of truth in favour of “inferential semantics” based on the con-
cept of necessary inference. This approach accommodates our practices of
reasoning and arguing much better than a formal or logical conception of
consequence. But it does so at a cost. First, consequence relations that are
most naturally understood as grounded in some physical necessity (such as
an objects’ exercise of gravitational attraction being a consequence of its
mass) or legal necessity (such as a person’s being at least 35 years of age
being a consequence of the person’s having been elected president of the Uni-
ted States of America) are implausibly treated as grounded in the meanings
of the related sentences.!! Second, having discarded representational seman-

11 In the preceding sentence, I use the word ‘consequence’ in an inferential rather
than a causal sense. To be a consequence of something in the inferential sense is to be
legitimately inferable from it.
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tics, Brandom is left with nothing to ground our inferential practices except
our inferential practices. This strategy flies in the face of our ordinary way
of justifying our inferences. If I argue that John F. Kennedy must have been
at least 35 years old by the end of 1960, since he was elected U.S. president
in November 1960, and you ask me how that follows, I will most naturally
point to the provision in section 1 of Article II of the U.S. constitution that
“neither shall any person be eligible to that office [of president — D. H.]
who shall not have attained to the age of thirty-five years”. It is the fact
of this constitutional requirement that grounds the inferential practice that
I exemplify in this situation. It would be quixotic to treat the clause in the
constitution as a product of our inferential practices.

If we hold on to a representational semantics and treat our inferen-
tial practices as grounded in that semantics, then we can rule out merely
contingent consequence relations by requiring that the schema in virtue
of which X is a consequence of the sentences of some class X have no
counter-instances not only as a matter of fact but also necessarily. We
can leave open-ended the types of necessarily true generalizations that can
underwrite a consequence relation, except that we exclude deontic necessi-
ties. Any type of necessity that implies actuality will do. Thus the necessity
of a true covering generalization that underwrites a consequence relation
may be logical, semantic, physical, mathematical, biological, constitutional,
and so forth.

By requiring such a true covering generalization to be lawlike, support-
ing counter-factual instances, have we given up too much? Counter-exam-
ples in the opposite direction, where the only true covering generalizations
are merely contingent but a consequence relation seems to obtain, come to
mind. The sentence “Jesus was mortal” seems intuitively to follow from the
sentence “All humans are mortal”. But the minimal non-trivially true cover-
ing generalization for an argument from “All human are mortal” to “Jesus
is mortal” is the generalization “If all humans are F, then Jesus is F”, which
is logically equivalent to the sentence “Jesus is human”.. And the sentence
“Jesus is human” is arguably contingent. Some Christian theologians may
take it to be false, supposing that the divinity of Jesus is incompatible with
his (full) humanity. Or perhaps Jesus was an alien, and lacked at least one
property shared by all human beings.

If such counter-examples are persuasive, they raise the challenge of
discovering a principled intermediate position between a very broad con-
sequence relation groundable in merely contingent true covering genera-
lizations and a somewhat narrower consequence relation that requires an
inference-licensing covering generalization to be true as a matter of necessity.

155



David Hitchcock

References

Bolzano, B. (1972), Theory of Science. Attempt at a Detailed and in the
Main Novel Ezxposition of Logic with Constant Attention to Farlier
Authors, abridged translation by Rolf George, University of California
Press, Berkeley. German original first published in 1837.

Brandom, R. (1994), Making It Ezplicit: Reasoning, Representing, and Dis-
cursive Commitment, Harvard University Press, Cambridge, MA.

Brandom, R. (2000), Articulating Reasons: An Introduction to Inferentia-
lism, Harvard University Press, Cambridge, MA.

Copi, I. M. & Cohen C. (2001), Introduction to Logic, 11th edition,
Prentice-Hall, Upper Saddle River, NJ.

Eemeren, F. H. van & Grootendorst R. (1992), Argumentation, Commu-
nication and Fallacies: A Pragma-Dialectical Perspective, Lawrence
Erlbaum Associates, Hillsdale, NJ.

Etchemendy, J. (1990), The Concept of Logical Consequence, Harvard Uni-
versity Press, Cambridge, MA.
Forbes, G. (1994), Modern Logic, Oxford University Press, New York.

George, R. (1972), ‘Enthymematic consequence’, American Philosophical
Quarterly 9, 113-116.

George, R. (1983), ‘Bolzano’s consequence, relevance, and enthymemes’,
Journal of Philosophical Logic 12, 299-318.

Gentzen, G. (1969/1935), ‘Investigations into logical deduction’, in M. E.
Szabo, ed., The Collected Works of Gerhard Gentzen, North Hol-
land, Amsterdam, pp. 68-131. 1935 German original: ‘Untersuchungen
iiber das logische Schliessen’, Mathematische Zeitschrift 39, 176-210,
405—431.

Hitchcock, D. (1985), ‘Enthymematic arguments’, Informal Logic 7, 83-97.

Hitchcock, D. (1998), ‘Does the traditional treatment of enthymemes rest
on a mistake?’, Argumentation 12, 15-37.

Hitchcock, D. (2002), ‘Sampling scholarly arguments: a test of a theory of
good inference’ (plus ‘Appendix’), in H. V. Hansen, C. W. Tindale,
J. A. Blair, R. H. Johnson & R. C. Pinto, eds., Argumentation and
Its Applications, OSSA, Windsor, ON, CD-ROM.

Hitchcock, D. (forthcoming), ‘The culture of spoken arguments’, in H. V.
Hansen, C. W. Tindale, J. A. Blair, R. H. Johnson & R. C. Pinto,
eds., Argument Cultures, OSSA, Windsor, ON, CD-ROM.

156



Non-logical Consequence

Hurley, P. J. (2006), A Concise Introduction to Logic, 9th edition, Wads-
worth/Thomson, Belmont, CA.

Jeffrey, R. (2006), Formal Logic: Its Scope and Limits, 4th edition edited,
with a new supplement, by J. P. Burgess, Hackett, Indianapolis.

Peirce, C. S. (1955), ‘The fixation of belief’; in J. Buchler (ed.), Philosophical
Writings of Peirce, Dover, New York, pp. 5-22. Revised version of an
article first published in 1877.

Pinto, R. C. (2006), ‘Evaluating inferences: the nature and role of war-
rants’, in D. Hitchcock & B. Verheij, eds., Arguing on the Toulmin
Model: New FEssays in Argument Analysis and FEvaluation, Springer,
Dordrecht, The Netherlands, pp. 115-143.

Quine, W. V. O. (1960), Word and Object, MIT Press, Cambridge, MA.

Quine, W. V. (1970), Philosophy of Logic, Prentice-Hall, Englewood Cliffs,
NJ.

Read, S. (1994), ‘Formal and material consequence’; Journal of Philosophical
Logic 23, 247-265.

Ryle, G. (1960), ‘Formal and informal logic’, in Ryle, G., Dilemmas, Cam-
bridge University Press, Cambridge, pp. 111-129. First published
in 1954.

Salmon, W. C. (1963), Logic, Prentice-Hall, Englewood Cliffs, NJ.

Sellars, W. (1953), ‘Inference and meaning’, Mind 62, 313-338.

Sher, G. Y. (1996), ‘Did Tarski Commit “Tarski’s Fallacy”?’, Journal of
Symbolic Logic 61, 653—686.

Smiley, T. J. (1959), ‘Entailment and deducibility’, Proceedings of the Ari-
stotelian Society 59, 233-254.

Tarski, A. (1936a), ‘O pojeciu wynikania logicznego’, Przeglgd Filozo-
ficzny 39, 58—68. English translation in Tarski 2002.

Tarski, A. (1936b), ‘Uber den Begriff der logischen Folgerung’, in: Actes
du Congres International de Philosophie Scientifique, Sorbonne, Pa-
ris, 1935 (Actualités Scientifiques et Industrielles 394) VII, Hermann,
Paris, pp. 1-11.

Tarski, A. (1956), Logic, Semantics, Metamathematics. Papers from 1923
to 1938, trans. J. H. Woodger, Clarendon Press, Oxford.

Tarski, A. (1983), Logic, Semantics, Metamathematics. Papers from 1923
to 1938, trans. J. H. Woodger, second edition edited and introduced
by John Corcoran, Hackett, Indianapolis, IN.

157



David Hitchcock

Tarski, A. (1986/1966), ‘What are logical notions?’, History and Philosophy
of Logic 7, 143-154. Delivered as a lecture in 1966 and 1973, and
subsequently edited by John Corcoran.

Tarski, A. (2002), ‘On the concept of following logically’, trans. Magda
Stroinska and David Hitchcock, History and Philosophy of Logic 23,
155-196. Translations of Tarski 1936a and Tarski 1936b, with an in-
troduction.

Toulmin, S. (1958), The Uses of Argument, Cambridge University Press,
Cambridge.

David Hitchcock

Department of Philosophy

McMaster University

1280 Main St. W.

Hamilton, ON L8S 1W7, Canada
hitchckd@mcmaster.ca

http: //www.humanities.mcmaster.ca/~hitchckd/

158



STUDIES IN LOGIC, GRAMMAR AND RHETORIC 16 (29) 2009

Katarzyna Budzynska
Cardinal Stefan Wyszynski University in Warsaw

Magdalena Kacprzak”
Bialystok University of Technology

FORMAL MODELS FOR
PERSUASIVE ASPECTS OF ARGUMENTATION

Abstract: The aim of the paper is to provide a comprehensive survey of lo-
gical models for the persuasive argumentation. We show how different aspects
of persuasion can be described formally. In particular, we present the frame-
works representing protocols of persuasive dialogs, rhetorical tools such as
threats, rewards and appeals, argumentation changing beliefs vs. argumentation
changing behavior, interaction among goals, result and success in persuasion,
and finally — persuasiveness and nonverbal arguments.

Keywords: protocols of dialog, emotional appeals, practical reasoning, success
of persuasion, nonverbal arguments

1. Introduction

Among various processes of argumentation, we can distinguish logical
arguments and persuasive (rhetorical) arguments. The aim of logical argu-
mentation is to support a given statement i.e. to prove a claim, while the aim
of persuasive argumentation is to influence an audience, i.e. to change
its beliefs, attitudes or behavior. Obviously, supporting a statement should
obey the general rules or conditions of valid justification, while persuading
— is absolutely opposite — its effect depends on the subjective, and thus
upredicatable, judgement of its audience.

In consequence, formal models pay much attention to representation
of logical argumentation and little to rhetorical one. As long as no general
rules governing the phenomenon can be found, there is no possibility for
its formal description. On the other hand, unlike formal models psycho-
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logical models prefer persuasive to deductive argumentation since it is
closer to the social practice (an excellent review of these models is given
in (O’Keefe 2002)). One of the most influential contemporary approach to
representing persuasion is Elaboration Likelihood Model proposed by Petty
and Cacioppo (1986).1 According to ELM there are two different processes
which underly persuasion represented as central route and peripheral route
to persuasion. Which one is activated depends on the degree of elabora-
tion (issue-relevant thinking) in which the audience engages. In the central
route, the persuasion’s success is the result of its systematic consideration
of the issue-relevant information (the arguments’ quality). The peripheral
route uses cognitive shortcuts such as simplifying decision rules. The suc-
cess may be a result of the persuader’s credibility or the audience’s emo-
tions.

The third type of models is provided by informal logic. Their main
feature is an attempt to loosen the assumptions made by the formal logic
and to bring logical models of argumentation closer to the every-day prac-
tice. It investigates rational (critical) argumentation which can be viewed
as combination of logical approach with the elements of rhetorical or psy-
chological account. That is, the informal logic tries to extend the model
of the logical argumentation with the aspects specific for a real life com-
munication. Nevertheless, the informal logic has still a different perspective
than rhetoric itself, i.e., it is focused on different criteria of argument’s eva-
luation — on the rationality of argumentation and not on its effectiveness.
Moreover, informal logic considers some elements of ELM, e.g., the appeal
to expert opinion or appeal to fear can be treated as the equivalents of some
mechanisms of peripheral route, i.e. the communicator credibility and the
fear arousal.

The aim of this paper is to show how different persuasion aspects in-
cluded into the argumentation model by the informal logic were again
adopted by various formal models. As noted above, since logical descrip-
tion of these aspects is an extremely difficult task, there are not a lot of
such proposals. Thus, this becomes all the more significant and interesting
to examine those several attempts which take up this challenge.

The remainder of this paper is structured as follows. Each section de-
scribes proposal of how to represent different aspects of persuasion such as
protocols that govern the course of persuasion dialogs (Section 2), emotional

1 Observe that the notion of persuasion is broader than the notion of persuasive
argumentation. In this paper, we are interested in persuasion as long as its aspects refer
to the argumentation process.

160



Formal Models for Persuasive Aspects of Argumentation

appeals like threats and rewards (Section 3), practical arguments aiming at
the influence on audience’s actions (Section 4), success as the measure of
achieving goals in the real result of persuasion (Section 5), the gradation of
persuasion success and nonverbal arguments (Section 6). The sections start
with general informal description of a given aspect. Then, its formal model
is presented. Throughout the paper, we make some changes in the original
symbols for the needs of consistency of the notation.

2. Protocols of persuasion dialogs

Initially protocols of persuasion dialogs were studied within philosophi-
cal logic and argumentation theory (e.g. Hamblin 1970, Mackenzie 1979).
An important moment was a work by Walton and Krabbe (1995). They
identified a number of distinct dialog types used in human communi-
cation: persuasion, negotiation, inquiry, information-seeking, deliberation
and eristic dialogs. Their specification was determined for criteria such as
initial situation of a dialog and its main goal. Specifically, persuasion is
defined as a dialog which initial situation is a conflict of opinion and the
main goal is to resolve it by verbal means. This approach is related to the
dialectical account of argumentation. Later, these concepts were adopted
by theories in computer science and computational models of persuasion
dialog.

The protocols determine the rules that the participants of a persua-
sion dialog must obey to resolve the conflict. In particular, such a protocol
may regulate what utterances the participants can make and under which
conditions, what are the effects of their utterances on their propositional
commitments, when a dialog terminates and what is the outcome of the
dialog.

In the field of multi-agent systems persuasion dialogs are incorpora-
ted into models of agents’ interactions. In order to achieve given goals,
intelligent agents often need to interact with other agents. The main
modes of interaction where persuasion can be applied are information seek-
ing, deliberation or negotiation. In these cases participants may disagree
about relevant factual matters, credibility of an information resource, ef-
fects of plans or actions etc. and need to resolve the conflict to fulfil their
goals.

L. Carlson (1983) proposes a game-theoretic approach to dialogs,
in which speech acts are viewed as moves in a game and rules for their ap-
propriateness are formulated as rules of the game. Almost all the works
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on formal dialog systems follow this approach and two aspects are dis-
cussed: rules of the game (which moves are allowed) and strategies and
heuristics for individual players (how to play the game successfully). The
critical review of the persuasion dialog systems is presented in (Prakken
2006). H. Prakken compares approaches introduced by J. Mackenzie (1979),
D. Walton and E. Krabbe (1995), L. Amgoud, N. Maudet, S. Parsons,
P. McBurney, M. Wooldridge (Amgoud, Maudet & Parsons 2000, McBurney
& Parsons 2002, Parsons, Wooldridge & Amgoud 2002, Parsons, Wooldridge
& Amgoud 2003), H. Prakken (2005) and others, and shows the expressive-
ness and strictness of their models. On the basis of his work we describe the
main features and elements of persuasion dialogs.

Let Agt be a set of participants of a dialog (agents). To describe
a topic of the conversation, the participants use topic language £, which
is a language of some logic L. This logic may or may not be monotonic
and may or may not be argument-based. The only assumption is that L£;
is closed under the classical negation. Sometimes in the set £; a subset K
called the context is distinguished. The context contains fixed knowledge
which must be respected during the dialog, e.g., relevant laws in a legal
dispute.

The persuasion dialog is initiated by conflict of opinion about one or
more topics 1T C L; and the dialog purpose is to resolve this conflict,
i.e. to lead to a situation in which all parties share the same point of view
on the topic. Thereby the participants can play different roles. Suppose
that t € L; is a conflict topic. Then, prop(t) C Agt is a set of proponents,
i.e., all participants with a positive point of view towards ¢, and opp(t) C Agt
is a set of opponents, i.e., all participants with a doubtful point of view
towards t. For any ¢, the sets prop(t) and opp(t) are disjoint but do not
necessarily jointly exhaust Agt. So in the set Agt may be also participants
which are neutral towards t.

Furthermore, a participant ¢ may or may not have a, possibly incon-
sistent, belief base 3; C 2%¢ which may or may not change during dialogs.
The most important attribute of every participant ¢ is, possibly empty,
set of commitments C;(d) C L£; which usually changes during a dia-
log d. Commitments of a participant are publicly declared points of view
about some topics and may or may not coincide with the participant’s
beliefs.

Agents communicate using communication language L£.. Formally
dialog is defined as a sequence from L.. The set of all dialogs is denoted
by M<> and the set of all finite dialogs is denoted by M <>°. The most
common speech acts applied in dialogs are:

162



Formal Models for Persuasive Aspects of Argumentation

— claim ¢ — the speaker asserts that ¢ is the case,
— why ¢ — the speaker challenges that ¢ is the case and asks for reasons
why it would be the case,
— concede ¢ — the speaker admits that ¢ is the case,
— retract ¢ — the speaker declares that he is not committed (any more)
to ¢,
— ¢ since S — the speaker provides reasons why ¢ is the case,
— question ¢ — the speaker asks another participant’s opinion on whether
 is the case.
As an example of a persuasion dialog let us consider one quoted from (Prak-
ken 2006).

Paul: My car is safe. (making a claim)

Olga: Why is your car safe? (asking grounds for a claim)

Paul: Since it has an airbag. (offering grounds for a claim)

Olga: That is true (conceding a claim) but this does not make your car safe.
(stating a counterclaim)

Paul: Why does that not make my car safe? (asking grounds for a claim)

Olga: Since the newspapers recently reported on airbags expanding without
cause. (stating a counterargument by providing grounds for the coun-
terclaim)

Paul: Yes, that is what the newspapers say (conceding a claim) but that does
not prove anything, since newspaper reports are very unreliable sources
of technological information. (undercutting a counterargument)

Olga: Still your car is not safe, since its maximum speed is very high. (alter-
native counterargument)

Paul: OK, I was wrong that my car is safe. (retracting a claim)

Every utterance ¢ € L. can influence participants commitments. Re-
sults of utterances are determined by effect rules which are specified as
functions

Ci . M<OO — 2£t

for a participant ¢ € Agt. For example if in the above dialog we assume that
stating a claim “My car is safe” by Paul is denoted by d then Cpgy(d) =
= {safe}. This means that after a sequence of utterances d Paul becomes
committed to this claim.

Legal moves at each stage of a dialog are defined by protocol, which
is a function

P28t x D — 2k

where D C M < is a set of legal finite dialogs. For instance, P(K,d) =
= {my,m2,m3} where K is a context, d — claiming by Paul “My car is
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safe”, and the move my is Olga’s question “Why is your car safe?”, ms is
Olga’s claiming “Your car is not safe”, mg is Olga’s concede “Your car is
safe”. That is, on the stage of the dialog d the possible moves that Olga has
are mi, ms, ms. In dialog systems for every speech act a set of acceptable
replies is defined (see Table 1).

Table 1
Speech acts and typical replies
Speech act Replies
claim ¢ why @, claim —p, concede @,
why ¢ @ since S (alternatively: claim S), retract ¢
concede
retract ¢
© since S why ¥ (Y € S), concede 1 (¢ € S)
question @ claim o, claim —p, retract

For the example dialog, used speech acts and possible replies are de-
picted in Figure 1. The structure of the dialog shows key features of a per-
suasion dialog. Notice that participants of a dialog may exchange arguments
and counterarguments or claim as well as challenge, concede or retract some
propositions.

Announced arguments can be attacked. According to J. Pollock’s the-
ory about rebutting and undercutting counterarguments (Pollock 1995), the
attack can be performed in two ways: (1) by giving argument for the oppo-
site conclusion, (2) by saying that in the given circumstances the premises
of the argument do not support its conclusion. For example Paul says “My
car is safe since it has an airbag”. Then Olga can reply giving argument for
opposite conclusion: “Your car is not safe since its maximum speed is very
high” or saying that the premises do not support the conclusion: “That is
true that your car has an airbag but this does not make your car safe”. The
second situation is related to the fact that in natural language some parts
of arguments can be implicit. That is, Paul may say that his car is safe since
it has airbag while having in mind that cars with airbags are usually safe.
Observe that the participants may give replies for arguments and counte-
rarguments immediately or may postpone their replies or return to earlier
choices and provide alternative arguments.
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| 1. P: claim safe |

| 2. O: why safe |
| 3. P: safe since airbag | | 11. P: retract safe
4. O: concede airbag | | 5. O: claim not safe | | 10. O: not safe since high max. speed

| 6. P: why not safe |

| 7. O: not safe since newspaper: ,,explode” |

8. P: concede newspaper: ,,explode” | | 9. P: so what since newspapers unreliable

Figure 1. Reply structure for the example dialog

A dialog terminates in a situation where no next move is legal or
some specific conditions hold. Moreover a turntaking function is defined.
It determines which player (or players) can move next. The outcome of
a dialog is established by outcome rules O, which in persuasion dialogs
fix the winner and the loser. More precisely, O consists of two functions

win w and loss (:
w: D x 2% x £, — 249

[:D x 25 x £, — 249,

In the running example for terminated dialog d’ the winner is Olga,
w(d', K,safe) = {Olga} and the looser is Paul, I(d’, K, safe) = {Paul}.
The functions w and [ satisfy the following conditions. For every legal
finite dialog d, context K, and topic t it holds:
- w(d, K, t)Nl(d, K,t) = () — a participant can not be a winner and a looser
at the same time,
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— w(d, K,t) = 0iff I(d, K,t) = () - there is no winner iff there is no looser,
— if |Agt| = 2, then w(d, K,t) and I(d, K,t) are at most singletons — if
there are two players then both of them can not be winners and losers
at the same time.
In persuasion dialogs it is assumed that at the start of dialog (d = ()
commitments of proponents and opponents must tally with their points of
view, i.e.:
— if 1 € prop(t) then t & C;(0),
— if i € opp(t) then t & C;(0),
where the complement ¢ of a formula ¢t is —t if ¢ is a positive formula and
t' if t is a negative formula —t’. Moreover, only one side (proponents or
opponents) give up and the winner does not change its point of view:
— w(d, K,t) C prop(t) or w(d, K,t) C opp(t),
— if i € w(d, K,t) then
e if i € prop(t) then t € C;(d),
e if i € opp(t) then t & C;(d).

