Deduction, Induction, Conduction: An Attempt at Unifying

Natural Language Argument Structure!

FRANK ZENKER
University of Lund, Departments of Philosophy &

Cognitive Science (frank.zenker@fil.lu.se)

Abstract: Focusing on argument as product, we give a gersdratacterization of the conductive or
pro/con argument structure and propose a simplé il@omplete) model for assigning weights (as in
“weighing the pros and cons”). These weights simalicate theimportanceof individual premises for a
conclusion. We then attempt a reductive treatméthi@deductive and the inductive as limiting casks
the conductive argument structure. Two sufficidnit perhaps non necessary criteria for distingagshi
these structures are proposed: (i) the differendeformational content of an argument’s conclusitma
vis its premises and (ii) the behavior of the suppiwat is conferred by an argument’s premises upon it
conclusion. The two step reduction proceeds vi fionstraining the range of assignable weighta-(co
ductive to inductive) to a constant value, and thestricting the informational difference betwear-p
mises and conclusions (inductive to deductive). Mgpose two minimum conditions for the evaluation

of conductive arguments. The main aim is to addaassified understanding of argumentative structure

1. Introduction
At the top level of what might be called the mostrenched ontology of natural lan-
guage argument, two structures are distinguishiesldeéductiveand theinductive one
(Sinnot-Armstrong & Fogelin 2010, Rehg 2009, Snélbdnkemans 2001). The first is
characterized as an information-preserving tramsifrom premise(s) to a conclusion,
the latter as an information-enlarging transitig@ftentimes, ‘truth’ or ‘content’ is
substituted for ‘information’.) The shared contentiappears to be that more fine
grained distinctions should be drawn “further bélow

It might too early to say iébductionhas lost the race for recognition as a third
top level category. Should it loose, then presusnéblkause its structure appears to be
too similar to (reverse) deduction. Another cantiddaconduction proposed by Well-
man (1971, 1975) and revived by Govier (1987a,19912001). Among its premises,

conductive arguments feature counter-consideratag@nst premises, conclusion or
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both. This structure is saturated by an accumulatibindividually non-decisive rea-
sons. It is empirically validated in deliberativedainterpretative contexts (Ball 1995).
With Wellman, we hold that the conductive structah®uld not be treated as a
variant of the deductive or the inductive dre.case the conductive structure would be
treated as a token of the deductive structure,-agepted properties of the deductive
structure are lost, which is an undesirable outcomather, in case the conductive
structure would béreated as a token of the inductive structure, thendistinction be-
tween ‘a premise being acceptsdnpliciter and ‘a premise being acceptehd
weighed(or valued in importance)’ is leveled, which idedst equally undesirabfe.
Moreover, we claim that reducing the conductivehe inductive structure is
more promising than a reduction of the conductivéhe deductive structure, but never-
theless mistaken. Instead, we investigate the (prably unorthodox) attempt of re-
versing this process, seeking to understand thectie as a limiting case of the con-
ductive structure. We think there is case to beenaad also the deductive structure

might be understood as a limiting case of the cotide: structure.

2.1 The conductive structure
By ‘conductive structure’ we refer to the abstrpobperties of those natural language

arguments (as opposed to their contents) thatamnstructable such that:

0] Pro-reasons and counter-considerations form (ndyntaio) groups, the
elements of which are partially ordered ssmescale capturing the notion
comparative importance

(i) Pro-reasons confer positive and con-reasons negstipport to the conclu-

sionor some group element.

2 “[I] must admit that the reasons for a moral jodmt do not logically entail it; that is, the logic

connection between factual premises and moral asimis cannot be deductive. Those who hold
that all reasoning is deductive, or even eitherud#de or inductive, must reject my view of moral
knowledge because the sort to thinking involveavaighing the pros and cons is neither deductive
nor inductive.” Wellman (1972, 1988: 292)

This is opposed to Bickenbach and Davis's (198#8tf.) claim: “If conduction were straightfor-
wardly a matter of weighing (...) the argument wobddeither deductive or inductive”.
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(i) An on balance principlandicates that support for the conclusion is based

on or comes about by considering more than onepgrou

The above three conditions appear sufficient tatiiea conductive structure, but they
are perhaps not necessary.

