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PREFACE
These two volumes of proceedings contain 35 Arabic and English papers presented
at the 4th International Conference on Argumentation, Rhetoric, Debate, and the
Pedagogy of Empowerment (ICARD), held 11-13 January 2013 in Doha, Qatar. The
forum brought together more than 140 participants from diverse fields for vigorous
dialogue and exchange around a broad spectrum of themes, including argumentation,
rhetoric, debate, critical thinking, and advocacy discourse through pedagogy.
The ICARD represents a growth and maturity of a conference series that builds on
three previous editions: the first held in Koper, Slovenia in 2006, the second held
in Ljubljana, Slovenia in 2008, and the third held in Maribor, Slovenia in 2012. The
purpose of this conference series is to make a resourceful scientific and scholarly
contribution to the fields of argumentation, debate, dialogue, public speaking, rhetoric
etc, through research, discussion, and publication.
The conference was extremely timely. A global information society that seeks
reasoned solutions to problems through broad citizen involvement needs to develop
and refine techniques for criticizing and validating ideas through discourse and impart
these to new generations of citizens if we are to create a better future and avoid
looming crises. This conference represents a unique opportunity to share ideas and to
network and cross-fertilize with global critical thinkers.
The ICARD emerged in 2013 as a collaborative effort of educators, researchers,
and debate practitioners in order to foster dialogue and promote discussion on
argumentation, rhetoric, debate, critical thinking, and advocacy discourse. The
interdisciplinary approach and the link between theory and practice are key elements
of the forum. By organizing this conference, therefore, we set the goal of facilitating
the exchange of ideas between academics, debate practitioners, researchers, and
scholars from diverse disciplinary backgrounds to enrich current trends in both theory
and practice.
The event convened scholars, researchers, educators, practitioners, and organizers
of local, national and international debating networks from 36 countries representing
Africa, Europe, North America, Latin America, and Australia. The contributions, which
demonstrate a resourceful variety in background, approach, and style, provided the
foundation of three days of intense debate and discussion during the conference and
each paper represents a substantial contribution to the advancement of scholarship
around the conference themes.

Dr Hayat A Maarafi
Executive Director
QatarDebate Center

DEBATE AND FALLACIES IN
MOVIES
ADELINO CATTANI
University of Padua, Italy

ABSTRACT
A movie can be a practical resource for introducing and explaining debating
processes and modalities. In particular, Thank You for Smoking by Jason Reitman
(2005) is a perfect film-laboratory for analyzing argumentative dialogues in the
framework of a vivid debate. The movie can provide examples of how to argue
effectively, how to address a difficult situation, how to bring divergent interests
together through effective arguments, how to capture and hold an audience’s
attention, how to use rhetorical tactics to sway even the toughest audience, how
to argue and persuade by means of humor, how to use and to reply to fallacies. In
sum, this – and other films like Twelve Angry Men by Sidney Lumet (1957), Inherit
the Wind by Stanley Kramer (1960), and The Great Debaters by Denzel Washington
(2007) – are helpful introduction to the logic of controversy and offer a witty
exercise on debate.

Keywords:
Argumentation, debate, fallacies, movie, persuasion, rhetoric, sophism.
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Cinema is increasingly used to introduce and highlight social problems, moral
issues, even philosophical ideas, and some films raise important question of their
own (see: Falzon 2007, Mulhall 2008, Paisley and Plantiga 2008, Wartenberg
2007). A movie, along with its dialogical dimension, can also be a practical
resource for introducing and explaining debate processes and modalities, in
order to illustrate how to support claims with reason, evidence and appropriate
language. Movies are economical, available, simple, and valuable tools for teaching
debate skills and how to avoid debate mistakes.
Two classical and two more recent films are perfect examples for analyzing
argumentative dialogues in the framework of a vivid, dramatic or brilliant, debate:
Twelve Angry Men by Sidney Lumet (Metro-Goldwin-Mayer 1957) – and its remake
12 by Nikita Michalkov (Three T Productions 2007) – , Inherit the Wind by Stanley
Kramer (Metro-Goldwin-Mayer 1960), Thank You for Smoking by Jason Reitman
(Lucky Red 2005), and The Great Debaters by Denzel Washington (Harpo Films
2007).
Twelve Angry Men is a sample of a real discussion where one of the jurors, the
more responsible one, succeeds to change the mind of the other eleven,
step-by-step, one-by-one. A teenager is accused on a capital murder charge of
having knifed his father to death. All evidence seems to point to the boy. The
film charts the debating process of twelve jurors whose initial “guilty” conviction
becomes a final “not guilty”, simply through argumentation. “The film can be an
innovative, practical and highly effective way of demonstrating to the students that
critical thinking skills can be, quite literally, a matters of life and death” (Nardone
1995: 313), as the judge summons the twelve members of the jury at the start of
the movie: “One man is dead. The life of another is at stake. If there is a reasonable
doubt in your minds as to the guilt of the accused, then you must declare him not
guilty… You are faced with a great responsibility”.
The film illustrates the effort for inducing somebody to believe or to do something.
And it shows how to capture the single addressee’s attention,
one-by-one, singularly, because argumentation is personal, different from the
logical demonstration or the mathematical proof that should be convincing
for a universal audience. Demonstration and argumentation, in fact, share the
common aim to prove by means of an inferential process. But they have important
distinguishing traits: different subject matters, level of consistency, addressees,
grounding principles, contexts of use, and standards of evaluation. One who is
establishing a theorem is committed to a demonstration; one who is reasoning on
the ground of a possibility, even a scientific possibility, resorts to argumentation
(Cattani 2011: 173).
Even the several so-called fallacies that occur in this film, such as the appeal to
ignorance, the appeal to authority, the appeal to the person (ad hominem), the
hasty generalization, the weak analogy and the emotional appeals (bandwagon
appeal, appeal to pity, appeal to force) are not always fallacious but can, in
appropriate contexts, make important contributions to the goals of critical
dialogue. “Instead of dismissing these appeals as fallacious wherever they occur,
one needs to examine them carefully and judge each use on its merits” (Nardone
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and Bassham 1999: 593).
In Making Movies, Sidney Lumet recapitulates his film Twelve Angry Men with
one word: “Listen” (Lumet 1995: 34). We can summarize it with another word
too: “Doubt”. Doubt is the starting point and the raison d’être of debate and of
controversial argumentation.
Inherit the Wind by Stanley Kramer (1960) represents the famous “Monkey trial”, an
historical case and a sample of a true legal suit.,Dayton, Tennessee, 1925; a teacher
at public high school is arrested for including in the curriculum Darwin’s evolution
theory, that opposes the creation of man as stated in the Bible. The movie provides
rich content for a vivid debate about creation vs evolution and about how to
interpret the Bible.
The Great Debaters by Denzel Washington (2007) provides an effective illustration
of how to argue passionately. It is the story of Melvil Tolson and of the Wiley
College Debate Team. As Chris Medina writes in his paper Debate across the
curriculum at Wiley’s College, presented at “4th Conference on Argumentation,
Rhetoric, Debate and the Pedagogy of Empowerment” (2013),
“Wiley’s historical debate legacy is beautifully illuminated in the 2007 movie,
The Great Debaters, which dramatize the Black College’s 1930s decade-long
undefeated record and participation to the first interracial collegiate debate.”
Tolson taught his black students that the skills they learned in debate, such as
mental alertness, would be useful for the rest of their lives. It is an emotional story
with a motivational aim. Here are two examples of oratorical speech by the young
protagonists of the movie, Samantha Booke and James Leonard Farmer.
Samantha Booke’s speech against the team of University of Oklahoma:
“But my opponent says today is not the day for whites and coloreds to go to
the same college. To share the same campus. To walk into the same classroom.
Well, would you kindly tell me when is it going come, is it going come tomorrow,
is it going come next week, in a hundred years, never? No, the time for justice,
the time for freedom, and the time for equality, is always, is always right now.”
The final speech by James Leonard Farmer Junior is logically convincing and
rhetorically moving:
“In Texas they lynch Negroes. My team-mates and I saw a man strung up by
his neck and set on fire. We drove through a lynch mob, pressed our faces
against the floorboard. I looked at my team-mates. I saw the fear in their eyes
and, worse, the shame. What was this Negro’s crime that he should be hung
without trial in a dark forest filled with fog. Was he a thief? Was he a killer? Or
just a Negro? Was he a sharecropper? A preacher? Were his children waiting
up for him? And who are we to just lie there and do nothing. No matter what he
did, the mob was the criminal. But the law did nothing. Just left us wondering,
“Why?” My opponent says nothing that erodes the rule of law can be moral.
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But there is no rule of law in the Jim Crow south. Not when Negroes are denied
housing. Turned away from schools, hospitals. And not when we are lynched. St.
Augustine said, “An unjust law in no law at all.’ Which means I have a right, even
a duty to resist. With violence or civil disobedience. You should pray I choose
the latter.”
Thank You for Smoking (directed by Jason Reitman, with Aaron Eckhart,
Maria Bello, Kathie Holmes, William H Macy, USA 2005, Lucky Red, Room 9
Entertainment, Produced by David O Sacks) is a very politically incorrect film,
but rich of sparkling wit. It is an instance of how to argue and persuade others by
means of humor and how to respond to formal and informal fallacies.
Let us try to analyze more in detail this intriguing movie, because it is an ideal and
perfect film for exploring argumentative dialogues.