On the basis of the above notions a pure persuasion is defined. A dia-
log system is for pure persuasion iff for any terminated dialog d it holds that
i€w(d, K,t) iff

— either i € prop(t) and t € C;(d) for all j € prop(t) U opp(t),

— ori € opp(t) and t ¢ C;(d) for all j € prop(t) U opp(t).
Informally it means that after the dialog all participants share the point of
view of the winner. Otherwise, i.e., if the outcome is not fully determined
by the participant’s point of view and commitments, a dialog is for conflict
resolution. For example a proponent loses the dialog about ¢ even if at
termination he is still committed to ¢ — like in a trial when a crime suspect
is found guilty by a jury (the third party) even though he maintenances his
innocence.

In this section we showed how persuasion is modeled within the
game-theoretic framework for dialogs. In the next section we will discuss
the proposal of representing the persuasive tools in negotiation.

3. Threats, rewards and appeals

Douglas Walton distinguishes three types of critical argumentation: de-
ductive argument (such as Modus Ponens), inductive argument (probabili-
stic generalization) and plausible argument (such as appeal to expert opi-
nion) (Walton 2006). He also describes some persuasive tactics of distraction
in argumentation which are most often fallacious but still effective. Most of
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them, including threats (argumentum ad baculum), fear or pity are clas-
sified as emotional appeals. Such peripheral means of persuasion seems
to be extremely difficult for formal modeling, as they refer to the emotions
which rely on unpredictable factors. In this section, we describe a formal mo-
del which addresses this challenge, i.e. the model of persuasive negotiation
proposed by S. Ramchurn, N. Jennings and C. Sierra (2003).

Negotiation is understood as an exchange of proposals and counter pro-
posals between a proponent and an opponent until either a mutually ac-
ceptable agreement is reached or one of the parties withdraws. Persuasive
negotiation is a negotiation where proposals are supported by rhetorical
arguments (threats, rewards or appeals). Their model consists of the follow-
ing items:

- 4,7,... € Agt is a set of agents
A =1U EA is a set of actions available where

® aiy,ais,... € 1 are illocutionary acts, i.e. utterances or speech
acts (Searle 1969)
® aey,aey,... € EA are environment actions, i.e. performed on the

environment of the agents
— 8: BA9'x W is a set of world states where

o BAJt: BB x .. x Bl4stl is a set of possible mental states of all
agents, where B*" is a mental state of an agent i,

e w,w, W’ ... € Wis a set of fully observable environmental states

agents can make various evaluations:

e Vi:S — [0, 1] is an evaluation function that indicates the desira-
bility of a particular state assigned by an agent &

e EV':Sx A — [0, 1] is an expected value of an action(s) to an
agent in a given state

o T : Agt x Agt — [0, 1] is the trust between agents, i.e. the value of
one agent assigned by the other; it has a value between 0 (no trust)
and 1 (absolute trust)

- p1,p2,-.. € P are proposals exchanged in the negotiations; they sug-
gest to perform some actions by a proponent and an opponent, defined
as p = (a*,a’), where p € P, a’ C A, o’ C A, and i,j € Agt.

Among illocutionary acts, we can distinguish acts specific for negotia-
tions and those specific for persuasion. The negotiation illocutions (I,,¢q)
for a proposal p € P are: propose(i, j,p), accept(i, j,p) and reject(i,j,p).
The persuasive illocutions specific to persuasive negotiations (I.,s) are:
threaten(i, j, p,th), reward(i, j, p,rw), and appeal(i, j,p,m) where i € Agt
is a sender, j € Agt is a hearer, th,rw € A and m € I. For example,
an agent ¢ can send to an agent j a proposal p which is a verbal threat th
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to remove a privilege, a promise rw to give a bribe of 100000 dollars or
an appeal m to assert the mental state of the sender, i.e. m is assert(b)
where b € B’

What is interesting, in this model threats and rewards can be under-
stood broader, i.e. as any kind of actions. If it is the illocutionary action
as discussed above, the argument is verbal, e.g. while saying “I will kill
you”. If it is the environmental action, the argument becomes nonverbal,
e.g. when threatening by showing a knife. An appeal is a slightly different
type of rhetorical argument. It cannot be any action — it is always an il-
locution. The item being appealed to is a hearers belief about the state of
the world. A sender may appeal to beliefs about a past promise, common
practice or the hearers possible preferences and goals.

Each action a has pre-conditions that must be true before the action
can be executed (pre(a)) and post-conditions that follow from its execu-
tion (post(a)). One of the important characteristics of the persuasive illo-
cutions is that the sender anticipates what the hearer believes rather than
is interested in the logical defeasibility or truth of the statements. The pri-
mary precondition for a persuasive illocution ¢ € Ip,s to be sent is that
the persuader 7 prefers the execution of the proposal in ¢ to its current
state, i.e., for each p € P, {EV(s,p) > Vi(s)} C pre(propose(i, j,p)). The
post-condition is that the hearer j believes that i prefers the proposal to be
executed rather than staying in its current state s, i.e., {B/(B*(EV(s,p) >
> V'(s)))} € post(propose(i, j, p))-

The interesting part of this model is the attempt to represent rheto-
rical means in terms of specification of their pre- and post-conditions. Let
i,j € Agt,the A, s € S, p € P. If v« = threaten(i, j, p, th), then:

1. the preconditions pre(t) are:
(a) BY(VI(s) > EV(s,p)) — a sender i must believe that a hearer j
prefers a current state s than the execution of a proposal p,
(b) Bi(Vi(s) > EV(s,th)) —ishould believe that j can be threatened,
i.e. that j prefers the current state than the execution of the threat,
(c) BY(Vi(8(s,p)) > VI(6(s,th)), where 6(s,a) = s’ (for a € A) is
a transition between world states caused by an action a; the con-
dition means that ¢ must believe that the state after the execution
of the proposal is more preferred by j than the state obtained after
the threat,
2. the post-condition post(t) is:
(a) BI(BY(VIi(s) > VI(5(s,th)))) — j believes that the persuader i be-
lieves that the current state is more preferred by j than the state
achieved after the execution of the threat.
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The preconditions of the threat are true in the example given in Fi-
gure 2a. The figure describes not the reality, but the beliefs of the propo-
nent 7 about preferences of the audience j. The arrows represent the actions
which can be proposals or rhetorical arguments. The numbers show eva-
luation assigned by the audience j to the states (number placed inside the
circle in the figure) or to the actions performed (number placed on the ar-
rows). The precondition (1la) is true since the current state s is evaluated
as 0.5, and the execution of the action p is evaluated as 0.2 and, obvious-
ly, 0.5 > 0.2. The precondition (1b) is true since j evaluates the current
state s as 0.5 and the execution of the threat th as 0.4 and 0.5 > 0.4. The
last precondition (1c) is true since (s, p), i.e. the state reached from the
current state after the execution of the proposal, is evaluated as 0.6 and
d(s,th), i.e. the state reached from the current state after execution of the
threat, is evaluated as 0.3 and 0.6 > 0.3. Intuitively, the preconditions mean
that the persuader thinks that even though the audience doesn’t want the
proposal to be executed (0.5 > 0.2) and doesn’t want the threat to be per-
formed (0.5 > 0.4), the audience still prefers to end up in the state reached
after the proposal (d(s,p) = 0.6) than in the state reached after the threat
(6(s,th) = 0.3).

(b)

s d(s, th)

Figure 2. (a) The threat th’s preconditions: persuader’s beliefs about audience’s
preferences on states and actions; (b) the threat th’s post-condition: the audience’s
opinion about the persuader’s beliefs about preferences of the audience

The post-condition following execution of the threat is illustrated by
Figure 2b. This time, the figure shows what the audience thinks about the
beliefs of the proponent with respect to the audience’s preferences. That
is, the audience is convinced that the proponent believes that the current
state is evaluated by the audience higher (0.7) than the state reached after
the execution of the threat (0.3). Intuitively, the post-condition means that
the audience assumes that the persuader believes that the audience doesn’t
want the threat to be executed (0.7 > 0.3).
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Let i,j € Agt,rw e A, s€ S, p € P. If « = reward(i, j, p, rw), then:
1. the preconditions pre(t) are:

(a) BY(EVI(s,p) < Vi(s) < EVI(5(s,p),rw)) — a sender i should be-
lieve that the execution of a proposal is less preferred by j than the
current state, and the current state is less preferred by j than the
execution of the reward following the proposal,

(b) BY(VI(8(s,p)) < VI(6(8(s,p), rw))) — i must believe that the state
reached after the execution of the proposal is less preferred by j
than the state reached after the execution of the reward (which
followed the proposal),

2. the post-conditions post(t) are:

(a) BI(BY(VI(&(s,p)) < VI(8(8(s,p),rw)))) — j believes that the se-
cond precondition is fulfilled,

(b) BI(B'(Vi(s) > V7(d(s,p)))) — j believes that i thinks that the
current state is more preferred by j than the state reached after
the execution of the proposal.

s (s, p) 3(3(s, p), rw)

Figure 3. Reward rw's preconditions: persuader’s beliefs about audience’s prefe-
rences on states and actions

The preconditions of the reward are true in the example illustrated by
Figure 3. The figure depicts the beliefs of the proponent ¢. The precondi-
tion (1a) is true since: (i) the current state is evaluated as 0.7, (ii) the exe-
cution of the proposal is evaluated as 0.5, (iii) the execution of the reward
after the proposal is evaluated as 1, and (iv) 0.5 < 0.7 < 1. The precondi-
tion (1b) is true since the state reached after execution of the proposal is
evaluated as 0.1 and the state reached after execution of two actions (first
— the proposal and then — the reward) is evaluated as 0.3 and 0.1 < 0.3.
Observe that in such an example, even though the audience was rewarded
it will end up in the state less preferred by that audience (0.3) than the
state from where it begins (0.7). This model assumes that an audience feels
rewarded by an action (rw) itself and not by a state reached after this action
(0(s,rw)). This means that a briber thinks that I will feel rewarded by the
action of giving me 100 000 dollars and not by the state in which I will be
after this bribe, i.e. the state where I have 100 000 dollars. This could seem
counterintuitive in some cases.
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Let i,j € Agt, me€ 1, s€ S, p e P.If v = appeal(i, j,p, m), then:
1. the preconditions pre(t) are:

(a) BY(EVi(s,m) > VIi(s) > EVJ(s,p)) — the sender i must believe
that appeal is more preferred by j than the current state and the
current state is more preferred by j than the execution of the pro-
posal,

(b) BY(VI(8(s,p)) < VI(6(6(s,m),p))) —i should believe that the state
reached after the execution of the proposal is less preferred by j
than the state reached after the execution of two actions: first the
appeal and then the proposal,

2. the post-conditions post(t) are:

(a) BI(BY(VI(&(s,p)) < VI(d(s,m)))) — j believes that the persuader
1 thinks that the state reached after the execution of the proposal
is less preferred by j than the state reached after the execution of
the appeal,

(b) BI(Bi(Vi(s) > VI(6(s,p)))) — j believes that i thinks that the
current state is more preferred by j than the state reached after
the execution of the proposal.

To the best of authors knowledge, this is the only model formally repre-
senting the rhetorical techniques such as threat and reward that are extre-
mely common in the social practice. However, when we describe peripheral
factors it would be worth to include into the model the distinction between
central and peripheral route to persuasion. According to ELM, the periphe-
ral factors such as threat influence a given audience differently depending on
which route is activated for this audience. This would give a more adequate
representation of that type of persuasive tools.

Observe that in this model, the goal of the persuasion is an act of
choosing the proposal offered in negotiation. The nature of arguments which
aim to change acts in order to achieve a given goal is specified in the next
section.

4. Beliefs and behavior

Psychological models emphasize the difference between argumentation
aiming to change beliefs and argumentation aiming to change behaviors
(acts, actions). As a result, these two kinds of arguments should have diffe-
rent formal representation. In logic this issue was recognized as the distinc-
tion between theoretical reasoning and practical reasoning. The practical
reasoning is a reasoning about what should be done according to some crite-
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rion such as moral, financial, health or pleasurable criterion. However, the
issue how to adequately represent reasoning about actions appeared to be
much more controversial or not obvious.

This type of reasoning is discussed in a model proposed by K. Atkin-
son, T. Bench-Capon and P. McBurney (Atkinson, Bench-Capon & McBur-
ney 2003, Atkinson 2005). They consider arguments in which one agent
persuades another to adopt a course of action. The reasons for the choice of
action are the possibility of achieving some goal and promoting some values.
The proposed model consists of the following items:

- a,ai,as,... € A — a finite set of actions

- p,q,r,... € Vi — a finite set of propositions

- 8,81,82,... € S — a finite set of states; each element of S is an assign-
ment of a truth value {7, F'} to every element of V}

- g,91,92,--. € G — a finite set of goals that are propositional formulas

— v,w,... €V — a finite set of values

— wvalue — a function mapping each element of G to a pair (v, sign), where

v €V and sign € {+,=,—}

— apply — a ternary relation on A x S x S with apply(a, s1, s2) to be read
as: “Performing action a in state s; results in state s5”.

Imagine that Kasia wants to see Magda before Magda leaves London
at 4.30. Kasia thinks: “I have to be in London at 4.15, so I should catch
the 2.30 train”. Traditionally, this type of cognitive process was treated
as practical reasoning. One of the first approach was to treat the practical
reasonings similarly to the deductive theoretical reasonings, i.e. as practical
syllogisms: “I'm to be in London at 4.15” and “If I catch the 2.30 train,
I’ll be in London at 4.15” therefore “I’ll catch the 2.30 train”. As a result,
this process has the following representation:

P1: An agent wants to achieve g
P2: If a is done, g is achieved
T: @ will (should) be done

where ¢ is being in London at 4.15, a is catching the 2.30 train, P1, P2
are the premises and T is the claim of the reasoning. This representation
is criticized since the conclusion is weakly supported by the premises. The
following observations are made:
1. the reasoning has not a form of deduction, but of abduction, i.e. g,
o — [ therefore a,
2. execution of action a typically excludes execution of other action a
which could have other result g; even more desirable than g, e.g. a;
could be staying at home and g; is watching a movie with a boyfriend,
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3. execution of action a typically has a number of results: g1, go, .. .; some
could be undesirable so that it will lead us to abandon the goal g,
e.g. g1 is canceling the meeting with a friend, go — travel sickness, etc.
These observations lead to the conclusion that the representation of

practical argument must take into account the alternative actions and
the alternative goals that an agent may have. Thus, Searle proposes to
represent this kind of arguments in the following manner (Searle 2001):

P1: An agent wants, all things considered, to achieve g
P2: The best way, all things considered, to achieve g is to do a
T: An agent will (should) do a

There are two weak points of this model: the notion “best” and “all things
considered”. The criticism of the first point is based on the Searle’s observa-
tion that the preference ordering and utility function (which are typically
used to model the notion of “best”) are rather the product and not the input
for practical reasoning. The criticism of the second point refers to limitation
of reasoning resources and imperfection of information.

The other account associates the practical reasoning with the critical
questions. Walton proposes to represent these arguments in the following
manner:

P1: An agent wants to achieve g

P2: If a is done, g is achieved

T: a should be done

Q1: Are there alternative ways of realizing g?

Q2: Is it possible to do a?

Q3: Does an agent have goals other than g which should be taken into
account?

Q4: Are there other consequences of doing a which should be taken into
account?

where Q1-Q4 are critical questions.

Atkinson, Bench-Capon and McBurney propose to modify this model
criticizing Walton’s account. First they say that the notion of a goal is
ambiguous. Observe that catching the 2.30 train which arrives in London
at 4.15 may be justified by different reasons: (1) direct consequences of the
action, e.g. Kasia needs to be in London before 4.30, i.e., before Magda leaves
(e.g. at 4.15) — in this case g is being in London before 4.30, (2) a state of
affairs that follows from the action, e.g. Kasia wants to see Magda before she
leaves — in this case g is seeing Magda before she leaves London, (3) an under-
lying social value which an agent hope to promote by the action, e.g. friend-
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ship requires that Kasia meets with Magda before she leaves — in this case
g is promoting friendship with Magda. Thus, they propose that the first
premise should have the following representation:

P1: An agent wants to achieve a state s to bring about g which promotes
a value v

Such representation influences the structure of the critical questions Q1, Q3
and Q4. That is, they should be extended in the following manner:

Qla: Are there alternative ways of realizing the same consequences?
Q1b: Are there alternative ways of realizing the same goal?
Qlc: Are there alternative ways of promoting the same values?

Q3a: Would doing a promote some other value?
Q3b: Does doing a preclude some other actions which would promote some
other value?

Q4a: Does doing a have a side effect which demotes the value v?
Q4b: Does doing a have a side effect which demotes some other value?

Secondly, they criticize the premise P2 since it is assumed to be repre-
senting what an agent knows or reasonably believes. Finally, they suggest
the following model of the practical reasoning:

In the current situation s;

Performing action «a

Will result in the new situation ss.

g is true in ss.

The truth of g promotes some value v.

and they add more critical questions into the model:

Q5: Are the circumstances such that doing a will bring about g?
Q6: Does g promote v7
Q7: Is g possible?

Each of this question should be further extended. The question Q5
has four variants: (Qba) whether the believed circumstances are possible,
(Q5b) whether the believed circumstances are true, (Q5¢) assuming both of
these, whether the action has the stated consequences, (Q5d) assuming all
of these, whether the action will bring about the desired goal. The critical
question Q6 has two variants: (Q6a) whether g does realize the value inten-
ded, (Q6b) whether the value proposed is indeed a legitimate value. Finally,
the critical question Q7 has two variants: (Q7a) whether the situation so
believed by an agent to result from doing a is a possible state of affairs,
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(Q7b) whether the particular aspects of sy represented by g are possible.
All these critical questions correspond to different attacks that could be
formulated against a given practical reasoning.

Notice that four statements must hold for this representation to be
valid:

Statement 1: s; is the case.

Statement 2: apply(a, s1, s2) € apply.
Statement 3: sy = g (g is true in state ss).
Statement 4: value(g) = (v, +).

In this section we discussed how to persuade to perform some action in
order to achieve a goal. In the next section, we will show the model where
we represent persuasion’s goals instead of agent’s (action’s) goals. Together
with the notion of the persuasion’s result they allow to characterize the
notion of success of the persuasion.

5. Success: goals and result

The essential feature of persuasion is that it is always performed to
achieve a goal (changing somebody’s mind or action). In the informal mo-
del of coalescent argumentation, Michael Gilbert assumes that all persua-
sive arguments have two levels of goals (Gilbert 1997). The macro level has
so-called face goals of the interaction and the maintenance of the relation-
ship between the agents. They may involve e.g. some version of Gricean
maxims of cooperation. At the micro level there are the task goals which
refer to the specific desired effect that started the argumentation. Imagine
that a man meets a woman at a dinner and starts the discussion about some
movie. His task goal may be to pick her up, while face goal may be to share
opinions about the movie. Recognizing the goals of the agents is the first
step to achieve a success in coalescent argumentation.

The formal model which captures the aspects of persuasion’s goal, result
and success is a model proposed by M. Tokarz (1985, 1987). The model is
based on the following assumptions: (a) a persuasive act starts with sending
some message, (b) the act is always performed in some situation, (c) the act
is able to (at least potentially) change that situation, (d) the persuasion is
executed with such goal, i.e. to change the situation given into the direction
planned and favorable for the sender, (e) the real change (result) induced by
sending the message might not be the change planned, i.e. the persuasive
act might be unsuccessful.
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Let £L = L,UL, be a language, where L, is a set of sentences which de-
scribe situations and L, is a set of other meaningful expressions. A situation
expressed by a sentence o € L is called objective of that sentence.

The pragmatic model is a structure:

M = (S,0,R)

where:
- 8§ = (S5, <) is a pair in which
e S is a set of situations,
e < is a binary relation on S x S and for s1, s, € S if s1 < s9, we say
that s; is a part of so,
— O : S — S*s is a function which for each situation (state) assigns to
each sentence a € L5 an objective of « (i.e. a state),
~ R: S — S% is a function which for each situation (state) assigns
to each a € L (to a sentence describing situation or other expression)

a result of « (i.e. a state).

