On Some Recent Developmentsin Nor mative Pragmatics
The systematic study of natural language argumentabntinues to flourish almost

entirely outside of philosophy. In one sense, thight be for the better.
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The ubiquity of the processrgumentationand its producargumentare apparent.

Some curiosity as to the current state of our thigzal knowledge on argumentation
seems natural. At the risk of insulting the philpiser's authority for all things

argumentative, however, one should recognize tystesatic theorizing currently
happens elsewhere.

The following definition originated not in philogby, but with a theory called
Pragma Dialecticsforwarded by the Dutch linguists Frans H. van Eem and the
late Rob Grootendorst. “Argumentation is the verbatial and rational activity aimed
at convincing a reasonable critic of the acceptghif a standpoint by advancing a
constellation of propositions justifying or refudirthe proposition expressed in the
standpoint.” It has meanwhile come to guide a poBg research program of

significant international influence. Non-specialiate unlikely to know its name.

Sadly, in philosophy, the interested and the égiialike primarily understand
argumentation in analogy to proof. As quality arée premise truth and deductive
validity prevail; interpretative charity is as ofteecognized as it is scorned at; unified
treatments of deduction, induction, and abductemain absent. Standard teaching-
examples include “If all men are mortal, and S@gas a man, then Socrates is

mortal.”

It may clearly be of utmost importance ioove whether a proposition, “the
conclusion,” is a necessary consequence of anoitier, premises.” Nevertheless,
when arguing that a hypothesis is (dis-)confirmed by evidermethat a claim is
warranted (e.g., by a legal codex), or that a pgapbalances the weights assigned to
pro and con reasons, then standards of argumeidityalo normally not simply

collapse into derivation rules of a calculus.
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Discounting notable yet negligible exceptions,ngetrained in philosophy
rather increase the chances of nurturing a pre-58@ of argumentation research.
Today, it is not uncommon that undergraduate csuwsdogic include a brief run-
down of fallacies such as thed vercundiam(appeal to authority) oad baculum
(threat). Limited to a two-hour lecture at the efdhe course, this might be called the
argumentation-module Here, fallacies will typically count as reasonimgrors.
Moreover, rhetoric is ornamental, sophists are ityogaestionable, and “dialectics” is

for the most part a taboo-term.

To some, this may evidence that modern philosopkged does consist of
footnotes to Plato. His division between ‘achievingh through the art of dialectic’
and ‘achieving persuasion through systematic dettattes to debates with sophists
such as Gorgias and Protagoras. Revived amongstsatly Kant, it echoes in the
deeply entrenched distinction betwesmvinceandpersuade- the former trading on
genuine insight, the latter on (self-)deceitful eglp In brief, the rather naive view is
that mere persuasion governs private as well asicpdiscourse, while truth and
logical validity are the exclusive assets of plojdsical argument.

The very situation surprises, for arguments shoaltht as philosophysative
tool. Normally, the “lover of wisdom” is deemed espégiakilled at putting reflexive
distance between a tool and its user. Yet, somdighgeen the 1960s and the 1980s,
the study of argumentation has separated fromgaplay. This gave rise to a thriving
interdisciplinary field, calledrgumentation studies or argumentation thediryrings
together scholars from areas as diverse as atifiontelligence, (speech-
)communication, jurisprudence or social psychologithough recognized among

some logicians, mainstream philosophy largely igadhis field.

Of special significance for the development of fiedd are Chaim Perelman
and Lucie Olbrechts-Tyteca. Th&iew Rhetori¢Paris 1958, English translation Notre
Dame 1969) is largely a “rediscovery” of insight®ni classical rhetoric. They
introduced the idea of audience-relative argumealidity, and the notion of a
universal audience a projection of a transcendent recipient-boayudRly, imagining

it serves speakers in determining what finds assignteach particular audience.
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A second influence is Stephen ToulmiifBe Uses of Argume€ambridge
1958) which introduced field-dependent standardgabéity. Toulmin also presented
an influential model for analyzing argument-struetinto data (or evidencg which —
absent aebuttal — support adqualified) claim by recurring to avarrant for which a
backingis available. Around the same time, logics defeasible reasoningegan to
“take off”. Echoing legal tradition, the so-calléfbulmin model is a functional

specification of the traditional premises-conclagjooup.

Upholding field-dependent standards of validityamieto reject the idea that
standards of argumentative support are contexpemtent. Four years later, Thomas
Kuhn raised a similar claim ifhe Structure of Scientific Revolutioi@hicago 1962).
Kuhn took the evaluation standards for scientifianfeworks to be relative to
institutions, value(-tradition)s, and audiencese Tebate is currently known as the

science wars

A third important influence is Charles HamblirFallacies (London 1970),
which criticized the purported then standard d&diniof fallacies as “arguments that
seem valid but are not.” A logician by training, rilalin demonstrated that some
fallacies are not logically invalid (e.g., beggitige question), others are not properly
arguments (e.g., threats), and yet others fallacioureasons independent of logical
validity (e.g., repetition). Thereafter, maintagithat fallacies are errors of (logical)
reasoningbecame suspect; too many are conspicuously dialpgitcluding those
already identified in the Aristotelian tradition.