Plot of the movie
Nick Naylor is the chief spokesman for the Big Tobacco Companies in America. His
job is to convince others that smoking is just fine, despite the fact that he himself is
in agreement with most other people that smoking is harmful and even deadly.
“Few people on this planet know what it is to be truly despised. Can you blame
them? I earn a living fronting an organization that kills 1200 people a day. Twelve
hundred people. We're talking two jumbo jet plane loads of men, women and
children. I mean, there's Attila, Genghis Khan... and me, Nick Naylor. The face of
cigarettes, the Colonel Sanders of nicotine. I don't have a MD or law degree. I
have a bachelor's in kicking butt and taking names.”
Certainly, other people have pinned him as a “mass murderer, blood sucker, pimp,
profiteer and, finally, yuppie Mephistopheles”, as Heather Holloway, the young,
fascinating Washington’s reporter, remembers and reproaches to Nick during the
interview (minutes 27,44).
The Academy of Tobacco Studies is constituted by seven gentlemen who
decided that before they declared cigarettes to be addictive, they had to prove
it. The Scientist-in-Residence for the Academy of Tobacco is Professor Herardt
von Grupten Mundt, from Germany: He has done 30 years of research with no
conclusive results. He is a genius, he could disprove gravity!
Nick has a seemingly impossible task: promoting cigarette smoking at a time when
the health hazards of the activity have become too plain to ignore, and this in a
society where cigarettes are considered “a means for pushing nicotine”. This is
a very hard work indeed, because today smoking is no more considered “cool”:
“These days if someone smokes they’re either a psychopath or a European. Only
Psychos and Europeans smoke, or RAV, namely Russians, Arabians, Villains”,
remarks Jeff Megall, the Hollywood’s super-agent of Entertainment Global Offices.
[Interestingly enough, in the Italian version of the movie this comment is changed:
“Only Psychos and South Americans smoke.” (minutes 33,50)]

12

CATTANI

Nick Naylor is a contemporary sophist. He defines himself “an intermediate
between two segments of society in conflict”, the Tobacco Companies and the
anti- tobacco movements.
His boss BR is convinced that “We don’t sell Tic Tacs, for Christ’s sake. We sell
cigarettes. And they’re cool, available, and addictive. The job is almost done for
us”. Nick is the right guy, aware that “if you want an easy job, go work for the Red
Cross”. He is very talented in speaking and spins arguments to defend the cigarette
industry in the most difficult of situations. He uses argument and twisted logic to
place his clients in the position of either altruistic do-gooder or victim.
Briefly, considering the fact that to expose truth may be as hazardous as to hide it,
Nick Naylor doesn’t hide the truth; he filters it, as says the playbill of the film.
Promoting tobacco is much like promoting alcohol and firearms. Nick’s best friends
are Polly Bailey, spin doctor for the Moderation Council for alcohol business, and
Bobby Jay Bliss, advisory to the mentioned gun business group “Safety”. The big
ugly three frequently meet each other in a bar and entitle themselves the MOD
Squad, that is “Merchants of Death”, disputing which industry can kill more people.
Nick's greatest enemy is Vermont's Senator Ortolan Finistirre, who defends in the
Senate the obligatory use of a skull and cross bones on cigarette packs.
Nick's son, Joey Naylor, lives with his mother, and has an opportunity to get to
know his father on a business trip. Joey needs to understand and respect his dad's
philosophy, and Nick works hard to respond to that need without compromising
his lack of values. When the ambitious reporter, Heather Holloway, betrays Nick,
disclosing confidences he shared in bed with her, his life turns upside-down. But
there's always one more coffin nail in Nick's pack. His talent is simply to talk:
“Michael Jordan plays basketball. Charles Manson kills people. I talk. Everyone has
a talent” are the final words by Naylor.

Aim of the movie
In the movie you never see any of the characters smoking, except in the black
and white film of war that Naylor watches. What can a movie about smoking,
where nobody smokes, and where all people simply talk, teach us about the art of
effective and persuasive arguing?
“You could argue that this movie is about cigarettes. You could argue that this
movie is about politics. Maybe you could even argue that the movie is about love.
There is not one shot of someone actually smoking, or one truly clear political
statement, or anything in it that could make it a love story, but if you argue well
enough, you would still never be wrong” comments the film maker, Jason Reitman,
who asserts that “there is not a message in the film. The movie is against giving
absolute messages” (Reitman 2005, interview included in the DVD).
First of all, the film is an example of a good cause, defended with passion
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but clumsily, vs a bad cause successfully defended with persuasive cleverness. Two
interlocutors confront each other: the passionate one, Senator Ortolan Finistirre,
and the persuasive one, Nick Naylor. It is a cocktail party-film, where the guest
list includes both the “vir bonus dicendi peritus” (the good man able to speak, as
Marcus Cato, Cicero and Quintilian define the orator: see Quintilian 1920, XII, 1, 1)
and what we could call the “vir bene dicendi peritus” (the man able to speak well):
the second one, the clever man, with his rhetorical tricks and pratfalls, overcomes
the first, the good man.
The movie can be seen as a funny and illuminating introduction to the logic of
controversy. In particular, it is:
• An example of how to argue effectively.
• An instance of how to address a difficult situation.
• An illustration of how to bring divergent interests together through effective
arguments.
• An exemplification of how to use rhetorical tactics to sway even the toughest
audience.
• An example of the argumentative and persuasive function of humor.
You can sympathize with this man even though you despise him, his job, his
attitude, because he successfully attempts to raise a smile from his audience’s lips.
A lesson from the film might be: let’s use the weapon of irony rather than that of
politically-correct hypocrisy.
We can learn a lot from this movie, just as the protagonist himself can learn a lot
from the Hollywood super-agent, Jeff Megall, who runs the EGO, the Entertainment
Global Offices:
Nick: “Are you concerned at all about the health element?”
Jeff: “I’m not a doctor. I’m a facilitator. I bring creative people together.
Whatever information there is exists. It’s out there. People will decide
themselves and should. It’s not my role to decide for them. It’d be morally
presumptuous”.
Jeff: “I could learn a lot from this man!” [talking to himself]
Finally, the comedy is an example of the fact that by our speech we can induce
somebody to believe, or disbelieve, something and that our speech can also
be designed to persuade somebody to do, or not to do, something. The path
of persuasion is not only and necessarily from idea to behavior, but also from
behavior to ideas. And it provides proof of the circular fact that behavior creates
words, words create images, images create ideas and ideas create again behavior.
Round trip!
The dialogues in the film are powerful, empowered, and reinforced by images; to
the power of words is added the power of image and action. What happens in film
happens also in real life. Considering, that even if not all of us are consumers of
tobacco, all of us are consumers of information, this is worth bearing in mind.
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How to argue effectively with words and images
The film suggests at least four considerations about the relationship between
images and words.
1.