The conductive structure is also known as the prdfa argument form (Naess
2005). Following Wellman (1971), who considerednitthe context of case-by case
(ethical) reasoning, and Govier, who later revited term and the idea within argu-
mentation theory, the conductive structure is atterzed most markedly by its conclu-
sion being arrived at throughwaeighing of pro reasons against counter-considersi
On Wellman'’s view, “[t]o claim that a statementrige is to claim that the reasons for it
outweigh the reasons against it” (1971: 192). Rrthgea weaker claim is accepted in
the context of pro/con argument: To claim that @ppsal (not a statement) is accepta-
ble (not true) is to claim that the reasons fautweigh the reasons against it.

Several disciplines (e.g., economics, jurisprudepaoditical science, psycholo-
gy, philosophy) acknowledge a weighing of consiters as an indispensable feature
of deliberation. However, little is known about theocesses or mechanisms (if any)
that sustain it. Since the 1960s, mathematical ihuylées regarded to have established
the principled impossibility oflwaysarriving at a unique aggregated preference order
(Arrow’s theoremn. Should results transfer, this goes at least seaetowards explain-
ing why little attention has been paid to the carithe structure.

Moreover, with Wellman, many are of the opinionttkizere is no formal or
general logic that could be used to evaluate canduarguments in the same sense that
de- or inductive arguments may be evaluated. THEnaooccurs on the grounds of a
principled distinction betweepractical andtheoreticalreasoning (e.g., Kock 2009a,b).

Briefly addressing evaluative standards at the, evel are mainly concerned
with relations between deduction, induction anddrantion. Our starting point is to

question the usefulness of the practical/theoretiistinction for argument structures.

4 The on balance principle may be added in thengtcaction or contained in the discourse. Typigally

it will be a variation on: “While I/we acknowledg®eur reasons for X, l/we hold that ...".
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2.2 Criteriafor Distinguishing Deductive, Inductive and Conductive Structures
For the purpose of distinguishing the conductiwarfrthe deductive and the inductive

structure, two criteria will be employed.

0] The comparative difference between the infdioral contert of the premise-
setvis a visthe conclusionigformational conteng
(i)  The dynamic behavior of the support relatioetween premise and conclusion

under premise-revisiormynamics.

By support relationwe designate what is also calldjumentativestrengthor justifica-
tory force (van Eemeren and Grootendorst 2004).dgpamic behaviowe designate
the effect suffered by this support relation upoengse retraction or premise addition.
By premisesand conclusion we designate natural language sentences and (theeir
scriptive or normative propositional) contens., [ C shall mean tha€C is a conse-
guence of a set of premifg, , andis notwhen(lis crossed out. De-, in-, and conduc-
tive consequences are indicated by DED, IND and CON

When employing criteria (i) and (ii), differenceeabtained in comparing pa-
radigmatic instantiations (“toy examples”) of thege argument structures. This differ-
ence shall provide support for the claim thatwlegghing of pros and cons not merely
an accidental feature of the conductive structueefeature one were to dispense with
carelessly when treating pro/con arguments underebonstructive and standards of

the deductive or inductive argument form.

2.3 The Deductive Structure

If a conclusion is @eductiveconsequence of a group of premises, then thennafoon-
al content of the conclusion, CJ, is not greater than the informational contenthef
premise-group, IR..,). This holds if one allows cases in which the ¢osion is a pre-
mise-repetition (copy) and, moreover, requirespitemise group to be individually and

jointly relevant to the conclusion as well as intdly consistent. Expressed concisely:

®  ‘Informational content’ is understood informallywe do not attempt to provide a formal measure,

likewise for ‘relevance’. Consistency means thatantiations ofp 0-p’ do not occur.
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(1) If P..n Opep C, then | C) <l (Pl—n)

It is a different question whether a premise gr&qps (externally) consistent to some
other premise group.*, e.g., background knowledge. Howewveg,must be internally
consistent on pains of any conclusion followingutstrely (ex falso quodlibegt

As for dynamics, in thdeductivecase, premise strengthening (premise addition)
is without effect upon the support lend to a cosidn by the premises, sino@notony
holds. (Monotony means: if a set of premises dedeigt entails a conclusiorC, then
the logical conjunction of this set and any premvwdetsoever will deductively entail
C.) In contrast, premise deletion literally “destauthe argument,” once one requires
that the premise group feature no irrelevant premig&xpressed concisely, and with

‘&’ for addition and ‘-’ for contraction:

(2) If Pl—n OJ DED C, thenPl.n & Pn+1 OJ DED C andPl-n - Pn D’DED C

As a paradigmatic (meta-level) example of a dedadtiructure, consider the following

instantiation of disjunctive exploitatiop or g; p is not the case; therefogg.