The model assumes two types of pragmatic functions of messages. When
an agent utters a sentence o € L, in a situation s; then a describes some
situation so (i.e. s = O(s1,a)) and « creates some situation sz (i.e. s3 =
= R(s1,)). This means that sy is an objective of o and s3 is its result.

A persuasive act is an intentional sentence expressed in intentional
language which is a product of the language £ (a set of all sentences) and
the language L (a set of “descriptive” sentences):

(o, B) € L x Ly

where « is understood as a message uttered and [ is the sentence describing
the goal of uttering «.2

In such specified model, various phenomena characteristic for persua-
sion can be described. We say that a persuasive act (a, ) is successful
in a situation s in the model M, if O(s,5) < R(s,a). It means that the
success of persuasion («a, 3) depends on the relation between its goal O(s, 3)
and its result actually achieved R(s,«). More specifically, the goal must be
a part of the result. We can interpret relation < in terms of persuader’s
preferences. Then, we would say that in successful persuasion the goal must
be at least as good or as much preferred by a persuader as the result. In

2 In this model, the first element of persuasive act can consist of the sequence of
utterances, where a utterance is defined as (o, s) € £ x S. However, for the clarity of the
review we limit the persuasion to sending a single message.
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other words, a persuasion ends with success when its goal (or even more)
is achieved. Imagine that Kasia wants to persuade Magda to lend her 100
dollars. Kasia will be successful when Magda gives her 200 dollars (if, of
course, Kasia would prefer to have more money). In this example, « could
be the expression “Please lend me 100 dollars”, § — “Magda lends Kasia
100 dollars”, O(s, ) is a situation when Magda lends Kasia 100 dollars and
R(s, ) is a situation when Magda lends Kasia 200 dollars.

Observe that better and worse success can be expressed in that model.
Say that s1 < s9 < 83 < 84 is a persuader’s preference relation on the set of
situations S and ss is her minimal goal. The more successful a persuasive act
in a situation s is, the higher in this preference relation a result R(s, «) is.
For example, if Kasia’s preference relation is: 0 dollars < ... < 100 dollars
< ... < 1000 dollars, and 100 dollars is a minimal loan Kasia is interested
in, then a persuasive act («y, 3) resulting with 200 dollars is more successful
than a persuasive act (as, 3) resulting with 100 dollars.

Moreover, we say that the goal § € L, is achievable in a situation s in
the model M, if there is a successful persuasion (a, 3) in that situation s.
This notion allows to specify two types of failure in persuasion. We make
a tactical mistake when the goal was achievable however we failed to achieve
it. While we make a genetic mistake when we didn’t achieve the goal but it
was not achievable anyway, so it was pointless to start the persuasion.

In the work (Tokarz 2006), Tokarz discusses the other notion of a per-
suasion goal. Z(«) is a persuasive meaning of a message «, i.e. publicly
“announced” goal of sending a message. It may be the case that a per-
suader declares different goal with a message (suggested goal) than the
real goal that he wants to achieve, i.e. for persuasion («, ) it may be that
Z(a) # O(f). For example, when a man asks a woman how does she find
some movie («), then the suggested goal is to know her opinion on the movie
(Z(cr)) while his real goal is to pick her up (O(3)). It corresponds to the ma-
cro and micro levels of argumentation considered in Gilbert’s account. The
suggested goal can be treated as face goal, while the real goal — as task goal.

Tokarz shows how this distinction allows to express two types of stra-
tegies described in psychological models: foot — in — the — door (FITD)
and door — in — the — face (DITF). The strategy FITD makes use of the
psychological mechanism of consequence. In order to achieve something big-
ger (100 dollars), first we try to achieve something small (10 dollars). Since
people tend to be consequent in decision-making process, the first “small”
decision gives a big chance that a persuasion’s audience repeat the analogous
decision in the “bigger” case. In an experiment (Freedman & Fraser 1966),
one group of people were asked to put in their garden an ugly sign advising
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to drive carefully. Almost nobody agreed on it. The other group was first
asked to put a small sign in their window. After they agreed, they were asked
to put the ugly sign in their garden. The most of the subjects in that group
agreed to do it. Tokarz proposes to describe this strategy in the following
way: (o, 3) € FITD iff Z(«) < O(B), i.e. the goal suggested is smaller than
the real goal of persuasion. The other strategy, i.e. door — in — the — face,
makes use of the psychological mechanism of reciprocation, i.e. people’s ten-
dency to return a favor. To achieve something smaller (100 dollars), first we
suggest that we want something much bigger (e.g. 1000 dollars). The rejec-
tion of that request may cause a discomfort felt by a persuasion’s hearer
what in turn will make him prone to accepting the second, smaller request.
Formally speaking, (a, 3) € DITF iff Z(a) > O(f).

In this section we described different types of persuasion goals and spe-
cified the “degrees” of preferring its results. In the next section we will show
how the degrees of beliefs can be changed by verbal or nonverbal persuasive
arguments.

6. Persuasiveness and nonverbal arguments

In his work (Blair 1992), Anthony Blair emphasizes that an argumen-
tation aims to move the audience beliefs from the lower level of certainty
(e.g. from 1) to the higher one (e.g. to 2). In this section, we introduce
the notion of persuasiveness understood as the degree of audiences’ be-
lief generated by the persuasion (Budzynska, Kacprzak & Rembelski 2008).
Furthermore, in this section we want to address the aspect of nonverbal
means of persuasion. The theory of visual arguments by Leo Groarke
(e.g. Groarke 2007) shows that different components of argumentation may
be expressed via other cues than the verbal ones, e.g., the photography
or drawings can play the role of arguments. Nonverbal (visual) means of
persuasion can be expressed in the model of persuasive acts (Section 5) as
well as in the model of persuasive negotiation (Section 3). The first mo-
del assumes that a message remains the same no matter whether it is said
(e.g. uttering “Get out”) or executed without words (e.g. pointing a finger
at a door). In the second model, threats and rewards were allowed to be per-
formed by illocutions (verbal actions) or environmental actions (nonverbal
ones).

The example of the formal model which enables to describe both of
those aspects is a multimodal logic of actions and graded beliefs
AG,, proposed by K. Budzynska and M. Kacprzak (see e.g. Budzynska
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& Kacprzak 2008, Budzynska, Kacprzak & Rembelski 2008). We use and
join elements of Algorithmic Logic (AL) (Mirkowska & Salwicki 1987), Dy-
namic Logic (DL) (Harel, Kozen & Tiuryn 2000) and Logic of Graded Mo-
dalities (LGM) (Hoek 1992). The logic AG,, can be applied for reasoning
about persuasion process where the focus is on influencing beliefs or be-
havior of audience. This impact is caused by using both verbal and non-
verbal means. Furthermore, it is not assumed that this process is initiated
by conflict of opinion. The process does not terminate when all parties share
one point of view about a thesis but when the audience believes the thesis
with the degree which satisfies the proponent. Degrees of beliefs may be
changed by provided arguments. It is assumed that arguments are actions
which can modify environment and/or doxastic relations of agents. Con-
sequently, the logic AG,, allows for modeling and analyzing persuasiveness
of arguments. It can be applied for reasoning about what arguments can
bring a success, expressing how the order of provided arguments induce
a success or determining optimal sequences of arguments. However it does
not deal with the problem of constructing and evaluating arguments and
counterarguments as well as studying their correctness.

S
ver M' l’2Paul(T)
-—

M! ]’3Paul(T)

)
a M4 (T)
—

nver

Figure 4. Different results of verbal and nonverbal arguments

To illustrate this approach take into account a scenario in which a dealer
tries to convince Paul that a car is very safe and he should buy it. First of all
observe that in this situation it is not important what the dealer really thinks
about safety of the car and what he publicly declares. Moreover Paul doesn’t
want to persuade the dealer that it is not true that the car is safe. The focus
is only on Paul’s beliefs and decisions. Degrees of agents’ beliefs are
modeled by Kripke structure of possible worlds. Say that at the beginning of
the persuasion Paul considers 3 possibilities (doxastic alternatives): (1) the
car does not have an airbag, (2) the car has an airbag which prevents severe
injuries in the case of accident, (3) the car has an airbag but it cannot
prevent severe injuries in the case of accident. In only one of three doxastic
alternatives it is true that the car is safe, so Paul believes the thesis with
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a degree % what is denoted by modal formula M !}D’Eul(safe). The doxastic
alternatives which an agent ¢ subjectively assume to be true are determined
by doxastic relation RB; defined in the model of AG, logic. So, initially
Paul is doubtful about the thesis. Then, the dealer says “This car is safe
since it has an airbag” (verbal argument denoted by @y, ). In consequence
the degree of Paul’s belief will rise to value % This change is expressed by
formula (ayer : dealer)M !}52ul(safe). Instead of the utterance the dealer

can show a film with a crash test (nonverbal argument denoted by a,yer)-

Now the result may be such that Paul believes the thesis with a degree 3

and the formula (anye, : dealer) M52 (safe) holds (see Figure 4 Wheriz
T means the thesis “car is safe”). In this manner we can compare verbal and
nonverbal arguments and study their persuasiveness. In real life situation
it is often the case that a customer buys a product although he is not
absolutely sure that this product fulfills all his requirements. So, the dealer
may finish the process of argumentation when Paul’s belief about safety of
the car reaches a degree % since it is enough to make him buy the car. It is
worth noticing that the arguments which can rise Paul’s beliefs to a degree %
can exist while arguments which rise the beliefs to a degree 1 may not exist
— Paul will never absolutely believe that the car is safe. Therefore if we
assume that the proponent wins only when the point of view of an audience
about the thesis is absolutely positive then such an argumentation would
not have a chance to be successful.

Now we are ready to give formal syntax and semantics of the logic AG,,.
Let V denote an at most enumerable set of propositional variables (also
called propositions) and Il an at most enumerable set of program variab-
les (also called atomic actions). Propositional variables represent atomic
assertions such as: “the car is safe”, which can be either true or false. Fur-
ther, program variables represent things happening. In the formalism they
express giving arguments. In addition, we assume the boolean connectives:
-, A, V, —, <> and one program connective: ; which is a sequential compo-
sition operator. By means of this operator we compose schemes of programs
which are defined as finite sequences of atomic actions: ai;as;...;ag. In-
tuitively, the program aq;as for ai,as € Iy means “Do ay, then do as”.
We denote the set of all schemes of programs with II. The last components
of the language are modalities. We use modality M for reasoning about
beliefs of individuals and modality < for reasoning about actions they per-
form. Recall that intended interpretation of Mg« is that there are more
than d states which are considered by an agent ¢ and verify a. Whereas,
a formula (i : P)a says that after execution of a program P by an agent ¢
a condition o may be true.
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The set of all well-formed expressions of AG,, is given by the follo-

wing Backus-Naur form (BNF):

a == p|l-ala V a|MEald(i: P)a,
where p € Vj is a proposition, d € N is a natural number, P € Il is a sequence
of arguments (actions), i € Agt = {1,...,n} is an agent.

Other boolean connectives are defined from — and V in a standard way.
The necessity operator [J is the modal dual of the possibility operator <>
and is defined as 0(i : P)a < ={(i : P)=a. We use Bla as an abbrevia-
tion for ~M@—a — at most d states considered by i refute a. We use also
M'¢a where M!%a < BY—a, M'%a < MP'a A ~Mfa, if d > 0. From the
definition above, it is clear that M!¢ means “exactly d”. The most impor-
tant formula that we shall use in reasoning about the persuasion process
is M !?1’d2a which is an abbreviation for M!%a A M!%true. Tt should be
read as “i believes a with a degree Z—;”. Thereby, by a degree of beliefs of
agents we mean the ratio of dy to do, i.e. the ratio of the number of states
which are considered by an agent ¢ and verify a to the number of all states
which are considered by this agent. It is easy to observe that 0 < g—; <1
Intuitively, if an agent believes a thesis o with a degree 1 then he is abso-
lutely sure that o holds while if he believes a with a degree 0 then he is
absolutely certain « is false.

The semantics of the language is based on the notions of wvaluation
and interpretation. A valuation is a function which assigns a logical value
of “false” (denoted by 0) or “true” (denoted by 1) to every propositional
variable at every state. An interpretation assigns to every program variable
and to every agent a binary relation in the set of states S. Furthermore, we
consider a doxastic function which assigns to every agent a binary relation
which will give interpretation of the belief operator. The model is defined
as follows.

Let Agt be a finite set of names of agents. By a semantic model we
mean a Kripke structure M = (S, RB, I,v) where

— S is a non-empty set of states (the universe of the structure),

— RB is a doxastic function, RB : Agt — 25%9,

— I is an interpretation of the program variables, I : IIp — (Agt —
25%5) " where for every a € Ily and i € Agt, the relation I(a)(i) is
serial, and I(Id)(i) = {(s,s) : s € S}, where Id is a program constant
which means identity,

— v is a function which assigns to every state a valuation of propositional
variables v : S — {0,1}" and for every s € S, v(s)(true) = 1, where
true is a propositional constant.

181



Katarzyna Budzynska, Magdalena Kacprzak

Function I can be extended in a simple way to define interpretation of
any program scheme. Let Iy : Il — (Agt — 25%5) be a function defined
by mutual induction on the structure of P € II as follows:

— In(a)(i) = I(a)(i) for a € Il and i € Agt,
= In(Py; Pp)(i) = In(P1)(i) o In(P2)(i) =

={(s,8") € S xS :3gres((s,s") € In(Py) (i) and (s”,s") € In(Ps)(3))}

for P, P, € Il and i € Agt.

In other words, (s,s’) € If(P)(i) for P = (ay;...;ax) and i € Agt iff
there exists a sequence of states sy, ..., sy such that (s;_1,s;) € I(a;)(¢) for
j=1,..., k. Intuitively, it means that the state s’ can be achieved from the
state s if the agent ¢ performs actions ay,...,ar in order they appear.

The semantics of formulas of AG,, is defined below.

For a given structure M = (S,RB,I,v) and a given state s € S the
boolean value of the formula « is denoted by M,s = « and is defined
inductively as follows:

M,sEp iff v(s)(p) =1, for p eV,

M, s E -« iff M, s [~ a,

M,sEaVp iff M,;sEaor M,s g,

M, s = Mla iff |[{s' € S:(s,s') € RB(i) and M, s’ |=a}| >d, deN,
M, s = Q> P)aiff yes ((s,8) € In(P)(i) and M, s | a).

We say that « is true in a model M at the state s if M, s = a.

7. Conclusions

The purpose of our work was to present a brief survey of selected mo-
dels for argumentation in which elements of persuasion are included and
emphasized. In this article we tried to juxtapose models based on informal
logic with more formal approaches. In conclusions we succinctly list what
aspects of persuasion are considered in what proposals and what role they
play in argumentation.

Let us start with the model for persuasion dialogs. They are strongly
ingrained in the game theory. It is assumed that there are two parties in
a conflict who play the role of a proponent and an opponent. The aim of the
game is to resolve the conflict. In pure persuasion, every player tries to con-
vince the adversary to accept his point of view. Thus, this approach allows
for modeling systems in which agents need to establish common standpoint
to execute joint actions or achieve a collective goal. The next feature of this
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model is that it expresses different kinds of interactions between partici-
pants of the persuasion process. They are modeled by means of speech acts.
Players of a game do not limit they utterances to claim a thesis and give
arguments supporting them but also can concede, retract, ask questions.
Another important element of the model are protocols. They determine
stages of a persuasion dialog, i.e. define legal moves, possible requests, show
how to create and evaluate arguments, etc. In fact, they form methods of
resolving a conflict. Since it is a model of dialogs the conflict’s resolu-
tion can be done only with the use of verbal means. Other tools are not
considered. The last feature of the approach is that agents argue about the
publicly declared commitments rather than beliefs. It is especially im-
portant in scenarios where a proponent, e.g. a car dealer, does not believe
a thesis which he claims but he tries to defend it in order to obtain a desired
result, e.g, to sell a car.

The second proposal we describe is a model of the persuasive negotia-
tion. The most important feature of this model is that it takes into consi-
deration arguments that appeal to emotions. Thereby in this approach
we can reason about argumentations in which participants apply not only
logical arguments but also arguments which refer to feelings such as fear,
greed, desire etc. Moreover, arguments can be illocutionary actions or
environmental actions. It means that arguments are verbally expressed
or they change the world in which participants exist. Another feature is
possibility of expressing trust between agents. It is the crucial element of
persuasion since the result of this process depends not only on issue-relevant
arguments but also on an agent who gives them. In many cases, a propo-
nent who enjoys huge respect may accomplish much more than the most
convincing reasons.

The main feature of the third approach is that it models a reasoning,
the aim of which is to influence somebody’s behavior and activity rather
than beliefs. Thereby, it allows the formalization of elements of practical
reasoning. Indeed, in many scenarios a persuader wants to make somebody
do something and does not care about his beliefs. For example, Mary intends
to convince her friend Paul to drive her to work. Assume Paul thinks that it
is not a good idea since he is very busy now. Notice that in such a situation
Mary will be satisfied when Paul gives her a lift even though he does not
change his mind and still believes it was abuse of his courtesy. Furthermore,
this model takes into consideration the values of actions and the goals
of these actions. The goals that we consider in practical arguments may
promote the different values such as friendship, convenience or low financial
cost.
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In the fourth approach the most important thing is the distinction be-
tween the intended goal of performing action and its real result. So, the
model makes possible to reason about success of arguments and relation be-
tween an argument and circumstances in which it is provided. It is obvious
that if somebody gives an argument, he may or may not be successful de-
pending on a situation in which it is executed (e.g. when an audience is
in a good mood or when it is nervous). Moreover, in this model two types
of arguments’ goals are distinguished: suggested (face) and real (task).
The first one refers to those which performers publicly declare. The second
goals are the real ones but possibly hidden. Awareness of these two types of
goals is very helpful when we want to recognize and attack real reasons for
which somebody believes something or acts in some way. The model also
expresses two different mistakes that cause failure of a proponent: tactical
and genetical. The tactical mistake consists in realization of wrong strategy.
The genetical mistake points at specific situations in which no argument is
effective.

The fifth approach is a formalization of persuasion process specified
by two key elements: grades of beliefs and actions which can result in
changes of these grades. It is the proposal where intermediate stages leading
to a success can be modeled and signified by values. Application of beliefs’
degrees allows for reasoning about persuasiveness of arguments, i.e., not
only whether they can bring a success but also how big such a success is.
Furthermore, it is assumed that an argument is effective when it causes that
audience believes a thesis with a fixed degree which is not necessarily equal
to the highest one. It means that in some situations persuasion finishes
with success although audience is not absolutely sure that a thesis is true.
Next, in this approach the change of a state of a system is a result of ac-
tions. Actions can model verbal and nonverbal arguments. Moreover, they
can influence both beliefs or situations in which a persuasion is executed.
Therefore, a proponent can make an audience modify the degree in which
it believes the thesis or actions it wants to perform. The other important
fact is that the result of persuasion may depend on (1) arguments, (2) pro-
ponent (especially his credibility), (3) audience. This means that the same
arguments can bring different results depending on who is the audience or
who is the persuader. The model also allows to show the difference in the
effects of performing the same arguments in various orders.

The review shows that there is no uniform model of persuasion which
captures all its elements. The problem of formalization of persuasive argu-
mentation is difficult and ambitious since it is extremely hard to identify,
capture and formally model some of its aspects. Although there is little work
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on formal systems for persuasion, this field arouses big interest. Therefore
the described approaches offer very valuable base which may give rise to the
further research.
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Abstract: Deductivism is explained and defended. The thesis holds that logic
generally, both formal and informal, is primarily concerned with the normative
distinction between good and bad reasoning, and interprets good reasoning as
minimally deductively valid inference. If deductivism is true, then it follows that
all fallacies of reasoning, including the so-called informal or rhetorical fallacies,
are deductively invalid. Deductivism as an ideology nevertheless cuts across the
distinction between formal and informal logic. To defend deductivism against
potential counterexamples, it is necessary to show that common fallacies are
reconstructible as deductively invalid inferences. The present essay undertakes
the groundwork of such a defense by arguing that even inductive argumentation,
including inductive fallacies, along with circular reasoning, can be interpreted
deductively. A large selection of other informal fallacies are also reconstructed
as explicit deductive invalidities following a pattern that can be used to bring
other fallacies under the deductivist umbrella.

Keywords: argumentation, circular reasoning, deductive validity, deductivism,
fallacy, formal and informal logic, inductive reasoning, informal (rhetorical) fal-
lacy, philosophical logic, validity.

1. The Deductivist Thesis

Deductivism is the philosophical thesis that good reasoning in logic
generally is minimally a matter of deductively valid inference. According
to deductivism, formal logic is therefore the continuation of informal logic
by more rigorous symbolic mathematical methods, while informal logic is
the continuation of formal logic by non-symbolic nonmathematical means.
As logicians generally agree, an inference is deductively valid if and only if
it is logically impossible for its assumptions to be true and its conclusion
false. If deductivism is correct, then what unites formal and informal logic
is primarily:

e A common concern with the exact distinction between good and bad
reasoning.

e The promotion of good reasoning, and the detection, diagnosis and pre-
vention of bad reasoning, alternatively by formal or informal methods.
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e The requirement that a principal factor in distinguishing good from bad
reasoning is, respectively, inferential deductive validity or invalidity.

e More particularly, a shared perspective by which deductively valid in-
ference is determined by a universal concept that can alternatively be
formally or informally defined and applied.