The opening credits report the cast and crew names in place of the brand
names on the cigarette packs and logos. It uses a cigarette packaging design
for the opening sequence. The colors, the graphic lines and shapes, and images
of heraldry are all elements that make a cigarette package look like a cigarettes
package. The title sequence for Thank You for Smoking is a great starting point.
2. Senator Finistirre deplores: “Tobacco is winning the war, the war against our
children. They like to use cartoons and symbols to hook our kids. Well, now, we
have a symbol of our own… It is my hope that within this year, every cigarette
package sold in America will carry the skull and crossbones symbol. Perhaps
then cigarettes will finally be labeled appropriately. As poison”.
3. Even some relationship between images and words are sophistically deceptive.
Images include, in the extra contents of the film, “figurative arguments”, such
as:
EVERYTHING YOUR PARENTS
TELL YOU ABOUT
SMOKING IS RIGHT
This slogan is part of a 50 million dollar campaign aimed at persuading kids
not to smoke, “because nothing is more important than American children”.
“OK. I hope it will not be too persuasive!” comments the captain of the tobacco
industry. Read the last line: “Smoking is right”!
4. The brand logo too may be “creative”
SAFETY
Society for the Advancement of Firearms and Effective Training for Youth.
It is very reassuring to learn that firearms producers have educational interests and
concerns!
The following are a dozen examples, taken from dialogical exchanges, aiming to
illustrate the rhetorical-argumentative lessons we can learn from Reitman’s film.
1.

How to argue effectively.
A. Retorting
Retorting argument is a reasoning starting from the premises of the counterpart,
not opposing them. The following are some examples drawn from the movie:
First example:
Nick: “I’m just tickled by the idea of the gentleman from Vermont calling me
a hypocrite, when the same man, in one day, held a press conference where
he called for the American tobacco fields to be slashed and burned. Then, he
jumped on a private jet and flew down to Farm Aid where he rode a tractor
onstage as he bemoaned the downfall of the American farmer”
Second example:
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Senator Ortolan Finistirre: “Mr. Naylor, who provides the financial background
for the Academy of Tobacco Studies?”
Nick Naylor: “Conglomerated Tobacco.”
Senator Ortolan Finistirre: “That's the cigarette companies.”
Nick Naylor: “For the most part, yes.”
Senator Ortolan Finistirre: “Do you think that might affect their priorities?”
Nick Naylor: “No. Just as, I'm sure, campaign contributions don't affect yours.”
Third example:
Naylor has just told Senator Finistirre that the Government should mandate a
warning label for the Vermont cheese regarding the risk of heart disease because
of cholesterol.
Nick Naylor: “I'm sorry. I just don't see the point in a warning label for
something people already know.”
Senator Dupree: “The warning symbol is a reminder, a reminder of the dangers
of smoking cigarettes.”
Nick Naylor: “Well, if we want to remind people of danger why don't we slap a
skull and crossbones on all Boeing airplanes, Senator Lothridge. And all Fords,
Senator Dupree.”
Senator Ortolan Finistirre: “That is ridiculous. The death toll from airline and
automobile accidents doesn't even skim the surface of cigarettes. They don't
even compare.”
Nick Naylor: “Oh, this from a Senator who calls Vermont home.”
Senator Ortolan Finistirre: “I don't follow you, Mr. Naylor.”
Nick Naylor: “Well, the real demonstrated number one killer in America is
cholesterol. And here comes Senator Finistirre whose fine state is, I regret to
say, clogging the nation's arteries with Vermont Cheddar cheese. If we want to
talk numbers, how about the millions of people dying of heart attacks? Perhaps
Vermont Cheddar should come with a skull and crossbones.”
Senator Ortolan Finistirre: “That is ludicrous. The great state of Vermont will not
apologize for its cheese!”
B. Accepting in order to refute
Senator Lothridge: “We're here to examine the possibility of a warning label on
cigarettes. Now, Mr. Naylor, I have to ask you, out of formality, do you believe
that smoking cigarettes, over time, can lead to lung cancer and lead to other
respiratory conditions such as emphysema?”
Nick Naylor: “Yes. In fact, I think you'd be hard pressed to find someone who
really believes that cigarettes are not potentially harmful. I mean - show of
hands - Who out here thinks that cigarettes aren't dangerous?”
Senator Dupree: “Mr. Naylor, there's no need for theatrics.”
Nick Naylor: “I’m sorry. I just don’t see the point in a warning label for
something people already know.”
C. Admitting in order to keeping the testimony silent
The original Marlboro testimonial, Lorne Lutch, is dying:
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Lorne Lutch [to Nick Naylor]: “You look like a nice enough fellow. What are you
doing working for these assholes?”
Nick Naylor: “I'm good at it. Better at doing this than I ever was at doing
anything else.”
Lorne Lutch: “Aw, hell, son. I was good at shooting Vietcongs. I didn't make it
my career.”
Lorne: “So, you are here to talk me into shutting up? Is that what’s in that case
of yours?”
Nick Naylor: “Yeah, basically. No, not basically… That’s… that’s exactly it.”
Lorne Lutch: “My dignity isn’t for sale.”
Nick Naylor: “It is not an offer. It’s a gift. Taxes have all been paid. You get to
keep it no matter what you do. The idea is that somehow your guilt will prevent
you from badmouthing us.”
D. “If you argue correctly you are never wrong”
“That is the beauty of argument: if you argue correctly you are never wrong”
says Nick to his son Joey, who asked: “What happens when you are wrong?”
Nick Naylor: “I speak on behalf of cigarettes.”
Kid : “My Mommy says smoking kills.”
Nick Naylor: “Oh, is your Mommy a doctor?”
Kid : “No.”
Nick Naylor: “A scientific researcher of some kind?
Kid : “No.”
Nick Naylor: “Now, she doesn’t exactly sound like a credible expert now, does
she?”
[Girl sinks back into her chair]
Another example from the movie under scrutiny. In order to show Joey his
technique Nick uses the argument “vanilla vs chocolate”:
Joey Naylor: “...so what happens when you're wrong?”
Nick Naylor: “Whoa, Joey I'm never wrong.”
Joey Naylor: “But you can't always be right...”
Nick Naylor: “Well, if it's your job to be right, then you're never wrong.”
Joey Naylor: “But what if you are wrong?”
Nick Naylor: “OK, let's say that you're defending chocolate, and I'm defending
vanilla. Now if I were to say to you: 'Vanilla is the best flavored ice-cream', you'd
say...”
Joey Naylor: “No, chocolate is.”
Nick Naylor: “Exactly, but you can't win that argument... so, I'll ask you: so you
think chocolate is the be all and end all of ice-cream, do you?”
Joey Naylor: “It's the best ice-cream, I wouldn't order any other.”
Nick Naylor: “Oh! So it's all chocolate for you is it?”
Joey Naylor: “Yes, chocolate is all I need.”
Nick Naylor: “Well, I need more than chocolate, and for that matter I need more
than vanilla. I believe that we need freedom and choice when it comes to our
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ice-cream, and that Joey Naylor, that, is the definition of liberty.”
Joey Naylor: “But that's not what we're talking about”
Nick Naylor: “Ah! But that's what I'm talking about.”
Joey Naylor: “...but you didn't prove that vanilla was the best...”
Nick Naylor: “I didn't have to. I proved that you're wrong, and if you're wrong
I'm right.”
Joey Naylor: “Dad, why is the American government the best government in
the world?”
Nick: “…Even if America had the best government, there’d be no way to prove
it.”
Joey: “So, what am I supposed to write?”
Nick: “You can write whatever you want. Write about America’s amazing ability
to make profit by breaking down trading tariffs and bringing American jobs
to third-world countries. Or how good we are at executing felons. They are all
correct answers.”
It is not possible to answer questions such as “What is the best taste, the best
government… in the world?” Or better these questions admit many acceptable
answers. Persuaders know this fact well.
2. How to address a difficult situation
In the film the members of the so-called MOD, Merchants of Death, Nick Naylor,
Bobby Jay Bliss and Polly Bailey, the lobbyists of tobacco, firearms, and alcohol
companies – offer many examples of counterargument and of anticipation of
objection.
How would the Big Tobacco Companies profit from the loss of Robin, a young man
with nicotine-induced cancer ? Nick Naylor has an answer during the initial talk
show:
“Now, I hate to think in such callous terms, but, if anything, we’d be losing a
customer. It is not only our hope, it’s in our best interest to keep Robin alive and
smoking… Let me tell you something. And, please, let me share something with
the fine, concerned people in the audience today: the Ron Goodies [Senator’s
Assistant] of this world want the Robin Willigers [boy with cancer] to die.
And you know why? So that their budgets will go up. This is nothing less than
trafficking in human misery and you, sir, ought to be ashamed of yourself!”
Bobby Jay Bliss: “Now if a plane crashes by a pilot’s error do you blame Boeing
corporation?”
Bobby Jay Bliss: “Did you know that you can fool the breathalyzer test by
chewing on activated charcoal tablets?”
Polly Bailey: “Well, maybe we should change our slogan to "If you must drink
and drive, suck charcoal.”
Nick Naylor: “Won't the police ask about the charcoal in your mouth?”
Bobby Jay Bliss: “There's not a law against charcoal.”