The systematic treatment achieved in the Pragmeetia research program
suggests that fallacies be treated as problenfédict® of situated language use. Thus,
both the good argument and the fallacy are “retmtafrom logic to pragmatics.
Further, where argumentation occurs for the purpbseitically testing a proponent’s
justification of a standpoint, it is properly calleialectical Combining speech act
theory with critical rationalism, the program h&®sgly influenced the scholarly view
on argumentation, its function, and basic unitsrdamnstruct arguments, exactly three
structures gingle coordinate subordinat¢ and three schemes sufficangélogical
symptomaticand causa). The latter guide analysts in evaluation. Eachese is
associated with critical questiottswhich bad arguments provide no good answer.
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A crucial assumption is that arguers make impagpeals taeasonableness
when justifying or refuting standpoints. Moreovethe primary function of
argumentation is located in the ratiomakolution of a difference of opinion — as
opposed to a settlement. For resolutions to cornatamterlocutors must incur both
substantial and procedural concessions. Next toitbeg ones, they must also bear out
psychological attitudes such as non-dogmatisnmedas, non-violence. Situated in the
midst ofnormative pragmatigghen, the theory spells out necessary condifianthe

resolution of differences of opinion.

One may contrast this view with epistemologicalies pertaining to human
belief or knowledge. Premise-conclusion groups rffaiy to) satisfy a number of
conditions such as truth, truthfulness, logicaldity), reliability. These epistemic ends
do retain some importance; after all, when recan8trg and evaluating

argumentation, analysts may always intervene aliyicaf these ends are flouted.

In contrast to theinformal logic approach where (besidexcceptability
sufficiency and relevancg truth is a recognized evaluation-criterion, thega-
dialectical theory largely avoids regulating thentemt of arguments. Unlike the
procedural one, theubstantialaspect is left to participant agreement, as reaatsd
through the conventionally incurred commitmentsdogiven speech act, rather than
ascribing speaker-belief. Hence, arguers may, ey heed not believe their own
premises; the theory principally covers (self-)gicm scenarios. Further, arguments
may, but need not perfectly satisfy forms of lotjjcealid inference.

Reasonable resolutions are tied to participanteverging on some
propositions; interlocutors must agrieeth on the acceptability of a premise and its
justificatory potential for a standpoint. Thus,ré@mains in principle possible that
arguers — lay persons, scholars and the nobiltjuded — agree on descriptive or
normative standpoints which someone else knowstalbe This is the theoretical
cost of describing argumentation generally.

The risk of incurring it is minimized through re@wing the classical fallacies
via rules regulating the discourse behavior obrati discussants. The discussion rules

cover four analytical stagesonfrontation opening argumentationand concluding
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stage in which arguers determinghat the difference of opinion igjow it shall be
treated, thedo treat it and, finally, establisihomaintains or retracts a standpoint.

Violations of any rule in any stage always capsome aspect of a traditional
fallacy. For example, hindering opponents to foowstandpoints in the confrontation
stage (e.g., by disqualifying arguers as incompeterunreliable) comes down to a
violation of theFreedom Rulelt states that there are no special conditionstom may
forward what. Thus, hitherto separated fallacieshmunified (also new fallacies come
about). For example, an appeal to authord#gl {erecundiapgnwill not suffice to
demonstrate that a standpoint is true. The sands hehen the “authority” is the
majority @d populunh Both fallacies, then, are treated as instanteékeouse of an
inappropriate argument scheme — here a scheme supporting a peiatsl
acceptability, rather than its truth.

The immediate consequence is to view an arguniemtakchange as rational
to the extent thafallacies identifiable via this theory are absedrather than as
reasoning errors, fallacies are construed as dialogoves which hinder the resolution
of differences of opinion on the merit. Conversefsolution-non-conducive effects,
then, are captured as specific rule-violationshéugh having become more technical
over the years, the latest versidgnSystematic Theory of Argumentati@ambridge
2004), is comparatively accessible. Since 2009 esofithe discussion rules may on

empirical grounds count as compatible with norntepted by lay-arguers.

The more recenextended Pragma-dialectical theogttempts to integrate
rhetorical and dialectical insights. After allistone thing to define an ideal model of
rational interaction. It is another to explain gtieking deviations between the ideal and
everyday argumentative realities, the more imporainwhich are institutionally
regulated (e.g., in court or parliament). Considera hypothesis that discourse is
regularly “swamped” by fallacies for the simplegea that audiences are persuaded by

them in a rather inconspicuous manner.