Whether or not deductivism is in fact correct is understandably the fo-
cus of considerable philosophical dispute. Among the most revealing and
hence most interesting test cases for deductivism is the analysis of the
so-called informal or rhetorical fallacies. No sensible defender of deducti-
vism suggests that every aspect of good reasoning boils down exclusively
to deductive validity. The issue is rather whether all informal fallacies are
deductively invalid. If even the informal fallacies are fallacies because they
are deductively invalid, then that is enough for deductivism to avoid cer-
tain standard criticisms. If, on the contrary, there are informal fallacies that
are deductively valid, implying that at least some fallacies do not repre-
sent species or specimens of bad reasoning because of deductive validity
failure, and thus, further, that deductivism is accordingly false. A single
deductively valid informal fallacy is sufficient as a fatal counterexample to
deductivism. The challenge in trying to defend deductivism is to treat all
recognized informal fallacies, showing plausibly by careful review that each
one distributively involves a deductive invalidity of inferential reasoning.
The trouble is that there are indefinitely many informal fallacies, each of
which undoubtedly requires its own customized analysis. There may there-
fore be no such thing as a truly exhaustive survey of all the informal fallacies
for purposes of detecting how each in its own peculiar way might fall afoul
of the demands of deductively valid inference.!

2. Deductivism and Burden of Proof in Fallacy Theory

The argumentation situation between deductivism versus nondeduc-
tivism with reference especially to the informal fallacies is therefore the
following. The best that deductivism can do, and consequently the most

L T first systematically explored deductivism as a philosophical response to the in-
formal or rhetorical fallacies in Dale Jacquette, ‘Deductivism and the Informal Fallacies’
(Jacquette 2007b). This essay develops the position originally presented in my ancestral
paper of the same title (Jacquette 2007a), in the Proceedings of the Sizth Conference of
the International Society for the Study of Argumentation (ISSA), edited by Frans van
Eemeren, J. Anthony Blair, Charles A. Willard, and Bart Garssen, from the Sixth In-
ternational ISSA Conference, University of Amsterdam, Amsterdam, The Netherlands,
June 27-30, 2006.
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that can reasonably be expected of efforts to justify deductivism philoso-
phically, is that every informal fallacy that comes under scrutiny, including
all well-known and frequently cataloged informal fallacies, surrender posi-
tively to a reconstruction under which an inferential deductive invalidity
is exposed, with no recalcitrant counterexamples having come to light and
no effort to avoid informal fallacies that are potentially problematic to the
deductivist thesis. If deductivism succeeds at least to such a degree, then it
seems legitimate to conclude that deductivism provisionally makes a solid
though obviously not final or definitive claim for the truth of its proposition
that all and only good reasoning is, minimally, deductively valid inference.

Deductivism in that case effectively shifts the burden of proof to nonde-
ductivism to disprove the deductivist thesis, either by delivering its mortal
counterexample in the form of a deductively valid informal fallacy, or by
showing that there are instances of other types of informal reasoning that
are correct despite being deductively invalid. Unless or until such a refuta-
tion of deductivism is forthcoming, it can then be said that deductivism,
while clearly not defeasible, is at least the leading contender and currently
undefeated master of the field, with no serious obstacles to its continued
acceptability appearing on the horizon. If this partial proof and redistri-
bution of argumentative burden can be achieved, then at the very least
deductivism will have established itself as a strongly viable alternative to
nondeductivism, and probably something more. The demonstration would
then allow deductivism, in lieu of credible counterexamples, to emerge as
the dominant force in philosophical logic, albeit looking over its shoulder all
the time in the event of the discovery of a deductively valid informal fallacy
or of informally correct albeit deductively invalid reasoning.

The importance of such a gain in theoretical systematization and simpli-
fication in philosophical logic cannot be overstated. The precise meaning of
such a qualified defense of deductivism should be carefully explicated. What
would it show, and what would it not show? To begin, what would most
definitely not be established by this strategy in support of deductivism is
that formal logic is necessarily to be preferred over and above informal logic.
Informal logic, treating the logic of good and bad reasoning almost entirely
by non-symbolic nonmathematical methods in stylized natural language, is
completed untouched by the deductivism—nondeductivism controversy. One
can alternatively be either a self-respecting deductivist or nondeductivist in-
formal logician, although there is evidently no prospect for the same sort of
parallel liaison between formal logic and nondeductivism. Still, the fact that
deductivism versus nondeductivism cuts across at least the informal side of
the formal-informal logic divide indicates that informal logicians need not
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be hostile to deductivism, that they are fully at liberty to be philosophically
open-minded about whether or not deductivism is true, both generally and
more specifically as it relates to the proper diagnosis and advice for avoiding
the informal fallacies of logical reasoning in all its applications.

3. Deductivism and Formal-Informal Logic

On a positive note, even the sort of qualified justification of deducti-
vism that we have described has interesting further ramifications. The most
significant dividend is undoubtedly the identification of a vital common
ground between formal and informal logic. Deductivism, as emphasized, by
no means collapses informal into formal logic. The informal logician is as
much entitled to embrace deductivism as the formal logician is ideologically
obligated to do.2

The longstanding problem of the relation between formal and infor-
mal logic is thereby solved at least in large part. For if deductivism is true
and formal and informal logic alike are dedicated in their distinctive ways
to good reasoning, among other things, as generally deductively valid, and
bad or fallacious reasoning in particular, again, among other things, as ge-
nerally deductively invalid, then logic in the most general sense can be
properly understood as the normative study of reasoning, where good and
bad reasoning are distinguished in turn both in formal and informal modes
as depending on whether or not a corresponding logical inference is deduc-
tively valid. Formal and informal logic are not then such entirely different
creatures; they are rather different approaches ranged along a continuum of
logical methods, directed toward the same purpose of promoting deductively
valid reasoning and exposing, analyzing, and guiding thinkers in resisting
the deceptive charms of deductively invalid reasoning.

There is but one logic, then, whose gold standard is deductive validity,
with purely formal and purely informal logical methods appearing at the
extremes of a spectrum of ways of understanding the deductive validity sta-
tus of inference. The model thereby also makes good intuitive sense of the
otherwise inexplicable fact that what is called informal logic, as taught, for
example, in critical reasoning courses, often contains explicitly formal devi-

2 The view I offer of the connections, mutual dependence, and potential for fruit-
ful interaction between formal and informal logic is a special application of my consi-
deration of these topics in Jacquette, ‘On the Relation of Informal to Symbolic Logic’
(Jacquette 2007c).
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ces. These generally include the partly symbolic theory of Aristotelian cate-
gorical syllogisms, involving such logical forms as A, E, I, O propositions and
their formal combinatorial possibilities within the formal constraints of the
classical three term three proposition syllogism, formally arranged for visual
display in the traditional Aristotelian square of opposition, Venn, Euler or
Lewis Carroll diagramming, and Beardsley argument diagramming, among
other formal logical devices. The model additionally helps to explain the fact
that what is called formal logic is never strictly formal, but involves infor-
mal explanations, minimally at the metalogical level, of formal logical terms
and operators, of the intuitive meanings even of formal truth value and set
theoretical semantics. Finally, the proposal accounts for the pre-symbolic
preparation of propositions and arguments for purposes of symbolic trans-
lation and analysis by decision algorithms in what is professionally identified
and standardly taught as formal logic, along with derivation of deductively
valid inferences by axiomatic or natural deduction proof structures and for-
mally deductively valid inference rules.

Formal and informal logic overlap significantly and grade off almost
insensibly into one another. Each has elements that are essential to and tra-
ditionally associated with the successful pursuit of the other. This evident
aspect of formal and informal logic, properly so-called, is unintelligible if
formal and informal logic are fundamentally different logics with no greater
shared concern than a general interest in the nature of logical thinking and
the distinction between good and bad reasoning, with no further specifi-
cation as to what constitutes the difference. Since questions of deductive
validity and invalidity can in principle be handled either formally or infor-
mally, deductivism in this fashion ideologically bridges the formal-informal

logic gap.

4. Formal and Informal Logical Methods in Deductivist Service

How, then, is formal logic to be distinguished from informal logic, if
not on grounds that only formal logic is primarily concerned with deductive
validity and invalidity? A useful recommendation is to distinguish between
formal and informal logic by applying the arguably less controversial be-
cause criteriologically more sharply defined distinction between specialized
symbolic versus non-specialized non-symbolic logic. More generally, it seems
appropriate to suggest that a logical theory or procedure is formal if and only
if it adopts a specialized symbolism for representing logical forms that does
not occur in ordinary non-specialized non-symbolic thought and language.
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Although all of logic has to do with logical form, we need not agree that
all expressions of logical form must themselves be formal. This distinction
captures much of the received concept, since it includes all of symbolic logic
and excludes non-symbolic evaluations of validity or invalidity. As we might
expect, formal logic by the proposed distinction will roughly include every-
thing belonging to what has become the de facto criterion for formal logic in
relations expressed by means of standard and nonstandard notational varia-
tions and extensions of the propositional and predicate-quantificational cal-
culus. The definition additionally includes schematic and graphic treatments
of syllogistic logic that have traditionally been regarded as belonging more
properly under the aegis of informal logic and critical reasoning. Informal
logic, in contrast, on the present proposal, is limited to the consideration
of a proposition’s or argument’s logical form by discursive reconstruction
within natural language, the use of counterexamples to discredit inferences,
identification of arguments as committing any of the so-called rhetorical
fallacies, and the like.

The relegation of syllogistic logic, square of opposition, and argument
diagramming methods to the genus of informal logic can now be seen as
a kind of historical accident. Were it not for the emergence of more power-
ful algebraic methods of formal logic with the development of mathematical
techniques in Frege’s Begriffsschrift and C. S. Peirce’s proto-quantificational
logic, there is little doubt that the logic of syllogisms, Venn and other styles
of diagramming, would constitute the whole of formal logic as opposed to
purely informal non-specialized non-symbolic and extra-mathematical logi-
cal methods. Logic would then have remained today just as it was in the
late eighteenth century, when Immanuel Kant was able to declare that no
significant advances had been made since the time of Aristotle.3 Why, then,
should such logical tools be displaced as informal given the development of
contemporary algebraic and rigorously algorithmic methods of mathemati-
cal logic?

On the present proposal, it is more appropriate to classify syllogisms
and logical techniques that have standardly been turned over to the informal

3 Immanuel Kant, Critique of Pure Reason [1787], translated by Norman Kemp Smith
(New York: St. Martin’s Press, 1965), Bviii: ‘That logic has already, from the earliest
times, proceeded upon this sure path is evidenced by the fact that since Aristotle it has
not required to retrace a single step, unless, indeed, we care to count as improvements the
removal of certain needless subtleties or the clearer exposition of its recognised teaching,
features which concern the elegance rather than the certainty of the science. It is remark-
able also that to the present day this logic has not been able to advance a single step,
and is thus to all appearance a closed and complete body of doctrine’.
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logic and critical reasoning textbooks as less powerful, general, and techni-
cally advanced, but every bit as formal as symbolic mathematical logics. As
a consequence, it seems advisable to include Aristotelian syllogistic and all
related graphic and diagramming paraphernalia as part of genuinely formal
logic. We may thereby be committed to saying that these methods are pro-
perly part of formal logic despite their usually being included in what are
called informal logic texts as adjuncts to the standard but misleadingly de-
nominated informal logic curriculum. If so, then it may be time for logicians
to admit that insofar as they use syllogistic logic and argument diagram-
ming they are doing formal logic, despite falling under the deceptive rubric
of informal logic. It may equally be time in that case for formal logicians to
admit that there are weaker less universal methods of logic that are just as
formal as the algebraic methods of formal symbolic logic, which they may
prefer to use, but which do not for that reason alone have exclusive title to
the category of formal logic.

There are many ways in which formal and informal logic interact. There
are situations in which formal and informal logic can profitably cooperate
in order to critically evaluate arguments. Formal symbolic logics are al-
ways accompanied by and presented within a discursive framework of in-
formal metalanguage introductions and explanations, or can be traced back
through a genealogy of formal conventions to an informal context. Without
grounding in ordinary language and a relation to informal ideas, even the
formalisms most familiar to practicing logicians lack meaning and applica-
tion. If symbolic logic is not always needed, if it can be an impediment to
understanding, and if it cannot function effectively entirely on its own for
theoretical purposes in the explication of logical connections and deductive
proof of consequences, then the use of specialized formalisms must be ju-
stified by a sufficiently powerful and comprehensive philosophical rationale.
Informal logic is useful and often essential in working through a preliminary
heuristic analysis of a problem before it can be decided whether and if so
what kind of formal logic to apply in modeling a given choice of logical rela-
tions or in solving a logical problem. Sometimes informal methods provide
a better, easier, or more understandable conceptual analysis of the logic of
a proposition or argument, where there is no need to get out the heavy
artillery.

Accordingly, we should now consider a pragmatic principle that allows
informal and formal logical methods to be used individually or in combi-
nation to achieve the best analysis of the logic of arguments as determined
situationally by their specific features and requirements. The ideal is for
logicians to cultivate proficiency in as many formal and informal logical
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methods as are available, not excluding efforts to discover or invent new
techniques as each task may demand. The exigencies of every analytic task
should accordingly then be considered independently on its own terms as
a challenge for logical investigation in its own right.

5. Informal Fallacies as a Test Case for Deductivism

We illustrate the ecumenical deductivist approach to the entrenched
division between formal and informal logic by turning now to the logical
analysis of the so-called informal or rhetorical fallacies. One and all of these
deductivism maintains in distinctive ways are deductively invalid.

More importantly, the most reasonable, complete and charitable re-
constructions of these species and specimens of the informal fallacies are
instructive with respect to the individual character of each distinct infor-
mal fallacy. If deductivism is true, then reconstructions of the informal fal-
lacies as deductive invalidities are possible in every case. This means in
turn that in every case the informal fallacies should also theoretically be
formalizable in a sufficiently expressively comprehensive formal symbolic
deductive logic.

If deductivism is true, and if deductivism is further interpreted formally
as positive conformity with the requirements of deductively valid inference,
then any species or specimen of reasoning that upon the most complete
charitable reconstruction does not conform to such a deductively valid form
will automatically be fallacious. If deductivism is true, then all fallacies,
once again, on the most complete and charitable reconstruction, are first
and foremost logical fallacies involving a deductive invalidity. Such fallacies
can sometimes be collected together into more general categories, including
but by no means limited to ‘ad hominem’, ‘ad ignorantiam’, ‘ad vericun-
diam’, ‘slippery slope’. In other cases, fallacious reasoning is so distinctive
in content and specific in application as to deserve a descriptive name, as
we find especially in the case, among numerous others, of ‘the open question
fallacy’, ‘the naturalistic fallacy’, ‘the intensional fallacy’, ‘the intentional
fallacy’, and ‘gambler’s fallacy’. If deductivism is true, then it is appropriate
to speak of these fallacies as ‘informal’ only in contrast with such blatantly
‘logical’ fallacies as affirming the consequent or denying the antecedent. In
fact, however, if deductivism is true, all fallacies are deductive invalidities,
even when they are also something more. If deductivism is true, then all
fallacies of reasoning are most reasonably, completely and charitably recon-
structible as deductive invalidities.
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The logical analysis of a fallacy takes some work, which is easily lost
sight of when the analysis is presented in its most economical expression.
The complete logical analysis of each specific fallacy poses unique problems
of its own, but this fact does not contradict the proposition that all fallacies
might yet be guilty of an underlying deductive invalidity. The argument
requires a more precise statement of what is meant by a fallacy, and it is
in the effort to clarify the concept of a fallacy that the real value of the
exercise consists.

We begin by remarking that a fallacy is any logically incorrect argu-
ment. Informal logicians often further describe a fallacy as an incorrect
argument that can look to be correct, or that can easily be mistaken
for one that is correct, and that is potentially persuasive, unless we suc-
cessfully challenge it, despite its logical failures. Human gullibility being
what it is, however, absolutely any argument can be found persuasive re-
gardless of its logical merits or liabilities. An adequate understanding of
the concept of a fallacy as a result should not be based on its ability to
deceive, but rather on its logical failures, however formally or informally
considered. It follows that if we want to understand the concept of a fal-
lacy, then we must arrive at a defensible theory of what distinguishes lo-
gically correct from logically incorrect reasoning. Persuasive many a fal-
lacy of reasoning may be, but the concept of a fallacy is not exhausted
by its persuasiveness. Our best arguments are not always sufficiently per-
suasive, as we know from Socrates’ courtroom defense. A fully rational thin-
ker should always want to work toward or otherwise support and hold open
the hope that many of the best arguments will eventually prevail against
bad reasoning, even against such fallacies as pack a punch with real, direct
and meaningful practical consequences for health and happiness, such as
the ad baculum.

6. Classical Fallacies and the Deductivist Reduction

There is no universal method of classifying fallacies. Logicians have re-
sorted to devising taxonomies that try to make sense of as they comprehend
as many of the recognized fallacies as possible. Logicians disagree about how
to arrange fallacies into categories, and there are advantages and disadvan-
tages in all of their proposals. They also sometimes even disagree about
whether all of the traditionally recognized types really are genuine falla-
cies, and, for that matter, about what exactly is or should be meant by the
concept of a fallacy.
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Here, despite lack of unanimity in the field, is a relatively standard
taxonomy of fallacies. Some have been discussed since ancient times, and
are identified by classical Latin or Greek terms as well as more contempo-
rary names. In the standard schema, fallacies of validity or non sequiturs
are distinguished from fallacies of soundness, truth or credibility, and also
from fallacies of significance. This division tracks a common definition of
a good argument as one that is deductively valid, sound (containing only
true assumptions), and significant (relevant and non-circular, among other
catch-all virtues). This is a good method of explaining the features looked
for in a good argument, to be associated with distinct categories of logi-
cal fallacies, including the informal or rhetorical fallacies usually taught in
courses on critical reasoning.*

Taxonomy of Logical Fallacies

I. Fallacies of Validity (non sequiturs)
A. Formal
1. Deductive

Invalid inference
Denying the antecedent
Affirming the consequent

Fallacy of equivocation
Four terms fallacy

Naturalist (is-ought) fallacy

Intensionalist fallacy
Use-mention confusion

4 Standard treatments of the informal or rhetorical fallacies are to be found in almost
any competent introductory informal logic or critical reasoning textbook, and in a variety
of more systematic theoretical works in the field. Beyond the usual suspects, see, espe-
cially, C. L. Hamblin, Fallacies (Studies in Critical Thinking) (Newport News: Vale Press,
1970). Frans H. van Eemeren and Rob Grootendorst, Argumentation, Communication,
and Fallacies: A Pragma-Dialectical Perspective (Philadelphia: Lawrence Erlbaum As-
sociates, 1992). Morris Engel, With Good Reason: An Introduction to Informal Fallacies,
5th edition (New York: St. Martin’s Press, 1994). Robert J. Gula, Nonsense: A Handbook of
Logical Fallacies (Mount Jackson: Axios Press, 2002). Christopher W. Tindale, Fallacies
and Argument Appraisal (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2007). A whimsical
treatment is offered by Aaron Larsen and Joelle Hodge, The Art of Argument: An Intro-
duction to the Informal Fallacies (Camp Hill: Classical Academic Press, 2006). A useful
recent collection of essays on the subject is compiled by Hans V. Hansen and Robert
C. Pinto, editors, Fallacies: Classical and Contemorary Readings (University Park: The
Pennsylvania State University Press, 1995). I have been especially influenced by John
Woods and Douglas Walton, Fallacies: Selected Papers 1972-1982 with a Foreword by
Dale Jacquette (London: King’s College Publications, 2007). See my Foreword to this
collection, titled, ‘Reasoning Awry: An Introduction to Woods and Walton, Fallacies:
Selected Papers 1972-1982' (Jacquette 2007d).
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2. Inductive
Hasty generalization
Insufficient or unrepresentative data
Cause-effect confusion
Post hoc propter hoc
Gambler’s fallacy
B. Informal or Rhetorical
1. Deductive
Ad hominem
Tu quoque
Poisoning the well
Appeal to authority (argumentum ad verecundium)
Appeal to majority (argumentum ad populum)
Appeal to ignorance (argumentum ad ignorantiam)
Appeal to emotion (argumentum as misericordiam)
Appeal to force (argumentum ad baculum)
2. Inductive
False analogy
Slippery slope (sorites)
Guilt by association
Genetic fallacy
II. Fallacies of Soundness (truth or credibility)
Contradiction
False alternatives
Fallacy of composition
Fallacy of division
III. Fallacies of Significance (irrelevance or circularity)
Irrelevant conclusion (ignoratio elenchi)
Straw man
Diversion (red herring)
Circularity (begging the question, petitio principii)
Complex question (many questions)
Such a division evidently contradicts the radical version of deductivism

now being defended. It does not affect weaker forms of deductivism that
choose merely to emphasize a concern with deductively valid or invalid lo-
gical structures as a preoccupation of both formal and informal logic. We
have nevertheless been aiming at something more enterprising in the thesis
that all logical fallacies are matters of deductive invalidity. Thus, we also
have a bit more explaining to do where some of the traditional fallacies are

concerned.
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Our strategy will be first to address those fallacies that seem most
opposed to deductivism in the strong sense according to which all fallacies
are deductive invalidities. If deductivism is true, then paradigm fallacies
must include the deductively invalid inferences known as affirming the con-
sequent and denying the antecedent. In these instances, it is obvious by
informal methods such as imagining a scenario in which the assumptions
are true and the conclusions false, as well as being confirmable by formal
decision procedures such as truth table or truth tree analysis, that it is
deductively invalid to infer P from the assumptions that if P then Q, and Q,
or to infer @ from the assumptions that if P then Q and not-P. When we try
to evaluate these obvious examples of deductively invalid inference, however,
they do not seem at all to bear positive comparison with inductive fallacies
or the so-called fallacy of circular reasoning, begging the question, or petitio
Principii.