18

CATTANI

Polly Bailey, Nick Naylor in unison: “Yet.”
3. How to bring divergent interests together through effective argumentation
Naylor’s point is that all of life has risks and that the risks can be properly managed
through parental education. The following dialogue from the film exemplifies the
point.
Senator Lothridge: “Mr. Naylor, we are here to discuss cigarettes - not planes,
not cars - cigarettes. Now as we discussed earlier these warning labels are
not for those who know but rather for those who don't know. What about the
children?”
Nick Naylor: “Gentlemen, it's called education. It doesn't come off the side
of a cigarette carton. It comes from our teachers, and more importantly our
parents. It is the job of every parent to warn their children of all the dangers of
the world, including cigarettes, so that one day when they get older they can
choose for themselves. I look at my son who was kind enough to come with me
today, and I can't help but think that I am responsible for his growth and his
development. And I'm proud of that.”
Senator Ortolan Finistirre: “Well, having said that, would you condone him
smoking?”
Nick Naylor: “Well, of course not. He's not 18. That would be illegal.”
Senator Ortolan Finistirre: “Yes, I've heard you deliver that line on 20/20, but
enough dancing. What are you going to do when he turns 18? C'mon, Mr.
Naylor. On his 18th birthday will you share a cigarette with him? Will you spend
a lovely afternoon - like one of your ludicrous cigarette advertisements? You
seem to have a lot to say about how we should raise our children. What of your
own? What are you going to do when he turns 18?”
Nick Naylor: “If he really wants a cigarette, I'll buy him his first pack.”
4. How to use rhetorical tactics to sway even the toughest audience.
A. Using the distinctions
Discussion and negotiation, argumentation and transaction are different
procedures. Often we can convince somebody better through argumentative
discussion than through negotiation:
Joey Naylor: “Mom, why can't I go to California?”
Jill Naylor: “Because, California's just not a safe place. And besides, I'm not sure
it's appropriate for your father to bring you on a business trip.”
Joey Naylor: “Appropriate for who?”
Jill Naylor: “What?”
Joey Naylor: “Mom, is it possible that you're taking the frustration of your failed
marriage out on me?”
Jill Naylor: “Excuse me?”
Joey Naylor: “This California trip seems like a great learning opportunity and
a chance for me to get to know my father. But if you think it's more important
to use me to channel your frustration against the man you no longer love, I'll
understand.”
Joey convinces his reluctant mother not by a transaction, but with argumentation.
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“Well done, Joey! Bravo!” says his father-coach, Nick.
B. Appealing to the free choice
Here is an example, taken from the film-comedy, of the fact that an appeal to
freedom of choice and liberty is always valuable and effective, in every case and
context.
Nick Naylor [to a class of children]: “My point is that you have to think for
yourself. If your parents told you that chocolate was dangerous would you take
their word for it?”
[Children say, all together : no!!]
Nick Naylor: “Exactly! So perhaps instead of acting like sheep when it comes to
cigarettes you should find out for yourself.”
Children: “So cigarettes are good?”
The school-teacher and Nick Naylor in unison: “No!!”
Nick Naylor: “You have to think by yourselves, to challenge the authority. If your
parents say that chocolate is dangerous, do you trust them?”
Children: “No!”
Nick Naylor: “Exactly. What I mean is that there will be always someone saying
what you have do to and to think. When someone tries to act like an expert,
you can respond: ‘Who said’?”
The teacher is in despair and sends away Nick Naylor.
5. The argumentative and persuasive function of humor. Sharp arguments.
Humor is a weapon to use when debating. The audience, at least the neutral
audience, enjoy the jest and forget the argument for a while, or even definitely:
“People think that the tobacco business is easy, that all the tobacco company
do is use ads to create addicts. But what other industry could show a profit
after killing so many customers every year?”
Example one, taken from Thank You for Smoking:
Doctor: “No non-smoker could ever have withstood the amount of nicotine you
had in your bloodstream. I hate to say it, but cigarettes saved your life”
Nick Naylor: “Can I quote you on that, Doc? This just goes to prove what I’ve
been saying for so long. These nicotine patches are just deadly. Smoking saved
my life.”
Example two:
Senator Ortolan Finistirre: “Mr. Naylor, as Vice President of the Academy of
Tobacco Studies, what was required of you? What did you do?”
Nick Naylor: “I informed the public of all the researches performed in the
investigation on the effects of tobacco.”
Senator Ortolan Finistirre: “And what, so far, has the Academy concluded in
their investigation into the effects of tobacco?”
Nick Naylor: “Well, many things actually. Why just the other day they uncovered
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evidence that smoking can offset Parkinson's disease.”
Senator Ortolan Finistirre: “ I'm sure the health community is thrilled.”
It is difficult to refute a relaxing smile or a laugh.