Example of a Deductive Argument
(P1) Anargument is either deductive or defective.
(P2) This argument is not deductive.

(C) This argument is defective.

This is a meta-level instantiation, as both premigeeunacceptable, for (P1) states a
non-exhaustive dilemma and (P2) states a factisdtiaod. Nevertheless, the premises
deductively imply (C) which is an acceptable cos®mu: ‘This argument is defective’.
Under the above constraints (internal consisteratgyvance), and for reasons of
deductive logic there can be no premise (P3), madaf which would render (C) any-
thing less than the deductive consequence of (RL}R2). Thereforejia premise addi-
tion, one cannot change the conclusion in a degratiructure. Moreover, upon dele-

tion of (P1) or (P2) from the premise group, (Culdoonly remain a deductive conse-



qguence, if (P1) or (P2) are replaced. In other wotd maintain deductive support,
premise deletion requires premise addition (iexision).

The above considerations set the stage for the ¢hat, if the conductive struc-
ture is a limiting case of some other structurentht seems implausible to assume that

the reducing structure will be deductive.

2.4 ThelInductive Structure
If a conclusion is thénductiveconsequence of a group of premises, then thennafor

tional content of the conclusion is larger than itifermational content of the premise-

group @émpliative.
(3)  IfPL,Omnpo C, then| €C) > I (Pyy)®

As for dynamics, in the inductive case, both prenaddition and premise deletion will
necessarilyinfluencethe support lent to the conclusion by the premiseticated by a
subscripted ‘IND+/-". This holds under the same stomints as in the deductive case

(consistency, relevance).
(4) If P1.n Omnp C, thenPl-n & Pn+1 Onp+- C andPl-n -Pn 0 inp+- C

As a paradigmatic (object-level) example of an ptothe argument, consider the fol-
lowing instantiation of the statistical syllogisith.is a variation on one of Toulmin’s
(1958) examples.

Example of an Inductive Argument
(P1) Peter was bornin Sweden.

(P2) 90% of Swedes are Protestants.
(C) Peteris a Protestant.

To meet the objection that there are casenomerative inductiofe.g., ‘This marble is black, so is
this, and this ... etc; therefore: All marbles arachl) in which the content of the conclusion is
equivalentto the content of premises set, one may changectiridition to: IfP,., Onp C, then | C
0Py, > 1 (Py). As it stands, (3) captures cases of inducingerdrgoing beyond one’s data base.
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Under the above constraints (internal consisteretgyance), there may — for empirical
reasons — be a premise (P3), addition of whichesettsrender (C) the inductive conse-

quence of (P1) and (P2), e.g.

(P3) Peter’s parents emigrated from China 15 yagos

Thus, adding to the premises of an inductive argument can weake premise-
conclusion support. In the two premise example abpvemise-deletion will alsde-
structthe argument. This mirrors the deductive case. @é¥@n for inductive arguments
with more than two premises, premise addition/dmbetffects the premise-support
relation in a less drastic manner. Normally, prenghange will strengtheor weaken
the inductive support lend upon the conclusion.y@micases of unexpected new infor-

mation would support be cancelled. If so, thenrtgation ofC is supported.

2.5 Reasons against a Conclusion vs. Reasons against Premises

With respect to the inductive example, above, (&1ig (P2) are reasorfigr the con-
clusion, (C), while (P3) is a reasagainst(C), possibly in conjunction with a premise
expressing that China’s population is not predomtyaof protestant belief. Further-
more, for any con-reason to undermine the conalusfa deductive argument requires
undermining the consistency requirement levied dhtopremise group. Therefore, a
reason against a deductive consequence is alssarragainst at least one premise. As
(P3) shows, in the inductive case, this is no{B&-P3) are jointly consistent.

In the three premise inductive example (P1-P3),gé@graphic origin of one’s
family is not logically inconsistent with one’s owrationality and that nation’s reli-
gious proportions. (P1-P3) are logically independ&ather, the Chinese heritage of
Peter’s parents, as expressed in (P3), provideason against the conclusion (Peter is a
Protestant) standing in an inductively strong supp#ation to the premises. (P3) is not

a reason undermining a group element (P1, P2)wites

(P4) Peter has dark eyes and black hair.