6.1. Inductive Reasoning

What shall we say about such apparent counterexamples to deducti-
vism? The inductive fallacies, such as hasty generalization, post hoc propter
hoc, and the like, are bad enough, but the situation is compounded by the
fact that according to deductivism all good reasoning is supposed to be
deductively valid, whereas there are perfectly acceptable non-fallacious in-
stances of inductive reasoning adopted for scientific purposes and deemed
correct by philosophers and inductive logicians, that are apparently de-
ductively invalid. From the fact that a sampling of objects or events has
revealed a recurrent pattern of constant conjunction, even if exceptionless
and highly confirmed experientially, it does not follow with deductive va-
lidity that therefore another or future object or event of the relevant kind
will also display the same pattern of properties. It is logically possible in
every instance of inductive reasoning, in the sense of the complete and cor-
rect description of the situation containing no logical contradictions, for all
prior evidence, such as all previously observed swans being white, to indicate
with only a high degree of probability rather than deductive certainty that
the next encountered swan will also be white; it is possible, in other words,
that not all swans are white and even that the next swan to be observed
will not be white. We nevertheless consider many inductive inferences to be
correct, useful and reliable, despite the fact that they appear one and all to
be deductively invalid.

Despite the intuitive force of this first proposed counterexample to de-
ductivism, it is possible, as Wilfrid Sellars has also shown, to reduce induc-
tive inferences to deductive inferences involving the same probabilistically
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qualified propositions taken as probably (to some definite degree) true as-
sumptions, and, together with a choice of probability principles such as the
Bayesian formula, deduced as probably (to some definite degree) true conc-
lusions.> Thus, instead of construing an inductive inference as P, Q there-
fore-probably R, we can read it instead as Probably-P, Probably-Q, if pro-
bably-P and probably-Q then probably-R, therefore probably-R. If we bu-
ild probability values into the statement of the evidence itself on which an
inductive inference is based, and into the statement of the conclusion, to-
gether with a commitment to an appropriate inductive law, of which there
are several from which to choose, relating evidence to conclusions, then in
the case of properly chosen inductive laws, Bayes’s theorem or the like, as
each case demands, our inductive reasoning can be correct precisely be-
cause the inference is deductively valid. In every other instance, an ar-
gument will constitute a faulty inductive inference, in fact, an inductive
fallacy, precisely because the inference is deductively invalid, just as de-
ductivism implies.

6.2. Post hoc, ergo propter hoc

The case of post hoc propter hoc is instructive in this regard. Here and
throughout, the short horizontal line serves as an inference indicator, di-
viding an inference’s assumptions appearing above the line from its conclu-
sion, below. The fallacy, schematically speaking, states:

1. Event E1 happened before event E2.
2. [Assuming true probabilistic laws L1-LN.]

3. Event E2 happened because of event E1.

This type of reasoning is commonly described as an inductive fallacy,
but it is clearly an instance of deductive invalidity. It is always logically
possible that an event occurs before another event but is not designated
as a cause of the later event, regardless of the truth of the background
probabilistic laws that the fallacious reasoning might try to invoke.

5 Wilfrid Sellars, ‘Are There Non-Deductive Logics?’, edited by Nicholas Rescher on
behalf of the editorial committee, Fssays in Honor of Carl G. Hempel: A Tribute on the
Occasion of his Sizty-Fifth Birthday, Synthese Library (Boston — Dordrecht: D. Reidel
Publishing Co., 1970), pp. 83-103. The same reductive principle by which inductive
reasoning can be interpreted as deductive argument at Sellars’ later philosophical home
is undoubtedly responsible for the legendary slogan circulating in the halls and seminar
rooms at the University of Pittsburgh that ‘An inference is either deductive or defective’.
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6.3. Gambler’s Fallacy

As a final inductive fallacy in this category, consider the so-called gamb-
ler’s fallacy. This is the fallacy of supposing that an established pattern of
occurrences of a probabilistically random series of events implies that a pre-
sent or future event of the same type will have a nonrandom, significantly
higher or lower probability, because or by virtue of the chance patterns of
past occurrences.

The fallacy has this inductively invalid logical form:

1. Inductively random events E1-EM of type or with property F have
occurred in the past with probability P.
2. [Assuming true probabilistic laws L1-LN.]

3. Event EN of type or with property F will probably occur in the present
or future with probability significantly different (higher or lower) than P.

The name ‘gambler’s fallacy’ is appropriate to this common gambling
superstition. When a series of random events like the ball spinning on a fair
roulette wheel lands in red or black compartments in a particular pattern,
it is tempting to believe that there is a greater likelihood for the next ran-
dom event in the sequence will be red, or, on the contrary, that it will be
black. Yet if the events are truly probabilistically random, as the assump-
tions state, then it is a fallacy to conclude from a long-running sequence
of reds that the next spin of the wheel will also be red, or on the con-
trary that it is therefore more likely to change on the next spin to landing
on black.

There is simply no predicting one occurrence or the other as having
greater or lesser probability. If the events in question are inductively random,
and if there are just two possible outcomes for each event, in this instance,
to fall red or black, then the a priori probability that the next occurrence
will be red is precisely the same as the a priori probability that the next
occurrence will be black, namely, .5. From the fact that there has been a long
run of reds there is no predicting that the next turn will also probably be
red, nor that because the reds have gone on for so long that the wheel is
probably due for a change and the next turn will probably be black. Each
turn of an honest roulette wheel has precisely the same probability, and the
entire sequence of turns has no predictability whatsoever, but by hypothesis
is inductively random. What is important for the defense of deductivism
in the present context is to notice that the gambler’s fallacy is a fallacy
because it represents a deductively invalid inference in which it is logically
possible for all of the assumptions to be true and yet for the conclusion to be
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false, even though a specified measure of probability is built both into the
assumptions and conclusion and the relevant background laws of probability
are assumed to be true.

6.4. Circular Reasoning, Petitio principii

An even more obvious putative counterexample to deductivism would
appear to be circular reasoning or petitio principii. Here, in its simplest and
most transparent form, circular reasoning attempts to infer that P from
the assumption that P. Inferring the truth of P from P itself, however, is
evidently deductively valid.

Whatever other reasoning offenses a subject may have committed in
concluding that God exists from the assumption that God exists, the thin-
ker can hardly be accused of deductively invalid reasoning. If circular infe-
rence is a fallacy, then it appears to be an informal or rhetorical fallacy of
relevance rather than of deductive validity, as identified by the traditional
classification of informal fallacies, and hence an example of fallacious but
deductively valid reasoning.

There are two possibilities for defending deductivism against the alleged
counterexample involving circular reasoning. The first is to argue that circu-
lar reasoning is not fallacious in the true sense of the word, but objectionable
and to be avoided in argumentation for another reason. It might be said in
this vein that petitio principii is generally lacking in significance, but is not
for that reason alone fallacious. Another example is that of an inference
that is in every way logically circumspect, formally and informally, but in
any case deductively, but that involves, without equivocation in any of its
terms appearing in any of its assumptions or conclusion, a concept that sim-
ply lacks relevant application. Thus, it is not a fallacy, properly so-called,
if a thinker argues that God exists, meaning by ‘God’ her (existent) dog.
The reasoner in that instance has not violated any principle of logic, for-
mal, informal or rhetorical. The argument might and perhaps should be
judged logically correct in every way, despite lacking significance for those
who have something different in mind when considering a demonstration of
the existence of God. If such a strategy can be sustained, then there is an
immediate answer also for the supposed circular reasoning or petitio princi-
pii counterexample to deductivism, where significance for another reason is
also conspicuously lacking in an otherwise logically correct and undeniably
deductively valid argument.

The second method of defending deductivism against similar counter-
examples is to allow that circular reasoning is fallacious, but that, properly
expanded, it is also deductively invalid, and, as such, more grist for the
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deductivist mill. We might accordingly represent the full context of circular
reasoning in something like the following fashion:

1. P

2. Tt is significant (worthwhile, informative) to conclude that P.

If this is the actual intent of a given instance of circular reasoning,
whether known or recognized as such by the reasoner or not, then the argu-
ment is evidently deductively invalid and properly designated as a fallacy
under the deductivist reduction of all fallacies to deductive invalidities. For
in all such cases it is logically possible for the assumption to be true and
the conclusion false. The same lack of significance need not plague logically
more complex deductively valid inferences, such as modus ponendo ponens
or tollendo tollens, reductio ad absurdum, or the like, if these inferences
are considered as issuing in worthwhile or informative conclusions. It may
be an informal rather than formal matter to judge the relevance of the
conclusions in question, regardless of the degree of inferential simplicity or
complexity at stake, but it is a lemma of deductivism in any event not to
preclude informal logic from its applications.

We see that there are at least two directions from which deductivism
can be defended against circularity counterexamples. It is open to the de-
ductivist to deny that petitio principii is a formal or informal logical fallacy
in the first place, or to hold on the contrary that it is a fallacy precisely
because it does after all involve a deductive invalidity when the circula-
rity is more completely expanded upon reconstruction as an instance in
which the thinker falsely supposes that it is significant, worthwhile or infor-
mative to conclude that a certain proposition is true from an assumption
base that includes the very same true or false proposition. We turn then
from inductive inference and circular reasoning to a representative selec-
tion of some of the more notable informal or rhetorical fallacies in defense
of deductivism.

6.5. Equivocation and Four Terms Fallacy

A frequently encountered classical fallacy that embodies deductively
logically invalid reasoning in a more subtle disguise is the so-called fallacy
of equivocation. The same word or phrase can sometimes have different
meanings in different sentences or linguistic contexts. If a term occurs with
one meaning in the assumptions of an argument, but with another meaning
in its conclusions, then the conclusions need not deductively follow from the
assumptions, but might be false even when the assumptions are true.
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The fallacy of equivocation can have several schematic forms, depending
on where the equivocal terms appear. For a given equivocal subject term ‘T’
that admits of two (or more) distinct meanings or senses, any of the follow-
ing conclusions are deductively invalidly derived from hypothetically true
assumptions:

Tsense-1 has property F
Tsense—2 has pI“Operty G

Tsense-1 has property G
Tsense-2 has property F
Something with property F has property G

Alternatively, it can also be the predicate terms that are equivocal in
the logical fallacy of equivocation, as in the following example:

T has property Fiense-1-
If T has property Fiense-2, then T has property G.

T has property G.

The obvious point is that where there is equivocation or plural meanings
involved in an inference, the truth of the assumptions of an argument does
not deductively guarantee the truth of the conclusions. Arguments guilty of
the fallacy of equivocation are therefore deductively logically fallacious.

In syllogistic logic, where classical categorical syllogisms contain exactly
three terms, major, minor, and middle, the fallacy of equivocation, which in
effect introduces another term by giving different meanings to at least two of
the three required terms, is also known as the four terms fallacy. An example
is this variation of a standard syllogism in BARBARA, All men (in the sense
of being male in gender) are mortal; Xanthippe (Socrates’ wife) is a man (in
the generic sense of being a human being); therefore, Xanthippe is mortal.
The argument as explicated does not state that Xanthippe is male, nor
that all human beings as opposed specifically to males are mortal. We can
therefore imagine that Xanthippe despite being a (non-male) human being
is immortal, without contradicting the major premise that all men (males)
are mortal.

6.6. Intensionalist Fallacy

Another commonly found deductive fallacy involves the attempt to draw
inferences from assumptions containing an intensional or nonextensional
context. An intensional or nonextensional context is one in which substi-
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tuting codesignative terms or logically equivalent propositions sometimes
changes the proposition’s truth value from true to false or false to true.
Some of the particular inferences from assumptions containing an intensio-
nal or nonexistensional context are deductively valid, but others are invalid.
The argument form considered in general nevertheless commits the inten-
sionalist fallacy. There are several main types of intensionalist fallacy. The
most frequently encountered are known as quotation or indirect discourse
and propositional attitude intentionalist fallacies.

As an example of a quotation or indirect discourse version of the inten-
sionalist fallacy, consider the following proposition. The name ‘Mark Twain’
contains nine letters. This is a true proposition. However, the context [The
name ° " contains X letters| is intensional or nonextensional. When we
substitute different codesignative terms that refer to the same thing in the
blank, we are not guaranteed of preserving the proposition’s truth value. We
know that Mark Twain is the same person as Samuel Clemens, so we can
affirm the truth of the identity statement, Mark Twain = Samuel Clemens.
When we try to substitute the name ‘Samuel Clemens’ for ‘Mark Twain’
in the above proposition containing the intensional quotation context [The
name ° " contains X letters|, we turn a true proposition, that the name
‘Mark Twain’ contains nine letters, into the false proposition, that the name
‘Samuel Clemens’ contains nine letters.

We say that intensional contexts do not support substitutions of terms
equivalent in meaning in such a way as to save or preserve the truth, salva
veritate; while purely extensional contexts by contrast always sustain the
truth value of propositions in which they occur under any such substitu-
tions. It is because intensional contexts do not support the intersubstitu-
tion of codesignative terms salva veritate that they constitute deductively
invalid inferences. The quotation of a single term, phrase, or larger unit of
discourse, is standardly said to mention rather than use that language item,
predicating properties of the linguistic entity itself rather than whatever ob-
ject or states of affairs to which it refers. Failing to observe the distinction
between quote-mentioned and unquoted used terms and phrases is a com-
mon error of reasoning related to the intensionalist fallacy known as the
use-mention confusion.

Another frequent form of the intensionalist fallacy involves propositional
attitude or intentional contexts. Again, the fallacy requires a nonextensio-
nal context that does not permit intersubstitution of equivalent terms or
propositions salva veritate. If Madelaine believes that Mark Twain wrote
Life on the Mississippi, she does not necessarily believe that Samuel Cle-
mens wrote Life on the Mississippi. She may have never heard of Samuel
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Clemens, and may not know that ‘Mark Twain’ is the pseudonym or nom
de plum of Samuel Clemens. The fact that Mark Twain is the same person
as Samuel Clemens, and that Samuel Clemens wrote Life on the Mississippi
does not deductively validly imply that Madelaine believes these things.
The inference in which the fallacy occurs concerns only her beliefs, not the
facts about which she may truly or falsely believe. We see the same kind
of deductive fallacy arising in this form as before, but this time involv-
ing the psychological state or propositional attitude context, [X believes
that |. Here we have:

1. Madelaine believes that Mark Twain wrote Life on the Mississippi.
2. Mark Twain = Samuel Clemens (Mark Twain wrote Life on the Mis-
sissippi if and only if Samuel Clemens wrote Life on the Mississippi).

3. Madelaine believes that Samuel Clemens wrote Life on the Mississippi.

The deductive invalidity of this type of intensionalist fallacy is clear
enough from previous examples. It is logically possible for the assumptions
to be true, but the conclusion false. The truth of the assumptions does
not logically guarantee the truth of the conclusion. The same type of fal-
lacy occurs for any choice of propositional attitude or psychological state
context. We can generate unlimited instances of intensionalist fallacies for
similar contexts involving the psychological predicates, ‘believes’, ‘doubts’,
‘fears’, ‘hopes’, ‘desires’, ‘expects’, ‘knows’, etc. The fact that propositio-
nal attitude or intentional psychological state descriptions are intensional
or nonextensional is philosophically interesting.6

6.7. Ad hominem

We briefly now consider a suite of common classical fallacies, generally
described in the informal logic or critical reasoning literature as informal or
rhetorical fallacies. Upon reconstruction and analysis, all can be revealed
as deductively invalid, and hence as positive instances of the deductivist
thesis.

The ad hominem is an argument form directed literally against the per-
son. There are abusive and nonabusive types of ad hominem. Ad hominem
is nonabusively used whenever in argument we try to convince an opponent
of the truth of a conclusion by drawing on propositions we believe the op-
ponent to accept. In such cases, our arguments go against the person in the

6 See Jacquette, ‘Intentionality and Intensionality: Quotation Contexts and the Modal
Wedge’ (Jacquette 1986).
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sense of attempting to turn some of an opponent’s beliefs against some of the
opponent’s other beliefs. Such a strategy is not generally fallacious, but can
offer a legitimate method of persuasion by argument, beginning with what
an interlocutor regards as true as a dialectical starting place. This sort of
argument is indeed quite common, since we can often only make headway in
arguing against an opponent by appealing to something the person already
accepts.

There is also an abusive form of ad hominem which is generally deduc-
tively invalid. The typical form of this fallacy is to raise logically irrelevant
objections to someone’s character, actions, or beliefs in order to discredit
another proposition to which the person is committed. Thus, it is a fallacy
to reason as follows:

1. Person X has claimed that P.
2. Person X has (morally or socially) undesirable property F.

3. P is false (improbable).

The argument is manifestly deductively invalid, and in that sense it is
a logically fallacious form of inference. We see informally that the inference
is deductively invalid because we can easily imagine circumstances under
which the assumptions are true, but the conclusion false.

This type of ad hominem is abusive because it impugns someone’s cha-
racter as a reason for rejecting the person’s beliefs. Typical applications of
the abusive ad hominem occur when the charge is made that what an oppo-
nent has said should be disregarded as false, improbable, or unbelievable,
because the person is a known thief, liar, member of a disreputable or-
ganization, or anything else that is likely to find disfavor with the ar-
guer’s intended audience. The abusive ad hominem in certain contexts can
even include such factors as the opponent’s race, gender, erotic orienta-
tion, or the like. Other versions of the fallacy make irrelevantly honorific
rather than abusive attributions. These should also be considered under
the broadest category of the ad hominem. It is just as fallacious to reason
in this way:

1. Person X has claimed that P.
2. Person X has (morally or socially) desirable property F.

3. P is true (probable).

If person X states that £ = mc?, the truth or falsehood, probability
or improbability, believability or unbelievability, has nothing in the least to
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do with whether or not X is a genius or saint, a thief or sexual deviate. We
cannot generally decide anything about the merits of proposition P from
the praise or condemnation of the person’s character. This type of rheto-
rically fallacious argument can nevertheless be effective in moving opinion
through subtle but logically irrelevant psychological manipulation. The fact
that a particular person of good or bad character has asserted a proposition
or tendered an argument by itself has absolutely nothing whatsoever to do
with whether the proposition is true or the argument correct, even when
the judgments about the person are true. A genius or saint can make false
pronouncements and propound unreasonable arguments just as well as any-
one else. A thief or sexual deviate can similarly make true pronouncements
and propound reasonable arguments just as well as anyone else, and can
even truly assert or correctly deduce that it is wrong to steal or that cer-
tain types of sexual deviance in which they themselves indulge are morally
impermissible.

6.8. Tu quoque

A subcategory of the abusive ad hominem is the tu quoque. This is
another deductively invalid fallacy in which a critic is met by the logically
irrelevant reply that the critic is guilty of the same offense or subject to the
same objection. The Latin term tu quoque is an appropriate label for this
kind of fallacy, because it means in effect, ‘You too’ or ‘The same to you’.
The tu quoque typically has this form:

1. My critic claims that I have wrongly done A.
2. However, my critic has also on at least some occasions done A.

3. My critic’s claim that I have wrongly done A should be disregarded.

The tu quoque is more often presented as an enthymeme, in which the
perpetrator merely asserts the equivalent of the first or second assumptions,
and lets it go at that, leaving the conclusion implicit. Suppose a critic ac-
cuses me of being an embezzler. I reply that the critic has also been an
embezzler. My counterclaim might be perfectly true, but it by no means
absolves me of the crime. The tu quoque is a kind of abusive ad hominem
because it does not speak to the proposition, but to the person. I say nothing
to contradict the charge that I have embezzled, but in a logically irrelevant
way I merely impugn my critic as having done the same. The tu quoque is
often used as a psychological ploy, raising doubts about whether a critic
who has made the same kind of mistakes is qualified to make an objection
against others. As a rule with exceptions, tu quoque generally does not pro-
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vide good reasons for overlooking a critic’s objection; like other forms of
abusive ad hominem, however, tu quoque can have the effect and may there-
fore serve the strategic purpose of leading an audience to reject or ignore
a position or argument.

6.9. Poisoning the Well

A second subcategory of abusive ad hominem is poisoning the well. This
type of ad hominem fallacy occurs when an attempt is made irrelevantly to
discredit a source of information or authority. The well is poisoned, so to
speak, when an audience is fallaciously led to believe that the target of the
criticism is not a reliable source from whom to accept any judgment. The
fallacy is ad hominem or against the person, because it seeks to devalue
the credibility of someone’s judgment on the basis of facts irrelevant to the
person’s expertise. The argument is not a fallacy by virtue of its logical
form, because it is sometimes legitimate to cast doubt on the merit of the
opinions given by a supposed authority. The fallacy of well-poisoning occurs
in arguments with the following structure:

1. X maintains proposition P.
2. However, X has also maintained the false proposition Q.

3. The opinion of X should be disregarded in evaluating the truth (proba-
bility) of proposition P.

The fallacy tries to poison the well by discrediting someone’s opinion
generally on the grounds that the person is not universally knowledgeable
or infallible. Often, the fallacy appears in the form of an objection to the
effect, ‘Why should we believe the expert (witness, etc.) now, when we know
that he or she has been mistaken in the past?’ This criticism has a certain
force, because it raises a doubt about the person’s reliability. Yet it is strictly
deductively invalid, other things being equal, to conclude that persons are
likely to be mistaken in any particular belief just because they have been
mistaken about something else.