CONCLUSION
In conclusion, Thank You for Smoking is a comedy film, both funny and worrying. It
is at the same time a breath of fresh air and a very disquieting blast of air.
It is worrying because it proves that you can win any argument if you can backup
your view with pseudo-logic, fallacies, examples and humor. Nick Naylor “uses
his prodigious power of persuasion in the service of one of the most indefensible
commodities ever produced” (Oliver 2007: 51). He is engaged in the ‘strategic
action’ oriented toward success, and not in genuine ‘communicative action’,
oriented toward rational persuasion and aiming to convince each other by
adducing true reasons (see: Habermas 1971: 91- 92). The film shows you how a spin
doctor (journalist, writer, film-maker, professor etc) can make you believe anything
he wants. When Nick Naylor defends cigarettes and promotes tobacco he is saying
things and offering points that actually make sense. The ancient Greek sophists
would have been proud of Nick Naylor who “makes the weaker argument into the
stronger”, using the Aristotelian reproach against Protagoras (Aristotle 1929: 1402
a 24). Nick Naylor admits: “My job requires a certain... moral flexibility, that goes
beyond most people.” After being discharged by the tobacco company and having
resigned, he reinvents himself as defender of defenseless corporations such as
sweatshop foremen and land mine makers:
“Right there, looking into Joey's eyes, it all came back in a rush. Why I do what I do.
Defending the defenseless, protecting the disenfranchised corporations that have
been abandoned by their very own consumers: the logger, the sweat shop foreman,
the oil driller, the land mine developer, the baby seal poacher...”
And at the very end of the film, when cell phones are suspected to cause brain
tumors, Naylor’s welcome and appreciated suggestion to the nervous producers,
is: “Gentlemen, practice these words in front of the mirror: ‘Although we are
constantly exploring this subject, currently there is no direct evidence that links cell
phone usage… to brain cancer’.” Gentlemen collectively sigh!
Effective argument, as laid out by the film, is not a recommended path to civil and
rewarding exchange, but it is the factual and customary path. Attention is needed,
in order not to be cheated, especially as a consumer of news rather than as a
consumer of tobacco. We should not only questioning whether “smoking is good”,
but particularly whether “information is good”.
The moral of the film’s tale could be: Smoking is bad for us. Words are worse.
Certainly when rhetoric applies to the debate, many people fear that the debate
creates very smart persons who have always an answer for all questions and
in every circumstance. The fear and the risk is that rhetoric and debate create
someone who is able to find argumentations and untruths, who knows always how
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to answer and how to lie.
On the contrary, perhaps no other study equals debate in the acquirement of the
power of logical thinking combined with clear expression and social skills. The
proper use of language is the surest index of sound understanding, said Isocrates:
“We call those able to speak in a crowd ‘rhetorical’ (rhetorikoi); we regard as
sound advisors who debate with themselves most skillfully about public affairs.
If one must summarize the power of discourse, we will discover that nothing
done prudently occurs without the speech (logos), that speech is the leader of
all thoughts and actions, and that the most intelligent people use most of all.”
(Isocrates 2000: 256-57). We could say that, conversely, the proper use of debate
is the surest index of sound society.
Debate encourages the pursuit of truth via free research by members of a social
community, all equal. And some films are helpful introductions to the logic of
controversy and offer a witty exercise on debate.
In debate, the problem does not concern the use of rhetorical moves (which
seems to be unavoidable), but the fact that people attending the debate can
possibly risk not detecting and counterbalancing intentional and/or unintentional
fallacies, mistakes and tricks: if, using logical and rhetorical tools, we succeed in
counteracting and neutralizing them, we would greatly improve dialogue analysis
and practice (Cattani 2008: 131).
Two ancient Greek keywords and procedures are parrhesia and isegoria. Parrhesia
means “freedom, even boldness of speech”; isegoria means “equal freedom
and boldness of speech for all people”. Total freedom for all persons – Universa
Universis Patavina Libertas – is also the ancient University of Padua motto. If
and after I have spoken and You have listened, then You have the facts and You
can judge, as Aristotle, who first arranged the rhetorical matter, says in the last
lines of this Treatise, Rhetoric (Aristotle 1924, 1420 a 10). That applies fully also to
debate process: after a discussion, even the most polemical one, we are in a better
condition for judging.
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ABSTRACT:
The pragma-dialectical study of strategic maneuvering in parliamentary contexts
has been advanced by Frans van Eemeren and Bart Garssen’s analysis of the
EU, and Dima Mohammed’s analysis of British minister’s questioning period,
and Manfred Kienpointner’s assessment of Turkish deliberation. Similarly David
Zarefsky has examined the role of strategic maneuvering in the American
political milieu. However, few pragma-dialecticians have turned their attention to
parliamentary deliberation in new democracies with postcolonial legacies. Such
argumentative activity types share many similarities with European models, yet
also have intentional differences that reflect local custom and history. This study
analyzes the possibilities for strategic maneuvering in the Tanzanian Parliament.
Focusing on the arguments, questions, and speeches of three members, President
Kikwete, Minister Maige, and MP Telele, I seek to understand how strategic
maneuvers, specifically the use of condensation symbols and the locus of the
irreparable, are featured in a new nation’s arguments oriented toward reconciling
its colonial past with a multi-ethnic future. Such analysis opens new directions for
pragma-dialectical research by emphasizing the unique problems and possibilities
in post-colonial contexts.