" In probabilistic terms, one expresses this bysiering a conclusiorG, (rather thamon C) to be

inductively supported as long as its (objectiveswlnjective) probability lies between 0.5, 1[.
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may be construed as a reason against the concltisaurgh not a decisive one.

2.6 The Conductive Structure
If a conclusion is theonductiveconsequence of a group of premises, then thenafor
tional content of the conclusion is greater thaat tf the premise group. This mirrors

the inductive case.

(5) If P1.n Ocon C, then | C) > | (Pl—n)

Unlike the inductive case, the pro and the con esngroupsan, but they need not be
jointly consistent. Moreover, adding or retractengelevant premise from either the pro
or the con grougan, but need not result in a difference with resgecthe support
which is conferred by the premise groups upon treleision. This means that a con-
ductively supported conclusion witiot necessarily be less supportagce a reason is
retracted, nor necessarily ampore supported when one is added. This holds under the

relevance constraint on premises.

(6) If Pl—n O CON C, thenPl.n & Pn+1 O CON C andPl-n - Pn O CON C

The distinct support behavior under premise-charggebe explained by the indepen-
dent relevance of the premises for the conclusmahley an arguer not only retracting or
expanding premises, but also updating timaportance Both explanations do not ex-
clude, but rather complement another. The odd adiure between premise revision
and support-strength appears to be the most malikiedence between the conductive
and the inductive argument form.
As a paradigmatic example of a conductive argumamtsider the following.

Here, (CC) stands forounter-consideration(PR) for pro-reasonand (OBP) foron-

balance premiseorder and numbering are presumed to be arbifrary.

8 Considerations of persuasive effect may per@ithé order in which pro and con reasons are pre-

sented, e.g, 'pro followed by con, etc., followgdcbnclusion' ovice versaor 'pro/con, pro/con, etc,
followed by conclusion'. Here, we neither addréese, nor any dialectical considerations.
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Example of a Conductive Argument

(CC1) Aircraft travel leaves a large environmeidaitprint.
(CC2) Aircraft travel is physically exhausting.

(CC3) Aircraft travel is comparatively expensive.

(CC4) Airports do not always route baggage coryectl

(PR1) Aircraft travel is comparatively fast.
(PR2) | am overworked and likely able to sleeplonglane.
(PR3) My department reimburses travel expenses.

(PR4) Environmental footprint-differences can benpensated by purchase.
(OBP) PR1-PR4 outweigh/are on balance more impotitwam (CC1-4)
(C) Itis apt to travel to the conference by aific(eather than by train).

The near-triviality of the example is on purp8s@R3) could be retracted, e.g., upon
coming to learn that the department cannot reingb@f9% of travel cost. This would
constitute (CC5). Also (CC2) could be retracted amadified, e.g., upon coming to
learn that one will fly first class or likely haan entire seat-row to oneself. Finally, a
family member’s acute illness could be a countersateration against a presupposition
of the conclusion (namely to travel to the confesem the first place)yithout pertain-
ing to any of the pro reasons.

In this example, (PR2-PR4) counter (CC1-CC3), avliR1) is not addressed
by a counter-consideration (“is open”). It is difilt to discern how (PR1) could be ad-
dressed, other than by cancellation of a presupposMoreover, (CC4) remains unad-
dressed by any pro-reason. It might be counterestdiing that the objective probabili-
ty of mybaggage (as opposed an average piece of baggaitgg 6 mine) being routed
incorrectly onmy flight (as opposed to an average flight like mirsegpistemically in-

accessible to me. Hence, the accessible probabilitige event in question is a subjec-

®  To decide for or against aircraft travel is wivcompared to larger issues of social and polisig

nificance, e.g., global warming, population growdgbnetic engineering, aging societies.
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tive credence value. This should be less importiaan considerations that do not de-
pend on subjective credence, such as the enviraahfeotprint.

2.7 Closure Principle vs. On Balance Principle

Featuring both prand con reasons, the conductive argument form beatsager re-
semblance to the inductive than to the deductigeraent form. For reasons of consis-
tency and monotony (discussed above), to respeet pértinence of counter-
considerations appears not possible in the dedudtivm. As a necessary evaluative
condition, the ‘principle of total evidence’ assatedd with induction requires a conclu-
sion to count as inductively supportedly if all relevant reasons are collected in the
premise group, some of which may be counter-conesidas to a conclusioff.