6.10. Appeal to Authority (argumentum ad verecundiam)

Less obviously rhetorically fallacious is the appeal to authority or argu-
mentum ad verecundiam. As we have seen in connection with the ad homi-
nem fallacy of poisoning the well, we must often rely on the judgment of
experts. We do not always have the full knowledge necessary to evaluate
the material truth of every proposition or soundness of every argument.
There is a difference between genuine authorities and questionable or irre-
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levant authorities, and the appeal to questionable or irrelevant authorities
is a common fallacy of argument.

The ad verecundiam usually arises as an appeal to a questionable autho-
rity who is biased in some way with respect to the matter in which expert
opinion is required, or who is an authority about some subject other than
that involved in the question at issue. What makes such an argument fal-
lacious is clear enough from the deductivist standpoint when we consider
that we cannot reasonably infer, in the sense of deductive validity, the likely
truth of opinions given by a questionable or irrelevant authority. The fallacy
has this form:

1. Authority A maintains proposition P.

2. Proposition P is true (probable).

The argument is evidently deductively invalid when the authority in
question is prejudiced in certain ways, so that the opinion offered as autho-
ritative derives from a bias or special motive. An obvious case is when
somehow who is legitimately an authority on a subject has been bribed or
has some other definite stake in the acceptance of the inference, so that
the pronouncement made, although given by a recognized authority, car-
ries no reliable guarantee of its truth, probability, or believability. A simi-
lar case is when the source is an authority, but only in another irrelevant
subject matter. An authority on computer technology need not be quali-
fied to offer expert opinion on a matter of contract law; a specialist in
ornithology need not be in a sound position to pronounce on the truth
or falsehood of a hypothesis about genetic fingerprinting. This is not to
say that the judgment of an authority from an irrelevant field must be
false, but only that if such a judgment is true, its truth cannot reason-
ably be inferred from the fact that the expert is an authority about some
other subject.

6.11. Appeal to Majority (argumentum ad populum)

A related fallacy is the appeal to majority or argumentum ad populum.
From the fact that a majority of persons accepts a proposition it by no means
logically follows that the proposition is true, or even probable or believable.
The form of the ad populum fallacy is similar to that of the ad verecundiam:

1. A majority of persons maintains proposition P.

2. Proposition P is true (probable).
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There is a natural presumption that if many persons accept a proposi-
tion, then the proposition is likely to be true. Yet from a logical standpoint
such an inference is clearly invalid. On any particular issue, everyone, and
certainly a 50%+ majority of persons, might be wrong. The ad populum
typically arises in conjunction with a subtle appeal to emotion. We have
a psychological tendency not to want to be excluded from any generally
accepted opinion. If many people believe some proposition, we may suppose
it is more likely than not that the proposition is true, and we may wish to
be included among those who have come to accept the proposition, rather
than be left out of what others claim to know. The fallacy capitalizes on
this assumption of likelihood and desire to conform in belief.

6.12. Appeal to Ignorance (argumentum ad ignorantiam)

It is a fallacy to infer from the fact that we do not know a particular
proposition to be false that therefore it is true. This is the fallacy of appeal-
ing to ignorance or argumentum ad ignorantiam. The argument has this
form:

1. Tt is not known that (or whether) proposition P is false.

2. Proposition P is true (probable).

The fallacy is often found where the lack of evidence for a proposition
is taken as implying that the proposition is false. Many examples are not
so obviously fallacious as in the above simplified schematization. I might
fallaciously conclude from the fact that I see no lights burning in a house
at a certain hour of night that no one is home. This conclusion may but
need not be true, and in any case is not deductively validly supported by
the truth of the assumption. Or I might hear someone say that we have no
reason to believe that God exists, and conclude that therefore God does not
exist. Again, the conclusion may or may not be true, but cannot in any case
be validly derived from the negative proposition expressing the lack of or
ignorance of relevant information in the assumption.

6.13. Appeal to Emotion (argumentum ad misericordiam)

The appeal to emotion or argumentum ad misericordiam is a fallacy
that plays on logically irrelevant emotional response. Stylistically, appeals
to emotion can be very different in appearance, sometimes invoking feeling
by facial expression, tone of voice, depiction of moving circumstances, or
even more theatrical dramatic effects, that are logically irrelevant to the
merits of the inference to a conclusion.

212



Deductivism in Formal and Informal Logic

There is a wide range of emotions to which a use of the ad misericor-
diam fallacy can appeal. As the Latin name suggests, a common form is
the appeal to pity. A fallacy of this type might seek to convince a jury that
someone accused of a crime should go free after describing the pitiful but
factually irrelevant conditions under which the person was raised, or another
entirely unrelated trauma they have recently experienced in life. If the jury
can be made to feel sufficient sympathy for the person, its members might
accept the defense attorney’s conclusion. This may indeed be a humane de-
cision, and the attorney’s efforts in this regard might be effective courtroom
practice, yet any such argument is logically fallacious. There are also other
emotions that are irrelevantly called upon to win support for a conclusion,
in fallacies that evoke feelings of anger, fear, joy, resentment, and the like.
Back in the courtroom, we can imagine the prosecuting attorney in the same
case evoking feelings of anger and resentment against the accused, possibly
by baiting the person into a show of hostility. The possibilities are endless —
as rich and potentially misleading as the conflicts of emotion and reason in
everyday experience may cause us to expect. The fallacy has the following
schematic form:

1. Emotional response R is somehow made to occur.
2. Emotional response R is psychologically associated with acceptance of
proposition P.

3. Proposition P is true (probable).

The error here is easy enough to spot when the argument is made expli-
cit. The ad misericordiam relies on the strength of emotion as a driving force
in our lives, to which even the most disciplined reason sometimes yields. The
panoply of theatrical devices by which emotions can be provoked easily leads
thought astray. A classic example is the spread of mob violence among nor-
mally sedate law-abiding citizens when their fear or anger has been incited.
Other instances include the use of propaganda by political demagogues to
manipulate opinion in logically irrelevant ways by arousing pity, anger, fear,
and the like emotions.

6.14. Appeal to Force (argumentum ad baculum)

A final example in which an informal or rhetorical fallacy is reduced
to deductively invalid inference is the fallacy of trying to convince someone
of the truth of an argument’s conclusion by appeal to force or argumentum
ad baculum. This fallacy is similar to if not just a special case of the ar-
gumentum ad misericordiam. If we are persuaded that a conclusion should
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be accepted because of the threat of force, then this undoubtedly occurs in
part at least because of the emotional force of fear. The Latin phrase used
for this fallacy means literally an argument ‘with a club’. The ad baculum
is a blunt weapon that threatens to beat us into submissive agreement. The
threat need not be physical, but could be financial, psychological, or any
perceived danger or evil.

An ad baculum is often raised by persons who want to stress the urgency
of adopting a certain proposal in order to avoid a real or imagined disaster.
Whether or not the argument is valid or fallacious can depend on whether
or not the threat is real or imagined, and on whether or not the proposal if
adopted could in fact or be reasonably expected to avert the threat. There
is a difference between the fallacy of conjuring up a threat merely for the
psychological effect of producing acceptance of a certain conclusion, and
describing a potential danger and outlining a sensible response by which
the danger might be avoided. An example of the fallacy of appeal to force is
to say that if a certain tax is not approved, then essential military spending
will go unfunded, and our enemies will find us so vulnerable that they will
be tempted to attack. The argument is fallacious if there is no relevant
connection between approval of the tax, the military spending projected, and
aversion of the danger of foreign military threat, or if the threat of foreign
military invasion is imaginary or contrived. Another common example is the
explicit threat of certain religious teachings, that unless we accept a given set
of beliefs and conduct our lives in certain ways we can expect disadvantages
in this life, or the eternal punishment of our immortal souls after death.
Again, whether an argument of this sort is a fallacy depends on the facts
of the case.

The ad baculum has this logical form:

1. If proposition P is not accepted as true, then danger D threatens a de-
finite harm.

2. Proposition P is true (probable).

The deductive invalidity involved in the ad baculum by now should be
clear on inspection as fitting the same pattern as the reconstructions of
previous informal or rhetorical fallacies. All in different distinctive ways are
deductively invalid in that they represent inferences in which it is logically
possible for the assumptions to be true and the conclusions false. Deducti-
vism maintains that the same is true of any inference token or type that is
correctly described as a logical fallacy.
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7. Fallacies as Logically Defective Deductively Invalid Arguments

A fallacy can appear in anyone’s thought, most embarrassingly in one’s
own. We can improve our thinking by healthy criticism, with the aim of
minimizing logically incorrect reasoning by learning to recognize and avoid
the most common fallacies. Fallacies, according to deductivism, are logically
defective arguments that can be categorized as failing to satisfy the most
basic logical requirement by being deductively invalid. The list of fallacies
is open-ended, and, in that sense, there may be innumerable fallacies, the
most notable of which are cataloged in the taxonomy we have considered.
Although the present venue does not permit more searching and exhaustive
examination even of some of the most commonly identified fallacies, we
have hopefully presented a wide enough selection to indicate the kinds of
reconstructions of fallacies the deductivist can present in defense of the
thesis that all informal or rhetorical fallacies are at bottom instances of
deductively invalid reasoning.”

References

Eemeren, F. H. van & Grootendorst, R. (1992), Argumentation, Commu-
nication, and Fallacies: A Pragma-Dialectical Perspective, Lawrence
Erlbaum Associates, Hillsdale.

Engel, M. (1994), With Good Reason: An Introduction to Informal Fallacies,
5% edition, St. Martin’s Press, New York.

Gula, R. J. (2002), Nonsense: A Handbook of Logical Fallacies, Axios Press,
Mount Jackson.

Hamblin, C. L. (1970), Fallacies, Studies in Critical Thinking, Vale Press,
Newport News.

Hansen, H. V. & Pinto, R. C., eds. (1995), Fallacies: Classical and Contem-
porary Readings, The Pennsylvania State University Press, University
Park.

Jacquette, D. (1986), ‘Intentionality and Intensionality: Quotation Contexts
and the Modal Wedge’, The Monist 59, 598-608.

7 Thanks to John Woods for informal discussions about deductivism between sessions
at several meetings of the International Society for the Study of Argumentation and the
Ontario Society for the Study of Argumentation, and for philosophical fellow-traveling in
the netherworld between formal symbolic and informal logic.

215



Dale Jacquette

Jacquette, D. (2007a), ‘Deductivism and the Informal Fallacies’, in F. H. van
Eemeren, J. A. Blair, C. A. Willard, & Bart Garssen, eds., Proceedings
of the Sizth Conference of the International Society for the Study of
Argumentation (ISSA), Sic Sat (International Center for the Study of
Argumentation), Amsterdam, vol. 1, pp. 687-692.

Jacquette, D. (2007b), ‘Deductivism and the Informal Fallacies’, Argumen-
tation 21, 335-347.

Jacquette, D. (2007c), ‘On the Relation of Informal to Symbolic Logic’,
in D. Jacquette, ed., Handbook of the Philosophy of Logic, Handbook
of the Philosophy of Science series, North-Holland (Elsevier Science),
Amsterdam, pp. 131-154.

Jacquette, D. (2007d), ‘Reasoning Awry: An Introduction to Woods and
Walton’, in J. Woods & D. N. Walton, Fuallacies: Selected Papers
1972-1982, King’s College Publications, London, pp. vii—xvi.

Kant, 1. (1965), Critique of Pure Reason, translated by Norman Kemp
Smith, St. Martin’s Press, New York.

Larsen, A. & Hodge, J. (2006), The Art of Argument: An Introduction to
the Informal Fallacies, Classical Academic Press, Camp Hill.

Sellars, W. (1970), ‘Are There Non-Deductive Logics?’, in N. Rescher,
ed. (on behalf of the editorial committee), Essays in Honor of Carl
G. Hempel: A Tribute on the Occasion of his Sizty-Fifth Birthday,
Synthese Library, D. Reidel Publishing Co., Boston — Dordrecht,
pp- 83-103.

Tindale, C. W. (2007), Fallacies and Argument Appraisal, Cambridge Uni-
versity Press, Cambridge.

Woods, J. & Walton, D. N. (2007), Fallacies: Selected Papers 1972—1982
with a Foreword by Dale Jacquette, King’s College Publications, Lon-
don.

Dale Jacquette

Senior Professioral Chair in Theoretical Philosophy
Institute of Philosophy

University of Bern

Langgassstrasse 49a

CH-3000 Bern 9, Switzerland
dale.jacquette@philo.unibe.ch

216



STUDIES IN LOGIC, GRAMMAR AND RHETORIC 16 (29) 2009

Mary Dzisko
Belarusian State University of Informatics and Radioelectronics

Andrew Schumann
Belarusian State University

CYCLIC PROOFS IN ARGUMENTATION.
THE CASE OF EXCLUDING BORIS PASTERNAK
FROM THE ASSOCIATION OF WRITERS OF THE USSR

Abstract: In the paper we consider some principal notions of non-well-founded
proof theory in argumentation. This theory is based on the assumption of
Anti-Foundation Axiom that every graph tree has a unique decoration. A de-
coration of a graph is an assignment of a derivable formula to each node of
the graph in such a way that the premisses of the root-derivable formula as-
signed to a node are the derivable formulas assigned to the children of that
node. According to Anti-Foundation Axiom in proof theory, cyclic graph and
infinite graph trees have a decoration too. This means that there are cyclic and
infinite proof trees. The natural interpretation of cyclic proofs in argumentation
is their consideration as confirmation procedure, where premisses are compa-
tible with a derivable statement, but they do not prove this in the standard
meaning. As model example we use the case of excluding Boris Pasternak from
the Association of Writers of the USSR.

Keywords: Non-well-founded proofs, cyclic proofs, Anti-Foundation Axiom,
proof argumentation, confirmation argumentation.

1. Introduction

Boris Pasternak is a prominent Russian poet who wrote the best known
Soviet novel Doctor Zhivago (Pasternak 1958) that brought him the Nobel
Prize for Literature in 1958. Pasternak had to decline the honour because the
protests in his home country. Doctor Zhivago was published first in Russian
and in Italian translation by the publisher Feltrinelli in Milan in 1957, after
the Ttalian journalist Sergio D’Angelo had smuggled the manuscript out of
Russia. The English translation appeared in 1958. So, Doctor Zhivago was
soon translated into 18 languages.

Pasternak probably completed the work in 1954. It was started in 1945,
after the death of his father. He tried to publish his novel, but this effort
turned out to be unsuccessful. It was expected taking into account that
in the 1930s and 1940s Pasternak’s works were criticized by the Russian
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Association of Proletarian Writers as the older literary type and they were
not printed. However, at Stalin’s time he did not die in the Gulag Archipe-
lago as others because Stalin’s respect for him.

Recall, at the Soviet time censor had a duty to inspect material before
publication to ensure that it contains nothing offensive to government. As
a result, everybody who lived in the Soviet Union knew that all scientists,
artists, and other intellectuals were the objects of censorship. Official So-
viet censorship, i.e. censorship that emanates from governmental authority
determined all the information to be inspected.

As an example, Soviet literature had to find the “positive” hero among
the builders of communism. This main character of Soviet literature had to
reflect “socialist reality” and the “true traits of the new man.” Soviet artists,
members of registered associations, were obliged, as stated in one of the sta-
tutes, to “present life in light of socialist ideals.” This meant that emotions
and experiences that were not related to socialist development, from the so-
cialist viewpoint, were not interesting enough to become the subject of art.
It was one of the basic claims of socialist realism (“soc-realism”), the domi-
nate Soviet treatment of authentic literature and painting.

The author’s treatment of the early years of the October revolution
presented by Pasternak in Doctor Zhivago formed a considerable contrast
with the official propaganda on the period, which suggests only heroism and
self-sacrifice. This treatment went against socialist realism. He explained the
key idea of novel as follows: “When I wrote Doctor Zhivago I had the feeling
of an immense debt toward my contemporaries. It was an attempt to repay
it. This feeling of debt was overpowering as I slowly progressed with the
novel. After so many years of just writing lyric poetry or translating, it
seemed to me that it was my duty to make a statement about our epoch
— about those years, remote and yet looming so closely over us. Time was
pressing. I wanted to record the past to honor in Doctor Zhivago the beauti-
ful and sensitive aspects of the Russia of those years. There will be no return
of those days, or of those of our fathers and forefathers, but in the great
blossoming of the future I foresee their values will revive. I have tried to
describe them. I don’t know whether Doctor Zhivago is fully successful as
a novel, but then with all its faults I feel it has more value than those early
poems. It is richer, more humane than the works of my youth.”! This novel
was banned in the Soviet Union. Pasternak was rehabilitated posthumously
in 1987, which made possible the publication of his major work in Russia.

1 Tt is an interview given by Pasternak to Olga Carlisle in 1960.
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In the paper we consider an argumentation model used at the session
of the Association of Moscow Writers (held on October 31, 1958), which
made the decision to expel Boris Pasternak from the Association of Writers
of the USSR, to condemn his literature, and to evict him from the USSR.
According to the records of this session (Literaturnaya Gazeta, 1 Novem-
ber 1958), 13 members are reported to have spoken but no indication was
given of how many members attended. From the records one can read diffe-
rent statements made by writers against their colleague. These statements
contained cyclic proofs for increasing the acceptability of the standpoint
that Pasternak should be expelled from the Association of Soviet Writers
and from the USSR. The notion of cyclic proofs in argumentation will be
formally explicated in the third section. Its informal meaning is as follows:

— there are no opponents, each speaker is proponent,

— speakers use just confirmation arguments and do not use proof argu-
ments,

— the standpoint itself can be viewed as a reasonable argument.

This session was chaired by S. Smirnov, the editor of Literaturnaya
Gazeta (the best known literature newspaper in the USSR). All speakers
who were prominent Soviet writers such as L. Oshanin, 1. Zelenin, V. Per-
tsov, A. Bezymensky, A. Sofronov, S. Antonov, B. Slutski, G. Nikolayev,
V. Soloukhin, S. Baruzdin, B. Polevoy and many others encouraged very
negative attitudes towards Pasternak. At the end of Session Smirnov said:
“I fully agree that the novel Dr. Zhivago is trash and I think that this
internal emigrant, B. Pasternak, should be expelled from the USSR.” He
proposed to submit the request to the Soviet government to evict Pasternak
from the USSR. The resolution demanding what amounts to Pasternak’s
deportation from the USSR was passed unanimously.

2. Non-well-founded proofs

Now consider some basic notions of proof theory further to formalize
cyclic proofs used at the session of the Association of Moscow Writers. First
of all recall that a proof (or derivation) of a well-formed formula S from
a set of premisses U is a finite tree such that:

— 5 is the root of the tree and is called the end-formula.

— The leaves of the tree are all axioms or members of U.

— Each child node of the tree is obtained from its parent nodes by an
inference rule, i.e. if S is a child node of Sy, ..., Sy, then % is an
instance of a rule.
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If we have a proof tree with the root S and U = (), then S is called
a provable (or root-provable) formula. If we have a proof tree with the root
S and U # (), then S is called a derivable (or root-derivable) formula from

premisses U.

O Q0 ©
O

Figure 1. The example of well-founded graph tree decorated by the proof tree in
Figure 2

Figure 2. The example of well-founded proof pictured by the graph in Figure 1.
Each step is inferring

So, proofs may be pictured using downward growing trees of graphs; see
Figure 1, where the root is a root-derivable formula. Each graph consists of
a set of nodes and a set of edges. Every edge is an ordered pair of nodes
(in Figure 1, we have a pair (a,b) as an example). If (a,b) is an edge then
we will say that b is a child of a. A path is a finite or infinite sequence of
nodes a, b, e, m linked by edges (a,b), (b,e), (e,m). A pointed graph is
a graph together with a distinguished node called its point. This graph is
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said to be accessible if for every node m there is a path from the point a to
the node m. If this path is always unique then the pointed graph is a tree
and the point is the root of the tree (the end-formula).

We will use accessible pointed graphs as our pictures of proofs. In the
diagrams the point will always be located at the top. A decoration of a graph
is an assignment of a derivable formula to each node of the graph in such
a way that the premisses of the root-derivable formula assigned to a node
are the derivable formulas assigned to the children of that node. A picture
of a proof is an accessible pointed graph which has a decoration in which
the root-derivable formula is assigned to the point.

Definition 1
A graph (tree) is called well-founded if it has no infinite path.

According to Mostowski’s collapsing lemma (Aczel 1988), we can obtain
the unique function d defined so that dn = {dn’: (n,n’) is an edge} for each
node n of the graph. The decoration d assigns the derivable formula dn to
the node n. From this it follows that every well-founded graph has a unique
decoration. As an example, a unique decoration of the graph in Figure 1 is
obtained in Figure 2.

Notice that in the standard proof theory we assume the well-founded-
ness of trees. This means that we accept just derivable formulas with finite
paths. By this assumption, the notion of proof is understood as well-founded
and proof theory considers only such well-founded proofs. However, we can
suppose the existence of derivable formulas with infinite (e.g., cyclic) paths.
For accepting these formulas we need to postulate the following axiom for-
mulated first by Aczel2:

2 Using the decoration of a graph for describing non-well-founded notions was pro-
posed first by Aczel, see Aczel (1988), for more details see Barwise (1992). He de-
fined a non-well-founded set by the decoration construction. More precisely, a deco-
ration of a graph is regarded by him as an assignment of a set to each node of
the graph in such a way that the elements of the set assigned to a node are the
sets assigned to the children of that node. A picture of a set is an accessible point-
ed graph which has a decoration in which the set is assigned to the point. For
example, the well-founded set a = {{d,{m}}, {f,k}}, where b = {d,e}, ¢ = {m},
¢ = {f,k}, is pictured by the graph of Figure 1. The non-well-founded set a =
{{d,{e}},{f,a}}, where a = {{d,e}} = {d,e}, e = {e}, ¢ = {f,k}, is pictured by the
graph of Figure 3. This set has an infinite notation: a = {... {{d,{{{.. }}}}}...} =
T, L0 I O 0 T P O L (0L DY A
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Anti-Foundation Axiom
Every graph has a unique decoration.