Keywords:
Argumentation, condensation symbol, locus of the irreparable, parliament,
pragma-dialectics, post-colonial, strategic maneuver, Tanzania.
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INTRODUCTION
This study analyzes Argumentation in the Tanzanian Parliament, drawing from
the pragma-dialectical concept of strategic maneuvering to inform the inquiry.
Focusing on the arguments, questions, and speeches of three members, President
Kikwete, Minister Maige, and MP Telele, I seek to understand how strategic
maneuvers, specifically, the use of condensation symbols and the locus of the
irreparable, are used in a new nation seeking to reconcile its colonial past with
a multi-ethnic future. Such analysis opens new directions for pragma-dialectical
research by emphasizing the unique problems and possibilities in post-colonial
contexts.
Strategic maneuvers, moments in deliberation when tension between dialectical
and rhetorical aims is calibrated, can only be understood within the specific
context of an argumentative event (van Eemeren & Houtlosser, 2006). To pinpoint
the context surrounding any given deliberation, it is necessary to identify the
prevailing activity type and the derivative norms of discussion associated with that
specific type. Such specificity is required as argumentative norms are not the same
in each setting or timeframe. Arguments can then be compared with others made
in the same context, but not with those from differing contexts (van Eemeren,
Grootendorst, & Henkemans, 2002; van Eemeren & Houtlosser, 2000).
The identification of an activity type allows for analysis of the institutional aspect
of argumentation, leading to empirically adequate accounts of argumentative
practice (Mohammed, 2008). Such accounts are possible because, by situating
analysis within in an activity type, the analyst is able to address specific exchanges
in their institutional context, lending unique insight to the features, opportunities,
and constraints of those specific discourses. The analysis in this essay focuses on
the Tanzanian Parliament, specifically on the Prime Minister’s questioning period
and floor speeches. After discussing the specifics of this activity type, I address
the way that the first rule of pragma-dialectics, the freedom rule, has been used
by President Kikwete to limit MP Telele’s ability to advance standpoints supporting
Maasai pastoralists. I will pay attention to the ways that President Kikwete
strategically maneuvers, exploring whether his use of ad misericordiam fallacies,
which are used to silence Maasai visual and verbal arguments, constitutes sound
argumentation or crosses the line into strategic derailment of a critical discussion.
This analysis draws from scholarship on the EU (van Eemeren & Houtlosser,
2009), British (Mohammed, 2008) and Turkish (Kienpointner, 2009) parliaments.
This body of scholarship, specifically Kienpointner’s 2009 essay “Plausible and
Fallacious Strategies to Silence One’s Opponent,” has helped argument scholars to
discuss the acceptable use of proper norms in parliamentary debate. Kienpointner
explores how German, Austrian, and Turkish governments have regulated
freedom of speech concerning targeted mass killings. In this analysis he argues
that freedom of speech could be constricted if in doing so the rights of humanity
were better served – and such restrictions are not made for political rather than
humanitarian ends. Van Eemeren and Houtlosser, Mohammed, and Kienpointner
show how norms of parliamentary debate, self-rule, and deliberation have
stabilized over generations of trial, error, and condensation.
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This study highlights the context of postcolonial political deliberation where the
activity types are still new and in flux. With the political milieu of nations still
malleable, scholars can explore still coalescing argumentation norms, observe
negotiations regarding limits to strategic maneuvering, and examine how actors
specify the acceptable use of fallacies. By setting the argumentative context, it
may be possible to map the production of norms and better understand the way
that arguments are both produced and received. However, the fluidity of postcolonial spaces also challenges pragma-dialectical theory. Identifying an activity
type and the norms of that type is critical for a pragma-dialectical analysis, but if
those norms are still in flux, is analysis even possible?
To explore these questions, I focus on a point of instability in Tanzanian national
identity and culture. The first president of Tanzania, Mwalimu Julius Nyere,
attempted to create a Tanzanian identity from among the more than 120 distinct
ethnic groups and two distinct colonies, Tanganyika and Zanzibar, which are now
defined as one nation. This project was named Ujamaa, the Swahili word for the
creation of a person through the community, or a coming together of community
for mutual support and development. Tanzania’s Ujamaa policy encouraged the use
of Swahili as a common language, established free and compulsory education, and
set national goals based on community development and national self-sufficiently.
As a result of Ujamaa, most Tanzanians identify first by nation and second by
ethnic group and Swahili is spoken across the nation, often without ethnic accents.
One of the primary challenges to Ujamaa has been the resistance of pastoralists
and hunter-gatherers. The Maasai, one of the largest pastoral groups in the world,
have continued to identify themselves as Maasai first – and often exclusively –
regardless of their Tanzanian citizenship. While some community members speak
Swahili, Maa remains the lingua franca, and community members continue to
stand apart by traditions, dress, language, and lifeways. Tourism to the Serengeti
is one of the chief parts of Tanzania’s economy and the Maasai – who once lived in
the Serengeti – have become a cultural attraction. Yet, while images of traditional
Maasai people are used by the Tanzanian government to bolster tourism,
traditional Maasai communities are facing continual pressure to settle, abandon
their herding lifestyle, and take up modernization on path with other citizens of
Tanzania.
Cultural negotiation and change are occurring on many stages in Tanzania –
between groups, political parties, religions, and families – and the Tanzanian
parliament is tasked with the process of negotiation while maintaining the goals
indicated in the Tanzanian Constitution of “continued improvement of people’s
lives under conditions of freedom, peace, equity and unity.” Tanzania is a multiparty, unitary presidential democratic socialist republic. The President heads
both the state and government and appoints the Prime Minister who heads the
unicameral, 324 member, Parliament House. The rules and conventions of the
Parliament are grounded in deliberative traditions from the United Kingdom and
Germany, both whom colonized Tanzania. Yet, these standards of deliberation
also draw from Julius Kambarage Nyere’s teachings on African Socialism which
highlight a reverence for elders, community stability, modernization, and national
self-sufficiency.
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Working to incorporate these multiple influences, the Tanzanian Prime Minister’s
Questioning Period occurs weekly and is televised on national television. The
questions and answers are then available on the Parliament’s website. Wang notes
that this moment of deliberation is especially important as it is one of the few
times when MPs are able to reach their constituents and prove that they are taking
note of constituent interests. This need is perhaps higher than in other nations
as no private members bills have been introduced to Parliament since 1995. Put
another way, because parliamentarians know that they will not be able to introduce
legislation, asking questions is their only route to participation. Yet, despite the
importance of this period to both MPs and constituents, the quality of questions
is often low. Wang’s (2005) interviews with Tanzanian MPs indicate the following
norms of deliberation:
1.

Ministers responding to questions often lack information or only repeat
government texts; they do not advance new standpoints or new ideas.
2. Ministers often provide unnecessarily complicated and/or vague answers that
foreclose future deliberation.
3. Ministers do not take questioning time seriously; they answer to avoid further
questions and are not interested in solving problems.
4. Question and answering time is used by the government to strengthen vertical
accountability, not encourage deliberation.
These standards are radically different from those found by Mohammed in her
study of the British PM’s questioning time. As Mohammad indicates, “the more
argumentative exchanges comply with the norm of critical testing, as a means to
scrutinize the performance of the government, the more the government is subject
to scrutiny, and the better it is held to account” (Mohammed, 2008, p. 380). Yet, in
the case of Tanzania, it seems that government performance is not held to scrutiny
and as such MPs are not able to hold Ministers accountable for their actions.
The following case study, I investigate two types of strategic maneuvers that have
been used in the Tanzanian Parliament, the condensation of symbols and the
locus of the irreparable. Anchoring the argumentative analysis and the specific
activity type in question generates unique insights regarding Tanzanian political
officials’ strategic maneuvering. Yet, as we shall see, the deploying of pragmadialectical methods in this case presents serious complications that warrant
extended reflection. In creating this analysis, I found that when using the context of
Tanzanian parliament, the strategic maneuvers used by President Kikwete are both
rhetorically effective and dialectically reasonable. This judgment is determined
by the activity type of Tanzanian deliberation which sets a very low bar for
Presidential and Minister accountability. However, using those situated norms also
creates a problem as it does not allow for a principled critique of arguments that
are made by MPs during the questioning periods.
The resulting analysis is unique as few argument analysts have attempted to
use the pragma-dialectical framework in a non-western, post-colonial context.
Further, while much analysis has addressed the way that Maasai communities have
protested, or the way that the Government of Tanzania operates, no studies to date
have addressed the arguments made by and between these interlocutors.
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CASE STUDY
This case study addresses the use of argumentative markers in local and national
deliberation concerning Land Rights and History of the Ngorongoro District. I
am specifically concerned with the way Maasai speakers use community history
and culture to support their standpoints to defend their access the Ngorongoro
Conservation Area (NCA).
The NCA was granted to the Maasai as part of a concession for leaving the
Serengeti. Beginning in 1950, the British colonial government brokered a deal with
the Maasai community. This deal ensured that the world’s largest fortress nature
reserves, the Maasai Mara reserve in Kenya and Serengeti in Tanzania, would be
linked by a trans-border region that allowed crossings for migrating wildlife herds.
The construction of these reserves, which are prefaced on the theory that nature
is best preserved when no humans are allowed habitation, required the eviction of
between 10,000 and 50,000 Maasai and their herds of cattle. Elders representing
the community agreed to the departure in exchange for continued and unimpeded
access to land in Ngorongoro Conservation Area, which is adjacent to the
Serengeti, and also a traditional grazing land.
Speaking at the completion of these agreements on 14 October 1958 the British
Governor of the Legislative Council said, “On all grounds of equity and good faith
no government could contemplate excluding the Maasai from the whole of the
great game areas...the policy was altered to establishing the Park in the plains
to the west, leaving the conservation of the Ngorongoro area to be built around
the interests of its inhabitants” (Bellini, 2008, p. 8). Later, speaking to the Maasai
Federal Council on 27 August 1959 the British Governor of Tanganyika explained
the government’s intentions for the Ngorongoro, including a decision-making
criteria in the event of human/wildlife conflicts. He said, “the government intends
to protect the game animals in the area, but should there be any conflict between
the interests of the game and the human inhabitants, those of the latter must take
precedent” (Bellini, 2008, p. 8). Although Tanganyika gained independence from
England in 1961 and formed the nation Tanzania, this agreement was interpreted
as still valid by the Maasai who were allowed to re-enter the Serengeti, and by the
Tanzanian government who did not evict the Maasai from the NCA. However, as
the following case study will indicate, the Maasai have in recent years experienced
difficulty claiming the rights assured by this agreement.