Recognition of these realities led to the idea #vgumentative interactions
might be understood as attempts at balancing tvadsg&®oughly, arguers seek to

maintain an impression of reasonableneissa visan audience and to resolve a
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difference of opinion in our favor. These goals mawflict, and attempts at avoiding
conflict are analyzed as acts atrategic manoeuvring For example, in the
confrontation stage, parties seek a definition ted tifference of opinion and an
allocation of the burden of proof which best seesr own position. In such cases, if
the rhetorical aim persuasioph takes precedent over the dialectical aim
(reasonablene$sone speaks of derailments of strategic maneuyefinree analytical
factors by which managing the balance between ttveseaims can be analyzed are

audience adaptatigriopical choice andpresentational devices

As an example of audience adaptation, consideianuedered events such as
political talk-shows. These lose thgiwima facie disturbing character once it is
appreciated that arguers primarily address difteaerliences, namely those sharing
their standpoint. Naturally, both speakefisect their discourse at the immediate
opponent. But they therelagddressaudiences for which the argumentation serves the
primary function of sustaining prior belief. Aftall, if a proponent were to persuade an
opponent on such an occasion, the opponent wopldaapnreasonable to audiences
supporting him. The weathered proponent expectawadh, for it is also true of her

audience.

Via audience adaptation, one may explain why sweimts do normally yield
close to zero evidence for belief change. Presumaialive agents will reject this
explanation. After all, it suggests that belief mtpa is a mutually unexpected effect of
arguing with political opponents. In this sensegchsia debate could be called a
systematic (self-)deception game — a diagnosiswisiadather incompatible with the
normally professed motivations for political actiotmportantly, approaches to
argumentation which include rhetorical constraist&h as audience management

merely allow for this diagnosis, and do not demiand

It should now have become natural to recognizedbmmunicative contexts
are governed by different constraints on reasonphtécipant behavior. Seeing as
much requires no more than a comparison betweertiemtiic discussion, a
parliamentary debate and a family discussion. &sctintext shifts from domestita

political to scientific, validity standards becoe@mnparatively more objective. On this
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assumption, genuinely normative approaches to agtation capture standards to
which those operative in a scientific discussbouldconverge.

As arguers maneuver strategically in contextsdhatmore or less constrained
as to an acceptable display of reasonablenessnangative analysis turns context-
sensitive. This means that contexts can be idedtifivith differently specified
constraints on maintaining reasonableness. Helnegs are as many different ways of
flouting the ideal as there are different desavipdiof such deviation.

Turning back to philosophy, it might now appearreweore surprising why
scarce attention rests on a theory of natural aggargument. A plausible explanation
is the comparatively lesser significance assignaegetuinely epistemic considerations,
for which philosophers claim expertise. Yet, ifsthvere the whole story, one still had
to explain why epistemologists have not providet/a theory which is applicable to
everyday discourse. Rather, philosophical contobst treating argumentation
epistemologically have at best reached the progi@iorstage. How, then, does one
explain the almost exclusive upholding of deductiadity as a criterion of argument
guality, and that systematic theoretical reflectmihargumentation is rather not a
preferred activity among philosophers?

Possibly — this is the internal part of the exptaon sketch —, deductive validity
suffices for institutional philosophy, which undarsds itself as a primarily non-
empirical, reflexive-interpretative subject. Aftadl, deductive logical validity is
unsurpassed as a standard of criticism; and a®sppihers we truly strive on
disagreement. Thus, “show me an interesting dedkigtvalid argument and | will
show you at least one false premise.” Conversafijow me a deductively valid

argument with true premises and | will show youex of triviality.”

Moreover — this is the external part —, mostlynidurrelevant by the average
scientist and journalist alike, present day ingthal philosophy is a largely self-
referential expert-discourse. If this discoursese@lisinates into a public context, then
through simplification and with significant timeglaNow, dominant political ideology
demands that philosophy demonstratenediateuse value. Moreover, every special

science we know today originated in philosophy,nitbge science being perhaps the
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most recent example. Yet, budget comparison tcetbbshe special sciences strongly
suggests that political and administrative consalfa continues to deeply
misunderstand the dynamics of scientific knowledgrhaps, this can be explained by

an overly strong focus on the (industrial) sopbaton of old technology.

One might for various reasons grant exceptionalist®a the artful proof that a
theorem is (not) a logical consequence of an axiOtherwise, when we discuss —
philosophers included —, what alternative is thereising the very modes of verbal
interaction studied in argumentation theory? Saydat be that philosophers avoid
argumentation as a theoretical object for psyclumemic reasons? Do we fear the
inability of demonstrating a difference in immediatse-value, because even a null-

result contributes to being denied appropriate amsoof recognitiorand funds?
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