According to this axiom, the graph in Figure 3 is decorated by the
proof tree in Figure 4. However, this graph is not well-founded because of
containing infinite (cyclic) paths, for example the cyclic path (a,c), (c, k),
(k,a), (a,c), (c,k), (k,a), ...So, Anti-Foundation Axiom allows us to use
non-well-founded trees of proofs in decorating graphs. According to foun-
dation axiom, every graph has at most one decoration. As a result, the
graph of Figure 1 has one decoration and the graph of Figure 3 have no
decoration in the case foundation axiom holds true.

Definition 2

A proof (tree) is called non-well-founded if it is pictured by the graph
containing at least one infinite path.

For instance, the non-well-founded proof of Figure 4 is pictured by the
graph of Figure 3. It is an example of the proof tree with three cyclic paths.

The notion of cyclic proof tree first was introduced in Brother-
ston (2005), Brotherston (2006), Brotherston, Simpson (2007), and Spren-
ger (2003). The notion of non-Archimedean proof was introduced in Schu-
mann (2007), Schumann (2008). The proof tree of latter kind is non-well-
founded, too.

Figure 3. The example of non-well-founded graph tree decorated by the proof tree
in Figure 4
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a a
5. E, E

Figure 4. The example of non-well-founded proof pictured by the graph in Figure 3

3. Cyclic proofs

Argumentation is a kind of inferring from premisses. We will differ two
argumentation ways:
— proof argumentation (“the standpoint A is provable by arguments
By,...,B,”), it is a derivation in which the conjunction of premisses
By, ..., B, implies a derivable statement A,
— confirmation argumentation (“the standpoint —A is not provable by
arguments By,...,B,”, i.e. “A is confirmable by By,...,B,”), it is
a derivation in which the premisses are compatible with a derivable
statement.
By these definitions, the derivation supposed in proof argumentation is
a reflexive and transitive relation. Indeed, the standpoint A is provable by
the argument A and if the standpoint A is provable by the argument B and
B is provable by the argument C, then A is provable by the argument C. The
derivation supposed in confirmation argumentation is a reflexive, symmetric
and transitive relation. For instance, if the standpoint A is confirmable by
the argument B, then the standpoint B is confirmable by the argument A
and vice versa. As we see, confirmation argumentation can be viewed as
a kind of non-well-founded (cyclic) proof. More precisely, define the binary
relation Der of derivation as the least relation satisfying: whenever there
is a proof tree containing P in the conclusion and ) among the premises,
then Der(P, @) holds. Further, define Der’ to be the reflexive and transitive
closure of Der. We say two statements P and @ are mutually dependent if
both Der’/(P,Q) and Der’(Q, P) hold, i.e. Der’ is symmetric also.
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Usually, confirmation argumentation is regarded as probabilistic inferr-
ing, but there is the one more natural way to consider it as a kind of
non-well-founded proof, because in the real speech practice the argumen-
tation “if B then A” means “A is confirmable by B” very often. As an
example, let us compare the following two proof trees stated at the session
of the Association of Moscow Writers:

1 Pasternak is an individualist

He is closed into his internal world’

He is closed into his internal world

" He spites at our people, at our business’

3 He spites at our people, at our business

Pasternak is an individualist

(a) Pasternak wanted to receive the Nobel Prize,

(b) Many enemies of Soviet people received the Nobel Prize
such as the Fascist-like French writer A. Camus,

(¢) Usually, the Nobel Prize for Literature is awarded
for reasons of anti-Soviet policy

Pasternak is an enemy of Soviet people

The first reasoning belongs to G. Nikolaeva, the second to S. Smir-
nov. Evidently, Nikolaeva’s argumentation (her proof tree) is of the form
of cyclic proof because her statements “Pasternak is an individualist”, “He
is closed into his internal world”, “He spites at our people, at our busi-
ness” are mutually depended, while Smirnov’s argumentation is a standard
(well-founded) inferring though his derivation is probabilistic.

The majority of proof trees used at the session of the Association of
Moscow Writers is cyclic. So, the common root-derivable statement (stand-
point) of this session “Pasternak should be sent from our country” means
that according to his world outlook, Pasternak is an enemy of Soviet people.
The main arguments of Soviet writers that had to prove the root-derivable
statement were mutually depended with this standpoint. For instance,
G. Nikolayev’s argument “The story of Pasternak is the story of treason”,
V. Soloukhin’s argument “That book is the Cold War weapon against Com-
munism”, S. Baruzdin’s argument “Our people have not known Pasternak
as a writer, but they will remember him as a traitor” are compatible with
the standpoint, i.e. they just confirm it, but do not prove (in the standard
meaning of well-founded proof trees).
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Definition 3

An argumentation is cyclic if main arguments and a standpoint are
mutually depended.

Notice that the cyclic argumentation has the form of a cyclic (non-well-
founded) proof tree, where the root-derivable expression is a standpoint.
Obviously, this argumentation is pictured by the graph containing at least
one cyclic path.

4. Conclusion

The logical part of argumentation is not reduced to the standard,
well-founded proof theory. For example, in the case of excluding Boris Pa-
sternak from the Association of Writers of the USSR the logical part of
argumentation contained non-well-founded (cyclic) proofs. This does not
mean that it was an exception to the rule. Cyclic argumentation is used
very often in human speeches.
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Abstract: The purpose of this paper is to precisify and compare three relation-
ships between definition and argumentation: argumentation about definition,
argumentation from definition and argumentation by definition. Some modifi-
cation of the standard understanding of these relationships is suggested. Ad-
ditionally, it is argued that although real definitions are fallible and subject
to revision and change, this does not imply that they have to be persuasive,
manipulative definitions.

Keywords: real definition, nominal definition, stipulative definition, lexical
definition, persuasive definition, manipulative definition, argumentation, eva-
luation of definition and argumentation, condition of adequacy

1. Introduction

Let us begin with some general remarks on logic in the broad sense,
formal logic, informal logic (or critical thinking) and differences between
formal and informal logic. It can be said that logic in the broad sense consists
of formal logic (i.e. the logic of inference), the logic of language (i.e. logi-
cal /formal semiotics or semantics) and the logic of cognition or of knowledge
(epistemology, formal epistemology).

The field of formal logic is divided into traditional and contemporary
logic. Contemporary logic breaks down into classical and non-classical, ma-
thematical and philosophical. The distinction between formal logic and its
metalogic is also useful. Metalogic consists of model theory, definition theory,
recursive theory and proof theory. Set theory is considered a part of formal
logic.!

1 Some Polish logicians have played an important role in the development of formal
logic (including the formal theory of definition), see e.g. Tarski 1994; Stupecki, Borkow-
ski 1967; Kuratowski, Mostowski 1976; Grzegorczyk 1974; Adamowicz, Zbierski 1997; the
history of this topic see e.g. Kaminski 1977.
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Informal logic can be characterised as a theory and a practice (art),
which investigates a set of rules, useful for an analysis and evaluation of
formal (structural) and material correctness of everyday human thinking.
Informal logic (critical thinking) instructs:

a) how to express questions correctly (a theory of questions/problems),2

) how to define words and objects (a theory of definition),

c¢) how to classify different concepts and objects (a theory of classification),

) how to determine when instances of reasoning, persuasion, argumenta-

tion and justification are correct and when they are incorrect (a theory

of reasoning, of persuasion and manipulation, of argumentation, of ju-
stification?),

e) how to discuss various topics in a proper and effective way (a theory of
discussion /discourse),

f) how to competently use language as a tool of communication (a theory
of linguistic communication, a theory of language),

g) how knowledge on a specific topic may be gained by exercising the
relevant form of reasoning (a theory of knowledge, of rationality, of
action).

These procedures and their results are listed in this order to emphasise

that the concepts of action, rationality, knowledge, language and linguistic

communication that appear later in the list are superior to those appearing
at its beginning, such as discussion, justification, argumentation, etc.

The boundary between formal and informal logic is rather vague, be-
cause the domain of informal logic is formal to a certain extent. For it is
the type of logic, which constitutes a theory of correct forms of thinking:
questioning, defining, classifying, reasoning, arguing, discussing, etc. The
difference between formal and informal logic is that the latter does not use
formal methods or, if it does, uses them only in a limited way. On the other
hand, informal logic is informal in the sense that its approach is practical
or pragmatic. In other words, it is logic “with a human face”. The goal
of informal logic is to make everyday argumentations more logical, that is,
more precise and effective.

2 The following distinction is worthy of noticing: a knowledge-gaining procedure (such
as questioning, defining, classifying, etc.) and its result (a question, a definition, a classi-
fication, etc.). About the distinction: an action — a product (a procedure — a result) see
Twardowski 1999, pp. 103-132.

3 The theories of argumentation and justification are both the theories of know-
ledge-gaining procedures. But the theory of argumentation is more practical, than the
theory of justification, and it focuses on everyday argumentations, their rules and logical
fallacies (tricks) employed in such argumentations.
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2. Argumentations and Definitions

There is a relationship between argumentation and definition as well as
between a theory of argumentation and a theory of definition. A theory of
argumentation deals with analysis of the structure (form), roles (functions),
and goals of argumentations. It also evaluates whether argumentations are
logically correct (valid) or not. A theory of definition similarly concerns the
structure, roles, and goals of definitions and their usefulness.

3. Definitions

At least two types of definition theory may be distinguished: (a) a for-
mal theory of definition, which is a part of metalogic (see e.g. Curry 1958;
Czelakowski 2009) and (b) an informal theory of definition, which is included
in textbooks concerning informal logic (practical logic or critical thinking).
In this paper I am mainly interested in the informal analysis of definitions.

3.1. Some Types of Definitions

According to the contemporary, standard theory of definition? (see
e.g. Robinson 1950; Ajdukiewicz 1958a, pp. 114-126; Ajdukiewicz 1974,
pp- 57-84; Ajdukiewicz 1984, pp. 236-256; Jadacki 1995, pp. 139-152; Ka-
minski 1958a; Marciszewski 1994, pp. 183 ff.; Pawlowski 1980; Ziembin-
ski 1976, pp. 51-66; see also Hansson 2006, pp. 5-30) there are explicit
(full) and implicit (partial) definitions (This pertains to the structure of
definitions). An explicit definition consists of a word being defined (defi-
niendum), which occurs on the left side of the definition, and the formula
defining the word (definiens), which occurs on the right side of that defini-
tion. The definiendum and definiens are connected by a copula: an expres-
sion such as “is”, symbolised by the identity functor with abbreviation “df”
(=ar, = pr, = df, = Df) or “if and only if”, symbolised by the equiva-
lence functor (=, <) in the case, when the definiendum is a sentence. An
implicit definition takes the form of a conditional (“if ..., then ...”, sym-
bolically, —).

Among other types of definitions, the ostensive definition is fundamen-
tal. Its practical role is to characterise the meaning of primitive terms

4 T do not intend to present all types of definitions. I rather focus on those types which
are relevant for the main topic of my paper.
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(concepts), which have to be introduced into a language not only by lin-
guistic (verbal) means, but also by a gesture (indication). Janina Kotarbin-
ska explains that “it consists in pointing with a suitable gesture at a single
designatum of the term which is being defined and in making at the same
time a statement of the type ‘This is N, where ‘N’ stands for the term be-
ing defined” (Kotarbinska 1960, p. 2; see also Czezowski 2000a, pp. 103—109;
Marciszewski 1993b, pp. 95-106; Marciszewski 1994, pp. 183 ff.; Marciszew-
ski 1995, pp. 189-190).

The theory of definition distinguishes between real (empirical) and no-
minal definitions. The role of a real definition is to characterise the status
of an object (a thing or a phenomenon). A nominal definition indicates
what a word (name) means or denotes. It should be noted that “the con-
cepts of nominal definition and real definition are by no means mutually
exclusive, since there are statements which can be classed as both real and
nominal definitions” (Ajdukiewicz 1974, p. 84; see also e.g. Robinson 1950,
pp. 24 ff.). It is worthwhile to remember that if, for example, we want to
provide a real definition for what human life is (or rationality, freedom, de-
mocracy, law, discrimination, etc.), then we use a name such as “human
life” (“rationality”, “freedom”, “democracy”, “law”, “discrimination”, etc.)
and formulate a nominal definition which expresses what this word means
(denotes).

A definition by genus and differentia (i.e. an essential definition, which
is a kind of form of real definition) indicates what a given class of things®
(species) is in terms of a broader class, the genus-class, which includes the
defined species-class, and a specific (essential, important) property (differen-
tia specifica) which only objects of the defined species-class have (e.g. Man
is a rational animal). This property distinguishes the defined species-class
from other species-classes belonging to the same genus-class.

A descriptive definition gives a description of the class of things defined
but does not have a “classical” form (structure) of the definition in terms
of genus and differentia.

A connotative definition includes a group of properties (especially essen-
tial ones) that belong to the class of things defined. A denotative definition
fixes the class of things, which belong to the definiendum of such a definition.

Stipulative, lexical, and persuasive definitions are also distinguished in
the theory of definition. A stipulative definition (stipulation) establishes how

5 The topic of natural kinds (classes) of things or phenomenon — like e.g. chemical
elements, biological species, etc. — is important in contemporary philosophy of language
and science (see e.g. Kripke 1981, pp. 106-155; Putnam 1975, pp. 139-152, 192-271).
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a new word, which is to be introduced, will be understood (e.g. the term
“e-mail” was introduced in such a way). The function of a precising definition
is to precisify an imprecise (ambiguous and vaguet) meaning of a word. This
type of definition is useful, among other things, in law when one needs to
characterise for example what “disabled person” means. A lexical definition
gives the meaning of a given word as it is used in a language-using society.
Dictionaries are full of such definitions.

The purpose of a persuasive definition is to promote whichever meaning
of a word is thought to be the right or the most useful one (see e.g. Ste-
venson 1938, pp. 331-350; Stevenson 1944, pp. 206 ff.; Schiappa 1993,
pp. 403 ff.; Macagno, Walton 2008a, pp. 203—-228; Macagno, Walton 2008b;
pp. 525-549). “If a persuasive definition is meant to persuade, and thus
has a function as an argument, it could perform this function quite appro-
priately, provided there is no deception or confusion about what its real
purpose is. This formal dialogue model of persuasion throws a new light on
persuasive definitions. Viewed within such a model, a persuasive definition
is not just a stipulation or fiat” (Walton 2005, p. 179). The intention of
a persuasive definition may be misleading or may not (e.g. Walton 2001,
pp. 119 ff.; Walton 2005, pp. 164 ff.). It is worth of noting that stipulative
and lexical definitions both may be used in a persuasive role.

3.2. Rules of Definitions (Conditions for Correctness of Definitions)

Traditionally, the most important and frequently quoted rules for de-
finitions” are the following (see e.g. Ajdukiewicz 1974, pp. 68-70; Ziembin-
ski 1976, pp. 61-64):

a) In the case of an explicit definition, the word defined (definiendum) must
not be used in the definiens. If the rule is not fulfilled, then a fallacy
occurs (“circulus (vitiosus) in definiendo” — “idem per idem” ).

b) An unknown word must not be defined by using other words which are
also unknown to someone (the fallacy of “ignotum per ignotum”).

6 An interesting thing is that on the one hand people, who specialise in the theory of
definition claim that the role of a precising definition is the precisification of terms which
are imprecise, i.e. ambiguous or vague. But on the other hand in the contemporary theory
of vagueness definitional strategy is not considered a useful tool to deal with vagueness.
The question is whether it is possible to build an agreement between these points of view.
If yes, then how? But it is a topic for yet another paper (see e.g. Kublikowski 2003).

7 Some rules can be already found in the ancient or modern theories of definition, for
example in Thomas Hobbes’ remarks on definitions (see e.g. Kaminski 1958b, pp. 53-54).

8 Traditional theory of definition does not allow a definition to be circular. But today
some logicians do not acknowledge the circularity of definitions as a fallacy (see e.g. Wal-
ton 1985; Gupta 1988-89; Gupta 2008).
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c) With regard to a lexical definition the connotation (intension) and deno-
tation (extension) of the definiendum and the definiens must be iden-
tical, i.e. mutually interchangeable (the condition of adequacy). This
condition is problematic in the case of real (empirical) definitions. I will
try to show this in a subsequent part of this paper.

d) The extensions of the definiendum and definiens of a lexical definition
must not be mutually exclusive.

e) The extension of the definiens of a lexical definition must not overlap
with the extension of the definiendum (see (f) and (g)).

f) The extension of the definiens of a lexical definition must not be superior
to the extension of the definiendum (i.e. the definition must not be
too wide).

g) The extension of the definiens of a lexical definition must not be inferior
to the extension of the definiendum (i.e. the definition must not be too
narrow).

In this paper I focus on what makes a definition or argumentation ma-
terially correct (the condition of material or empirical correctness, i.e. the
condition of adequacy), rather than on what makes either of these formally
correct (the condition of formal correctness).

In order to analyse the issue of correctness and incorrectness in ar-
gumentation, it is useful to introduce a distinction between explicit and
implicit incorrectness (fallacy). Ezplicit incorrectness in argumentation oc-
curs when an argumentation itself is not correct: an example of this form of
incorrectness occurs when an invalid scheme of inference is applied so that
the conclusion of an argumentation does not follow from the premises of
the argumentation. Implicit incorrectness occurs when knowledge-gaining
procedures and their results (i.e. questioning and questions, defining and
definitions, classifying and classification, etc.), applied in argumentation,
are not correct.?

Argumentations and definitions are interconnected in many different
ways. Let us now analyse some of these ways.

4. Argumentation about Definition

Edward Schiappa (1993, p. 404) observes an interesting distinction that
is expressed in The New Rhetoric written by Chaim Perelman and Lucie

9 For some fallacious usages of definitions in argumentations see also e.g. Koszo-
wy 2007.

234



Definition Within the Structure of Argumentation

Olbrechts-Tyteca: “the argumentative character of definitions always pre-
sents two closely connected aspects which must nevertheless be distin-
guished, since they deal with two phases of the reasoning: definitions can
be supported or validated by argument; they themselves are arguments”
(1969, p. 213). The distinction between argumentation about definition and
argumentation from definition has been known since the time of Plato
and Aristotle (Weaver 1953, p. 86). An argumentation about definition
is designed to arrive at definition, which is useful to further discussion
(Schiappa 1993, pp. 403 ff.; Schiappa 2003, pp. 33 ff.; see also McGee 1999,
pp. 141 ff.).

I understand argumentation about definition in a similar way to
Schiappa. It is a useful enterprise, a procedure in which people seek to
formulate a definition of something, for example, a definition of human life.
In such cases people try to obtain — by means of argumentation — a specific
result: an adequate definition of human life. Such a definition is needed to
guide social debate and legal regulations concerning whether abortion in-
volves Kkilling human life or is just a type of surgery, similar to a surgical
removal of the vermiform appendix.

In the case of argumentation about definition an argumentative process
is finished when a definition is obtained. In other words, a definition is an
ending point (a conclusion) of a discussion. In the next case a definition
already obtained is a useful tool in a further discourse.

5. Argumentation from Definition

A definition can be the starting point of a discussion. It is good to have
a definition of the topic at the beginning of a discussion. The definition
delivers the meanings of key words, involved in a discussion, explaining how
these words — like “human life”, “abortion”, “euthanasia” or “human death”
— are understood by members of the discussion. This kind of a definition
usually is an explicit, nominal definition.

Yet, it is important to remember that the concepts of nominal definition
and real definition are not mutually exclusive (see e.g. Ajdukiewicz 1974,
p. 84). For in some cases a statement may function as a nominal definition
and also as a real definition.

“Standard definitions represent temporary agreements of an audience
as to how particular words are to be understood. [...] Well-established and
uncontroversial definitions (dormant definitions-as-arguments) are a rheto-
rical resource that an arguer can draw upon in constructing arguments”
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(Schiappa 1993, p. 404; see also Schiappa 2003, p. 169; Walton 2008,
pp. 129 ff.; Walton and Macagno 2008, pp. 81 ff.). The problem amounts to
finding a definition which is well-established and uncontroversial for users
of a language.

An argumentation from definition is similar to an argumentation by
definition and it is difficult to distinguish them in a precise way (see
e.g. McGee 1999, pp. 141 ff.). However, in the next section I will try to
make this distinction clearer.

6. Argumentation by Definition

In my view the most powerful usage of a definition occurs in the case of
an argumentation by definition, when a definition plays the role of a premise
in an argumentative structure.

A nominal definition — which gives an understanding of a key word for
a discussion — may be used in this role (see argumentation from definition).
But such a function may also be played by a definition, which has been
traditionally called “a real definition”. According to the ancient Aristotelian
tradition, the goal of a real definition is to establish (discover) essential
properties of the class of things which are being defined.

However, despite the fact that the concept of real definition has a long
tradition, some scholars — for example Schiappa — have criticised it. The
definition of death can be an interesting illustration of his point of view.