The inductive closure principle resembles thebatance premise’ of a conduc-
tive argument. However, the inductive closure pplecserves a different purpose than
the on-balance premise in a conductive argumeke ttie conductive principle, it sig-
nals that the transition to the conclusion occatative to a finite premise group. Addi-
tionally, it spells out the normative demand thas tgroup beexhaustiveor complete
with respect to relevant considerations.

In contrast, the on-balance premise of a condeetrgument indicates a descrip-
tive truth, namely that the transition from therprges to the conclusion occurs on the
basis of (at least) two particular groups of premjshe pro and the con group. But
there is usually no indication that these groupgsfyaadditional normative standards.
Rather, such a requirement is levied onto the agguiinvhen evaluating it.

2.8 Thedynamics of the premise groups
Premise groups of a conductive structure may (incjple) be thought of as dynamic.
More precisely, the groups of premises claimedd@absitively or negatively relevant
to a conclusion may be understooddgsamicin two senses.

In asimple senseggroups are dynamic becausawvreasons pro/con a given con-
clusion can always be added to the premisélbet.at least holds in principl®e factq

it is not readily apparent to what extent the pnesd openness of the pro/con premise

19 It is another matter if one c&mow(or have epistemic access) that the principle fiicedl. But it is

a correct criterion nevertheless.
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group translates intqualitatively new reasons. Clearly, new reasons may again relate
favorably or unfavorably either to the conclusiant@ the premises. This, however, is
also the case in the inductive structure.

In aless simple senséhe group of premises in a conductive structeraains
dynamic with respect to the positive support caeigmpon the conclusion by the pro-
reasons and the negative support by the con-reagoich undermines the conclusion,
as each reason in the pro and the con group casdigned (what may most generally
be called) arvaluative mark

This mark can, but need not be represented by @ralnif it is, one speaks of a

weight Weights may be captured as a function assignieglanumber to a premise.

(1) w(Pn) >R+

Thus, over and above (positive or negative) supfooria conclusion, the differential

supporteontributionto that conclusion is indicated (Scriven 1981).

2.9 Towards Evaluative Criteria

In turn, the support which the conclusion in a asstve structure receives from the
premises is represented as the difference of sumwveeghts of pro and con reasons. In
other words, for one conclusion (rather than amttzebe the conductive consequence

of a group opro and corpremises, the comparison must yield a wedjfference'

(8) If Pros-n, Conn O con C, thenX w(Proyy) / 2 w(Cony.) #1

The comparative importance of a reasi® a visa counter-consideration cannot be
represented in the inductive case — at least nihiowd leveling the distinction between
‘a premise being acceptaimpliciter vs. ‘a premise being acceptatd weighted in a
particular mannet. Indications of a premise’s importance for a doson appear to be
different from and are, perhaps, independent frodications of its probability. After

all, (im)probable premises can but need not amtmin)important considerations.

1 One might demand that this difference go aboweesthreshold, to indicate that it is significant.
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Through the assignment of comparative importance Weights), then, the in-
ductive and the conductive argument structure capagt. Crucially, the weight-update
upon premise change suffices to explain that caindlg supported conclusions do not
necessarily change upon contraction or additiorelevant premise¥.

3. Two-Step Reduction

One may object that, on this understanding, a ccinduargument is but an inductive

one in which the premises are consistent, relezadteach bear a weight which reflects
the premises’ comparative importance for supportimg conclusion. Therefore, one
might say, the conductive structure reduces toirtdective one in the limiting case

where the assigned weights all take the same value.

While prima facie plausible, it is a reductiom the opposite directionvhich
harbors the potential for unifying argument stroeturhat is, rather than viewing the
conductive structure as a limiting case of the atche one, one might view the induc-
tive structure as a limiting case of the conducstraecture.

Once this move is accepted, the possibility foreegtng this reduction to the
deductive structure arises. That is, one may tnynerstand both the inductive and the
deductive structure asuccessivelyeachedlimiting cases of the conductive structure.
The conductive structure would then be the ricbéghe three structures.