MAASAI MP: TELELE, KAIKA SANING'O
Mr. Telele represents the Ngorongoro District, a position that he has held since
2005 and will keep until at least 2015. He is a member of Chama cha Mapinduzi
– the ruling political party in Tanzania. Before this position he was the Regional
Administration District Commissioner, employed by the Ngorongoro Conservation
Area Authority, the president’s office, a Secondary School Teacher, and a Social
Welfare Officer. He holds advanced degrees in Foreign Relations and Political
Economy. MP Telele frequently speaks about the Loliondo District, asking for
schools, office materials, security training, and electrical supply. He has highlighted
the problem of communication in the region; that many community members
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cannot access Tanzanian media and as such receive their news from the Kenyan
Broadcasting Corporation (Telele, 2012b). The Loliondo District borders the NCA
and has become an attractive location for international tour companies that wish
to establish private hunting and game parks. Attempts to buy this land have led to
increased conflicts between Maasai communities living in Loliondo, corporations
seeking to make land agreements, and the national government.

CONDENSATION SYMBOL
While MP Telele is Maasai, he rarely references his own ethnic affiliation, or that
of his constituents. Between 2010 and 2012, Telele gave 67 speeches, comments,
and questions in the House of Parliament. From those 67 unique utterances, he
has only named the Maasai eight times. Of these eight utterances, five refer to
ethnic conflicts between the Maasai and Sonjo. The other three references are the
focus of this analysis as they address the Maasai access to land in NCA. Rather
than speak of the “Maasai”, MP Telele displays a preference for “the people.” This
rhetorical change is evidence of a strategic maneuver classified by Zarefsky as a
condensation of symbols (Zarefsky, 2009). In an attempt to accommodate the
diversity of his audience (other MPs, the national viewer, and his constituency),
MP Telele condenses the experiences, cultures, and identity of the Maasai using
the Swahili mass noun, wanachi (the people) when addressing the needs of his
constituency.
For example,
“Mheshimiwa Naibu Spika, Sheria ya Mamlaka ya Hifadhi ya Ngorongoro ipitiwe
upya ili sheria hiyo iweke na itamke bayana kuwa wananchi waishio katika Tarafa
ya Ngorongoro ambayo pia ni hifadhi mseto (multiple land use), wana haki juu
ya ardhi yao.” (Telele, 2012a)
“Mr. Deputy Speaker, the Law of the Ngorongoro Conservation Authority has
been reviewed, and according to that law, the people living in the Ngorongoro
Division, which is also a multiple land use conservation reserve, have rights over
their land.” (My own translation, emphasis added).
and
“Wenyeji wale wametolewa kutoka Serengeti na kupewa Ngorongoro Highlands
na wakoloni na kuambiwa kwamba hakuna tena mtu atakayewagusa hapa ni
maskani yenu, kaeni kwa amani milele yote. Sasa ninaona kama mwakilishi wa
wananchi hili suala la kuendeleza wenyeji ni jukumu la kisheria.” (Telele, 2011)
“Inhabitants have been expelled from the Serengeti and Ngorongoro Highlands,
land [that had been] given [to the locals] by colonists, and are being told that
there is no longer [a land] that is the home that they can live in at in peace for
all eternity. Now I see myself as a representative of the people, representing a
local legal obligation.” (My own translation, emphasis added.)
This maneuver achieves MP Telele’s goal of adhering to the norms of multiple
audiences, and advancing his position that the Maasai are people on a par with
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others living in Tanzania, MP Telele humanizes the Maasai. This step is critical as
the Maasai have faced a history of discrimination through socialist standards of
development that rank pastoralism on a scale lower than farmers or urban dwellers.
Rhetoric resulting from this philosophy implies that the Maasai are less than human
or should be developed before they fully participate in community decisionmaking. By referring to the Maasai as “the people,” MP Telele attempts to position
the Maasai as equal participants and stakeholders in national deliberations.
At first glance, MP Telele’s maneuver seems to be on par with similar arguments
in the EU parliament. The Polish parliamentarian, examined by van Eemeren and
Garssen, negotiates his dualistic position between Europe and his home country
by using condensation symbols of farmers rather than specifically speaking of
farmers in Poland. This strategic maneuver was successful because the Polish
representative was able to preserve his national farming interests while making
those interests seem similar to those of farmers in other EU nations (van Eemeren
& Houtlosser, 2009). Similarly, MP Telele works to meet the demands of both the
national parliament and his community. However, the effectiveness of MP Telele’s
strategic maneuver can be evaluated when juxtaposed to responses given to him
during the PM’s questioning period.
In 2008 MP Telele posed a question to the Deputy Ministry of Tourism and
Natural Resources. Here MP Telele spoke of Maasai residents of the Ngorongoro
Conservation Area as “inhabitants.” This followed his method of using
condensation symbols to identify his constituency. However, in his reply, Minister
Maige rejects MP Telele’s condensation symbol, “inhabitants,” and instead choses
to describe the Maasai as “natives living in the park” (Telele & Maige, 2008).
Minister Maige’s strategic maneuver echoes MP Telele’s, the Maasai are addressed
by a condensed symbol that frames understanding of the political dynamics in
terms favorable to the speaker. However, the difference is apparent as Maige
rejects Telele’s condensation symbol of Maasai as inhabitants or people, and
instead uses to the term “natives.” “Natives” is a term loaded in developmental
discourse, and the use of this condensation symbol re-positioned the Maasai in a
socialist hierarchy of development which denies them equal participation until they
are fully developed.
The effect of Minister Maige’s condensation symbol is apparent in his longer
statement. MP Telele had asked why the citizens of the NCA were at such a
different level of development then the foreign-owned tourism camps. He suggests
that this might be because the Maasai were not allowed the same rights to build as
foreign investors. Minister Maige responds, “the natives living in the park have been
given the same rights as the other investors in the whole issue of building lodges
camps to provide better service to tourists” (Telele & Maige, 2008). The surface
level of the discourse seems favorable for the Maasai, Minister Maige indicates that
the natives (Maasai) have the same rights as foreigners. Yet, what Minister Maige
has not indicated is that the Maasai have the same rights as other citizens, or that
the Maasai have rights granted to them in the 1958 agreement. Instead, Minister
Maige has strategically maneuvered to place the Maasai as a community separate
from that of Tanzanian citizens.

31

CHAPTER II - MAASAI CULTURE AS AN ARGUMENTATIVE RESOURCE IN THE SERENGETI

Here we see a differentiation in the use of strategic maneuvers by MPs. The Polish
representative was able to achieve both his rhetorical and dialectical goals by
citing examples beyond his own ethnicity and nationality. However, MP Telele,
when using a similar strategy, achieves neither his rhetorical or dialectical goals.
Instead, MP Telele is addressing a situation that explicitly requires a historical
and cultural warrant (the 1958 agreement with the Maasai) to substantiate the
claim (rights to land) made by himself and his constituents regarding the NCA.
Yet, the argument type of the Tanzanian Parliament does not allow ethnic groups
to prioritize their own history or identity ahead of the nation. As such, MP Telele
is required to use a condensation symbol. Returning to the conventions of this
argumentative type, Minister Maige’s use of the condensation symbol, positioning
the Maasai as “natives,” and on-par with foreigners is both acceptable and valid. He
has provided a vague answer that forecloses future deliberation while at the same
time strengthening the vertical accountability of the national government.