6.1. Case Study: Death

For many centuries a person was determined to have died when a phy-
sician had examined whether that person’s heart and lungs had stopped
functioning, that is, whether the person’s pulse and the breathing had
ceased. A mirror had been a traditional instrument used to look for signs
of breathing. If these signs of life were determined absent, then the per-
son in question was certified dead. The technological advancement in medi-
cine (e.g. life-support machinery) made this traditional definition of death
problematic (Schiappa 1993, p. 408; see also Schiappa 2003, pp. 35-48).
According to the definition later introduced “permanent loss of whole
brain functioning has always been the underlying criterion of death” (Cul-
ver and Gert 1982, p. 187; see also Walton 1980). Schiappa objected
that such definitions are traditionally understood, unchangeable real de-
finitions (in other words, traditionally understood, unchangeable real de-
finitions by genus and differentia or real descriptive definitions, etc.). Ac-
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cording to Schiappa, even if we assume that it is possible to obtain real
definitions, then such definitions must not be understood as uncontro-
versial, permanent and unchangeable, but as redefinitions, subject to re-
vision, renegotiation and modification in the context of change in pe-
ople’s perceptions of reality. Rather than counting the presented defini-
tions of death as real, Schiappa would considered these as nominal (le-
xical, dictionary), stipulative,l© persuasive, and in some cases, manipula-
tive definitions (Schiappa 1993; Schiappa 2003; see also McGee 1999; Tits-
worth 1999, pp. 171-184; Walton 2008, pp. 129 ff.; Walton and Macag-
no 2008, pp. 81 ff.).

I share Schiappa’s objections only partially. A criticism of his view may
be expressed by the following question: Is it a sufficient reason to disqualify
and even abandon the concept of real definition just because so-called real
definitions must be revisable and changeable?

Discovering an essential property (a nature) of a class of things does
not involve a unique, intuitive act, but a difficult, long-term — perhaps
unending — empirical and discursive process. The purpose of this process
is to deliver a real definition. But the meaning of a definiendum and de-
finiens of an obtained definition — as Schiappa also claims — may be re-
vised and changed (corrected). This type of a definition in fact is only
approximately, but not totally, adequate!! (see e.g. Ajdukiewicz 1958b,
pp. 29-46; see also Kotarbinski 1966; Putnam 1975, p. 200; Kublikow-
ski 2007). It can be called “a real-hypothetic definition” (Marciszew-
ski 1995, pp. 187 ff.). Let us illustrate this claim by means of a few
examples.

6.2. Case Study: Scurvy, Puerperal Fever and Influenza

In fact, the revision and change of a real definition is a standard process
in the development of empirical research. In theories, which try to explain
the nature (i.e. fundamental properties) of objects of a species, the de-
finition of species is modified to characterise more and more adequately
the fundamental properties of the things of a class. For example, some
time ago, due to the definition of infectious disease as something caused
by communicable micro-organisms, scurvy — which was wide spread among

10 According to David Zarefsky argumentation by definition is an argumentation, in
which the “key definitional move is simply stipulated, as if it were a natural step along
the way of justifying some other claim” (1998, p. 5).

11 See the rules of correctness of definitions.
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seamen in polar regions — had been considered a highly infectious disease,
whereas puerperal fever had been considered a non-infectious disease. How-
ever, later this disease, which really satisfied the definition was included
into the extension of the term “infectious disease” and that one, which
did not satisfied the definition was excluded from that extension (Czezow-
ski 2000b, pp. 98-99). Some different strategies can be distinguished in this
example:

a) If a thing (or phenomenon) does not satisfy an already established defi-
nition, then such a thing (or phenomenon) is not considered an element
of the extension of the definiendum. For example, in the past scientists
had supposed that scurvy had been caused by infection. So on the ba-
sis of the definition of infectious disease they had considered it to be
a highly infectious disease. But when it was discovered that the real
cause of this disease was a deficiency of vitamin C, then scurvy was
excluded from the extension of “infectious disease”. On the other hand,
in the past scientists had not known that puerperal fever is caused by
infection. So they had not acknowledged this disease as an infectious
one. Later they discovered the real cause and agreed that puerperal
fever satisfied the definition of infectious disease. In this way puerpe-
ral fever came to be included in the extension of the term “infectious
disease”.

b) On the basis of empirical research the whole definition (definiens) can
be revised, acknowledged as inadequate (e.g. too narrow) and in effect
corrected or completely changed (see the rules of correctness of defini-
tions).

The case of influenza provides an interesting example of such a de-
finitional change (Marciszewski 1994, p. 212; see also Marciszewski 1993a,
pp. 169 ff.; Marciszewski 1995, pp. 181 ff.). According to etymology influenza
had been defined as the epidemic caused by the influence of heavenly bo-
dies. The meaning of “influenza” had been linked to a naive astrological
concept. After the decline of astrology, this primitive, pre-scientific defini-
tion of influenza was abandoned for a new definition, which expressed the
results of clinical observations: Influenza is “an acute highly contagious in-
fectious virus disease that occurs in endemic, epidemic, or pandemic forms,
is characterized by sudden onset, fever, prostration, severe aches and pains,
and progressive inflammation of the respiratory mucous membrane” (Web-
ster 1993, p. 1160). When biologists — on the basis of empirical research —
discovered that a virus had been the real cause of this disease, they agreed
that it would be reasonable to redefine influenza according to the results of
their research.
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7. Definitions and Their Pragmatic, Persuasive and Manipulative
Role

Schiappa claims that:

definitions are human-made, not found; constructed, not discovered. Accordin-
gly the question arguers should be asking is not “What is X?” but rather “How
ought we use the word X?” or “What should be described by the word X?” Nor-
mative questions of this sort cannot be answered acontextually; they virtually
compel interlocutors to address the pragmatic needs of a given community
of language-users located in a particular historical moment. The theoretical
phrase “denotative conformity” should not obscure the fact that advocates
of new definitions seek to alter the behavior of an audience (Schiappa 1993,
p. 413; see also McGee 1999, pp. 141 ff.).

I accept the distinction between “What is X?7” and “How ought we use
the word X?” (“What should be described by the word X?7”). Nevertheless,
if we understand the expressions “ought”/“should” in a normative way —
as Schiappa does (and I agree with him on this point) — and if we realise,
that the meaning of the expressions “ought” and “should” is normative
but not arbitrary, then the following problem remains: On what foundation
(basis) do we fix the specific definition (description) of the meaning (con-
notation/denotation) of a word X? Is mere social agreement this unique
foundation? I do not think so.

I agree with the claim that definitions may play pragmatic, persuasive,
or even manipulative roles. A wider (broader) or a narrower definition may
be promoted (see the rules of correctness of definitions) for manipulative
purposes. For example, adherents of radical anarchist social systems support
a wider and less restrictive definition of human freedom, as the ability to
do what s/he wants etc., for political purposes.

But it is important to remember that definitions — real (empirical) defi-
nitions — play not only a pragmatic role, but also a syntactic and a semantic
role. Namely, on the one hand, the definiendum of a real (empirical) defini-
tion denotes (refers to) the class of things, which are being defined. But on
the other hand, the definiens continues to be revised in the light of new em-
pirical findings. So, the definiens expresses an acquired, realistic, empirical
knowledge. Thus, the definiens is not just arbitrary constructed by a com-
munity of scientists, politicians, etc., as epistemological constructivism may
suggest (see Kublikowski 2007, pp. 136 ff.).
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8. Conclusions

The theory of definition is useful for the theory of argumentation, be-
cause it helps to distinguish different types of definitions. In addition, the
rules of definitional correctness indicate which definitions satisfy conditions
and which do not. Such knowledge of definitions allows one to use defini-
tions in argumentations in a proper and effective way, as well as to analyse
and evaluate the correctness of those argumentations in which definitions
are applied. Such knowledge also permits one to detect fallacious definitions
and to correct them.

The theory of definition explains how real (empirical) definitions are
fallible, revisable, changeable, corrigible, and not totally adequate. But this
fact constitutes no evidence for the claim that real definitions are fallacious
and that they are simply persuasive, manipulative definitions. It is simply
the case that human, realistic, empirical knowledge is fallible, revisable,
changeable, and corrigible, and that this phenomenon has to be taken into
account in the context of the theory of argumentation when dealing with
human argumentative discourse.!2

References

Adamowicz, Z. & Zbierski, P. (1997), Logic of Mathematics: A Modern
Course of Classical Logic, John Wiley & Sons, New York.

Ajdukiewicz, K. (1958a), ‘Three Concepts of Definition’, Logique et Analyse
(1) 3-4, 114-126.

Ajdukiewicz, K. (1958b), Zarys Logiki (An Outline of Logic), Panstwowe
Zaktady Wydawnictw Szkolnych, Warszawa.

Ajdukiewicz, K. (1974), Pragmatic Logic, transl. from Polish by O. Wojta-
siewicz, PWN — Polish Scientific Publishers, Warszawa and D. Reidel
Publishing Company, Dordrecht — Boston.

Ajdukiewicz, K. (1984), ‘On Definitions’, Dialectics and Humanism, Special
issue: Anthology of Contemporary Polish Philosophy, 2, 236-256.

12 1 express my gratitude to Prof. Barry Smith (State University of New York, USA),
Prof. Douglas Walton (University of Windsor, Canada), Prof. Witold Marciszewski (Uni-
versity of Bialystok, Poland), Prof. Andrzej Bronk (John Paul II Catholic University of
Lublin, Poland) and Prof. Agnieszka Lekka-Kowalik (John Paul IT Catholic University of
Lublin, Poland) for their helpful remarks.

240



Definition Within the Structure of Argumentation

Culver, C. M. & Gert, B. (1982), Philosophy in Medicine. Conceptual and
Ethical Issues in Medicine and Psychiatry, Oxford University Press,
New York.

Curry, H. B. (1958), ‘On Definitions in Formal Systems’, Logique et Ana-
lyse (1) 3—4, 105-114.

Czelakowski, J. (2009), ‘Monotone Relations, Fixed Points and Recursive
Definitions’, in D. Makinson, J. Malinowski and H. Wansing, eds., To-
wards Mathematical Philosophy: Papers from the Studia Logica Con-
ference Trends in Logic 1V, Springer, Berlin, pp. 125-164.

Czezowski, T. (2000a), ‘Deictic Definitions’, in T. Czezowski, Knowledge,
Science, and Values. A Program for Scientific Philosophy, L. Guman-
ski, ed., transl. from Polish by N. Czarkowska, Rodopi, Amsterdam —
Atlanta, GA, pp. 103-109.

Czezowski, T. (2000b), ‘On Traditional Distinctions between Definitions’,
in T. Cgzezowski, Knowledge, Science, and Values. A Program for
Scientific Philosophy, L. Gumanski, ed., transl. from Polish by
N. Czarkowska, Rodopi, Amsterdam — Atlanta, GA, pp. 96-102.

Grzegorczyk, A. (1974), An Outline of Mathematical Logic: Fundamental
Results and Notions Fxplained with All Details, transl. from Polish
by O. Wojtasiewicz and W. Zawadowski, PWN — Polish Scientific
Publishers, Warszawa and D. Reidel Publishing Company, Dordrecht
— Boston.

Gupta, A. (1988-89), ‘Remarks on Definitions and the Concept of Truth’,
Proceedings of the Aristotelian Society 89, 227-246.

Gupta, A. (2008), ‘Definitions’, in Stanford Encyclopedia of Philosophy,
http: //www.science.uva.nl/~seop/entries/definitions/, (25.03.2009).

Hansson, S. O. (2006), ‘How to Define — a Tutorial’, Principios. Revista de
Filosofia (13) 19-20, 5-30.

Jadacki, J. J. (1995), ‘Definition, Explication and Paraphrase in the Ajdu-
kiewiczian Tradition’, in V. Sinisi and J. Wolenski, eds., The Heri-
tage of Kazimierz Ajdukiewicz, Rodopi, Amsterdam — Atlanta, GA,
pp. 139-152.

Kaminski, S. (1958a), Gergonne’a Teoria Definicji (The Gergonne’a The-
ory of Definition), Towarzystwo Naukowe Katolickiego Uniwersytetu
Lubelskiego, Lublin (with French Summary).

Kaminski, S. (1958b), ‘Hobbesa Teoria Definicji’ (The Hobbes’ Theory of
Definition), Studia Logica (7) 1, 43-69 (with English Summary).

241



Robert Kublikowski

Kaminski, S. (1977), ‘The Development of Logic and the Philosophy of
Science in Poland after the Second World War’, Journal for General
Philosophy of Science (8) 1, 163-171.

Koszowy, M. (2007), ‘A Methodological Approach to Argument Evaluation’,
in F. H. van Eemeren, J. A. Blair, C. A. Willard, and B. Garssen, eds.,
Proceedings of the Sixth Conference of the International Society for
the Study of Argumentation, Sic Sat — International Center for the
Study of Argumentation, Amsterdam, pp. 803-807.

Kotarbinska, J. (1960), ‘On Ostensive Definitions’, Philosophy of Science
(27) 1, 1-22.
Kotarbinski, T. (1966), Gnosiology: The Scientific Approach to the Theory

of Knowledge, G. Bidwell and C. Pinder, eds., transl. from Polish by
O. Wojtasiewicz; Pergamon Press, Oxford and Ossolineum, Wroctaw.

Kripke S. A. (1981), Naming and Necessity, Wiley — Blackwell, Hoboken,
New Jersey.

Kublikowski, R. (2003), ‘Language, Vagueness and Definition’, 50 Years of
Studia Logica, Conference I, Warszawa — Maqdralin,
http: //www.ifispan.waw.pl/studialogica/Kublikowski.pdf,
(25.03.2009).

Kublikowski, R. (2007), Definicja Realna i jej Funkcje (Real Definition and
Its Functions), Ph.D. Dissertation, John Paul II Catholic University
of Lublin.

Kuratowski, K. & Mostowski, A. (1976), Set Theory with an Introduction to
Descriptive Set Theory, transl. from Polish by M. Maczynski, PWN —
Polish Scientific Publishers, Warszawa and North-Holland Publishing
Company, Amsterdam — New York — Oxford.

Macagno, F. & Walton, D. (2008a), ‘Persuasive Definitions: Values, Mean-
ings and Implicit Disagreements’, Informal Logic (28) 3, 203-228.

Macagno, F. & Walton, D. (2008b), ‘The Argumentative Structure of
Persuasive Definitions’, Ethical Theory and Moral Practice (11) 5,
525-549.

Marciszewski, W. (1993a), ‘Arguments Founded on Creative Definitions’,
i E. C. W. Krabbe, R. J. Dalitz and P. A. Smit, eds., Empirical
Logic and Public Debate. Essays in Honour of Else M. Barth, Rodopi,
Amsterdam — Atlanta, GA, pp. 169-182.

Marciszewski, W. (1993b), ‘Ostensive Definition as a Prototype of a Real
Definition’, in R. Poli, ed., Consciousness, Knowledge, and Truth.

242



Definition Within the Structure of Argumentation

Essays in Honour of Jan Srzednicki, Kluwer Academic Publishers,
Dordrecht — Boston — London, pp. 95-106.

Marciszewski, W. (1994), Logic from a Rhetorical Point of View, Walter de
Gruyter, Berlin — New York.

Marciszewski, W. (1995), ‘Real Definitions and Creativity’, in V. Sinisi and
J. Wolenski, eds., The Heritage of Kazimierz Ajdukiewicz, Rodopi,
Amsterdam — Atlanta, GA, pp. 181-194.

McGee, B. R. (1999), ‘The Argument from Definition Revisited: Race
and Definition in the Progressive Era’, Argumentation and Advocacy
(35) 4, 141-158.

Pawlowski, T. (1980), Concept Formation in the Humanities and the Social
Sciences, Kluwer Academic Publishers, Dordrecht — Boston — London.

Perelman, C. & Olbrechts-Tyteca, L. (1969), The New Rhetoric: A Treatise
on Argumentation, transl. from French by J. Wilkinson and P. Weaver,
Notre Dame University Press, Notre Dame.

Putnam, H. (1975), Mind, Language, and Reality, Philosophical Papers,
vol. IT, Cambridge University Press, Cambridge.

Robinson, R. (1950), Definition, Clarendon Press, Oxford.

Schiappa, E. (1993), ‘Arguing about Definitions’, Argumentation (7) 4,
403-417.

Schiappa, E. (2003), Defining Reality. Definitions and the Politics of Mean-
ing, Southern Illinois University Press, Carbondale and Edwardsville.

Stupecki, J. & Borkowski, L. (1967), Elements of Mathematical Logic and
Set Theory, transl. from Polish by O. Wojtasiewicz, PWN — Polish
Scientific Publishers, Warszawa and Pergamon Press, Oxford.

Stevenson, C. L. (1938), ‘Persuasive Definitions’, Mind (47) 187, 331-350.

Stevenson, C. L. (1944), Ethics and Language, Yale University Press, New
Haven, CT.

Tarski, A. (1994), Introduction to Logic and to the Methodology of Deductive
Sciences, Oxford University Press, Oxford.

Titsworth, B. S. (1999), ‘An Ideological Basis for Definition in Public Argu-
ment: A Case Study of the Individuals with Disabilities in Education
Act’, Argumentation and Advocacy (35) 4, 171-184.

Twardowski, K. (1999), ‘Actions and Products (1912)’, in K. Twardowski,
On Actions, Products and Other Topics in Philosophy, J. L. Brandl,
J. Wolenski, eds., transl. from Polish by A. Szylewicz, Rodopi, Am-
sterdam — Atlanta, GA, pp. 103-132.

243



Robert Kublikowski

Walton, D. (1980), Brain Death. Ethical Considerations, Purdue University,
West Lafayette.

Walton, D. (1985), ‘Are Circular Arguments Necessarily Vicious?’, Ameri-
can Philosophical Quarterly (22) 4, 263-274.

Walton, D. (2001), ‘Persuasive Definitions and Public Policy Arguments’,
Argumentation and Advocacy (37) 3, 117-132.

Walton, D. (2005), ‘Deceptive Arguments Containing Persuasive Language
and Persuasive Definitions’, Argumentation (19) 2, 159-186.

Walton, D. (2008), ‘Arguing from Definition to Verbal Classification: The
Case of Redefining Planet to Exclude Pluto’, Informal Logic (28) 2,
129-154.

Walton, D. and F. Macagno (2008), ‘Reasoning from Classifications and
Definitions’, Argumentation (23) 1, 81-107.

Weaver, R. (1953/1985), The Ethics of Rhetoric, Hermagoras, Davis, CA.

Webster’s Third New International Dictionary of the English Language
Unabridged (1993), P. Babcock Gove, ed., Kénemann Verlagsgesell-
schaft, Cologne.

Zarefsky, D. (1998), ‘Definitions’, in J. F. Klumpp, ed., Argument in a Time
of Change: Definitions, Frameworks, and Critiques, National Commu-
nication Association, Annandale, VA, pp. 1-11.

Ziembinski, Z. (1976), Practical Logic, transl. from Polish by L. Ter-Oga-
nian, PWN — Polish Scientific Publishers, Warszawa and D. Reidel
Publishing Company, Dordrecht — Boston.

Robert Kublikowski

Faculty of Philosophy

John Paul IT Catholic University of Lublin
Aleje Ractawickie 14, 20-950 Lublin, Poland
robertk@kul.lublin.pl

244



STUDIES IN LOGIC, GRAMMAR AND RHETORIC 16 (29) 2009

Douglas Walton
University of Windsor

Fabrizio Macagno
Universita Cattolica del Sacro Cuore di Milano

CLASSIFICATION AND AMBIGUITY:
THE ROLE OF DEFINITION IN
A CONCEPTUAL SYSTEM

Abstract: With the advent of the semantic web, the problem of ambiguity is
becoming more and more urgent. Semantic analysis is necessary for explaining
and resolving some sorts of ambiguity by inquiring into the relation between
possibilities of predication and definition of a concept in order to solve problems
of interpretation of natural language discourse. Computing is now confronting
such problems of linguistic analysis (Diggelen et al. 2004), and it is worth inquir-
ing into the development of linguistic studies that can be useful for developing
the theoretical background of ontologies. Our proposal is to develop a workable
solution that passes between the horns of the dilemma posed by the traditional
metaphysical approach versus the modern relativistic account. We interpret the
ancient notion of essential definition in a pragmatic perspective, and show how
the dialectical definition by genus and difference corresponds to the semantic
analysis of the definiendum.

Keywords: semantics, argumentation, definition, ontologies, classification

1. Introduction

Semantic analysis of a certain sort is shown in this paper to be necessary
to allow interlocutors understand each other, and to deal with problems of
polysemy and ambiguity. What ontologies deal with is not simply the rela-
tionship between words and meanings, but rather the organization of con-
cepts in systems. The distinction (see for instance Niremburg and Raskin
2001, p. 154) between names of concepts and the structure of concepts, and
the analysis of the latter as a tool to resolve ambiguity, suggests the need for
an instrument of semantic analysis, providing a description of the concept.
What will be offered in this paper is a pragmatic system of definition to
be used as a dialogical tool for resolving misunderstandings and conflicts
of opinion. Conceiving definition in a dialogical way is shown to conflict
with both traditional and modern approaches to definition. The concept
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of “essential definition” was regarded in longstanding philosophical tradi-
tion as a purely metaphysical concept, expressing the immutable essence of
a thing. However, this quest for the essence of things led only to metaphy-
sical speculations and to unsolvable conflicts of opinion arising from them.
The approach failed to achieve any real success in helping rat