In the first step, to generate the inductive strtetfrom the conductive one, the
range of assignable weights is constrained fromt&some constant value. In the
second step, to generate the deductive structome the inductive one, the information-
al content of the conclusion is reduced fro®) ¢ 1(Py.n) to I(C) < I(P1.).2®

The two sufficient (though perhaps non-necessaigri@, informational con-
tentanddynamicg continue to distinguish the three structures. pitvecipled difference
between the conductive and the inductive strudtutbat weights can be updated dy-
namically upon premise change in the conductivenbtithe inductive structure.

The following summarizes the desiderata. (Ps) st constraints on premises.

12 By allowing the update of weights, one may actdanthe observation that, although a premise is

retracted in response to a rebuttal/criticism,gtaponent still maintains her conclusion.

A formally cleaner reduction by which the indwetiand the deductive structure are rendered as
limiting cases of the conductive structure can tideved when allowing the conductive structure to
satisfy: IC) > I(P1.,) O 1(C) < I(P.p). This condition may be less counterintuitive tlitsapppears.
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Deductive

(B1)  I(C) < I(P1n)

(D2) P1n & Prer O pepCandPyn - Pr [ pep C
(D3) wW(Py) = constant

(Ps) relevance, consistency

Inductive

(11)  1(C) > I(P1n)

(12)  P1n & Pns1 Oinp+- CandPao - Py O inp+r- C
(13)  w(Py) = constant

(Ps) relevance, consistency

Conductive

(C1) 1©) > I(P1n)

(C2) P1n& Pns1 0 conoCandPin - PO conn C
(C3) w(Py) =R+

(Ps) relevance

4. Discussion

If a unification of argument structures is achiehede, then because the weights (which
arise in reconstructing conductive arguments) aaerfed through” to the deductive and
inductive structure (where they do not arise). 8itileese weights are set to a constant
value in the in- and the deductive case, they donatter there. They are “hidden”.

We lay no claim to the psychological reality of glais. The above is only a
model, and needs to be developed. In particulaowalg weights from R+ appears to
be too large a region. A smaller interval couldfisef The choice might depend on
one’s evaluative purposes, likewise for any (noregeinimal weight requirement.

On our proposal, the conductive structure can,ibboeed not be treated as a
third top level category. Rather, the three stmggucan be understood as variations
along the dimensions ‘informational content-diffece between premise and conclu-
sion’ and ‘(premise conclusion) support behaviadenpremise change’.
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Furthermore, taking the differential importancepogémises seriously — by treat-
ing weights as more than a mere metaphor — seetm/®implications with respect to
evaluating conductive arguments. As indicated abduhere isno weight difference
between the summed weights of pro and con reasioeis,— whatever the conclusion,
(C), may state — it cannot be more supported ttsameigation (non C) or any conclusion
entailing (non C). Hence, for any claim that a jgatar conclusion is, on balance, (sig-
nificantly) moresupported than another, there will be a weighgassent that makes it
so. Consequently, the weight-update in responsewoinformation can be traced. With
respect to this update, then, additional normatostraints might be spelled out.

Finally, provided the claim is raised — as it nollgn& when compromises be-
tween conflicting positions are argumentatively@aed — that counter-considerations
arerespectedr acknowledgedn a conclusion, then an evaluative condition ¢ins
not allowing the assignment of the weight zero rig eounter-consideration. Content-
wise, then, each counter-consideration must somdfexiscerniblein the conclusion,

unless the claim to having acknowledged it is synfglse.

5. Conclusion

On two criteria, namely thdifference in informational content between premsiaad
conclusionand thedynamic behavior of the support for the conclusigon premise
change the deductive, the inductive and the conductigriment structure can be dis-
tinguished. By allowing weights to be assigned tengses (which are variable in the
conductive, yet constant in the deductive and tigigtive structure), the three struc-
tures may be understood as variations on thesetritenia.

This unification was achieved by taking the weigtgtaphor (“weighing pros
against cons”) seriously. Building on the assigntsi@h weights, two minimum evalua-
tive conditions for conductive arguments were peguh namely th@on-zero differ-
ence between summed weigatsl thenon-zero weight for con-reasanghe first ad-
dresses the origin of considerations which leadrtambalancebetween pro and con
reasons, the second thatfalselyclaiming to acknowledge counter-considerations.

Further conditions may become available as the meddeveloped. Crucially,

the region R+ appears too large to be useful inuatian. Future work should investi-
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gate overlaps (if any) with probabilistic modeliagd importance measures, for exam-
ple those used in risk assessment.
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