LOCUS OF THE IRREPARABLE
While the condensation of symbols has been used to identify the subject of
deliberation, when calling for action members of the Tanzanian government
have frequently employed argumentation tied to the locus of the irreparable.
This strategic maneuver is one way that a diverse audience can be prompted to
take a specific action (Cox, 1982; Zarefsky, 2009). To use this tool, the speaker
claims that “a decision cannot be repeated or that its consequences may cause
an irreplaceable loss.” This locus is identified by three qualities, uniqueness,
precariousness, and timeliness. In this analysis I will focus on the second,
precariousness, which Cox defines as “a state of affairs which cannot intrinsically
be sustained; even with our intervention, its special status cannot be preserved or
its existence lengthened. ‘Loss’ is inevitable” (Cox, 1982).
In Tanzanian Parliamentary deliberations, it is the Maasai lifeway of pastoralism
that is framed as precarious and often juxtaposed to the environment in an
either-or decision making calculus. In these speeches, questions, and answers,
the precariousness of the Maasai becomes the locus of the irreparable when “that
which is threatened need not be lost, when choice is possible” (Cox, 1982). In the
following two statements, President Kikwete presses for the decision to prevent
damage to the environment by abandoning the Maasai’s tradition of pastoralism.
President Jakaya Mrisho Kikwete demonstrated this decision making calculus on
December 30, 2005:
“We must modernize animal husbandry. We will have no alternative. We must
abandon nomadic pastoralism which makes the whole country pastureland...
The cattle are bony and the pastoralists are sacks of skeletons. We cannot move
forward with this type of pastoralism in the twenty first century” (Ole Ndaskoi,
2011).
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Then, on February 22, 2006, President Kikwete stated:
“I am committed to taking unpopular steps in order to protect the environment
for the benefit of the nation and future generations” (Ole Ndaskoi, 2011).
In these statements, and many others like them, President Kikwete adheres to
the conventions for parliamentary deliberation by making vague statements that
strengthen vertical accountability but do not encourage deliberation. Just as the
governments of Austria, Germany, and Turkey have regulated freedom of speech
regarding holocaust and genocide, President Kikwete is attempting to regulate
the freedom of speech regarding pastoralism. He has indicated that deliberation
regarding the merits of pastoralism will not continue. Keinpointner itemized the
arguments in support of the German violation of the right to freedom of speech
and found it acceptable so long as restriction to freedom of speech made because
such speech has “been proved to be catastrophic in human history” (Kienpointner,
2009, p. 67). Using the locus of the irreparable, President Kikwete is able to
advance the same argument; he is justified in restricting freedom of speech of the
Maasai because if the Maasai are not restricted they will destroy the environment
of Tanzania.
President Kikwete’s claim is further bolstered by his positioning of the Maasai and
their herds as “the cattle are bony and the pastoralists are sacks of skeletons.”
Such framing is consistent with the rhetoric of colonialists, beginning in the 1800’s
who sought to settle the Maasai on the basis that they were malnourished and
destroying the environment. In each of these instances a choice is provided for the
audience, either allow both the Maasai to die and the environment be destroyed,
or require the Maasai to settle and save the environment. As the audience is almost
exclusively constructed of settled peoples, this seems like an acceptable decision
criteria.
Such criteria do violate the freedom rule by prohibiting the opponent, here the
Maasai, from advancing standpoints of cultural relevance or the preservation
of pastoral lifeways. There is evidence that this was the intention of President
Kikwete – to delegitimize all claims made by or about pastoralists – by indicating all
standpoints supporting pastoralists were outdated, anti-modern, or un-Tanzanian.
This vague response references many offices, but does not specifically address
the question that was posed by MP Telele. Further, it does not acknowledge the
cultural claims, the 1958 agreement with the Maasai, nor the specific land claim
needs of the Maasai in this dispute.
Yet, in these statements, President Kikwete may have overplayed his hand,
leading to a derailment of his strategic maneuver by producing the fallacy of ad
misericordian. Walton has defined arguments as fallacious when “used to seal off
the asking of critical questions that would be appropriate for properly deliberating
on the question at issue when the dramatic impact of the emotional appeal is to
block further questioning” (Walton, 1997, pp. 158-159). The critical element of an ad
misericordian fallacy is that the argument itself is legitimate, but has been blown
out of proportion by including a dramatic impact. Keinpointner uses the images
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displayed by pro-life activists of unborn fetuses to illustrate the way that images
and verbal arguments can foreclose the possibility of deliberation. Similarly,
President Kikwete seems to be obscuring deliberation by using rhetoric such as
“sack of skeletons” to describe the Maasai.
This could be a derailment of a strategic maneuver if President Kikwete has
used such verbal descriptions to foreclose deliberation. However, here enters
the problem of using the specific context of Tanzania for this analysis. Returning
to the indicators of this activity type, President Kikwete is following the norms
of argumentation set forward by him for his ministers. He insured vertical
accountability for the government while foreclosing all deliberation. Within the
specific context of the Tanzanian parliament, this is not a derailment of a strategic
maneuver, but instead a successful maneuver used by President Kikwete.

CONCLUSION
The analysis presented in this essay has used the pragma-dialectical method of
determining the norms of argument in a specific argument context, and then
addressing the effectiveness of arguments and strategic maneuvers produced in
that activity type. When the activity type was stabilized, it was determined that it
is appropriate for the Prime Minister’s questioning period to be filled with dodging,
vague, or unnecessarily complex answers. MPs had little expectation of getting any
result from the session, though, as they are also not able to introduce independent
legislation; this was their sole opportunity to express to their constituents that they
were trying to make an argument.
Using these norms of deliberation, I analyzed the exchanges between MP Telele
who represents the Maasai of the Ngorongoro, Natural Resources and Tourism
Minister Maige, and President Kikwete. In these exchanges it became clear that
Minister Maige and President Kikwete frequently utilize strategic maneuvers
to avoid pressing issues while bolstering the vertical accountability of the
government. MP Telele has attempted to present similar strategic maneuvers, and
may have succeeded in accessing his constituent audience, but has had little effect
on the rhetoric of Parliament.
Such analysis is deeply troubling. Standards of argumentative analysis and
international norms of deliberation would indicate that President Kikwete is
violating the human rights of a specific group of his constituency. However, by
creating an analysis of argument in context, the standards for this activity type
would indicate that President Kikwete is making rhetorically and dialectically
strong arguments. He is epitomizing the strategic maneuver. This places the
analyst in a double bind. One horn of the dilemma requires the analyst to ignore
that the Tanzanian Parliament is different from Western European Parliaments,
and find that President Kikwete is violating the conventions of discussion and
questioning activity types. The other horn of the dilemma steers the analyst to
regard the particularities of the Tanzanian Parliament and find President Kikwete,
despite the troubling ramifications of his speech, a superior arguer. Such a double
bind is unproductive for both argument analysis and constructing ideal types for a
critical discussion.
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The analytical dilemma may be alleviated by stipulating that the Tanzanian
Parliament and norms of Tanzanian deliberation are still in flux, and more time is
needed before a more stable set of discussion norms cold emerge and support
normative argumentative judgments. The skeptic might indicate that politicians
rarely provide a sincere statement, and that all activity types are in flux. And
while it is true that all nations experience flux in their political systems, and not
all politicians are honest or attempt to serve their constituents, we may still
understand that a unique problem exists in determining the argument activity
types for new nations. In Tanzania, there are members of parliament that have
served from the time of independence, and members who were born to a free
nation – their expectations for governance are radically different and result in
constant renegotiation of political powers. While the norms of this activity type,
identified at the beginning of this essay, still bind deliberation in Tanzania, using
those norms may prevent us from seeing the changes and wrinkles occurring at
the edges of such deliberation. Even worse, it may cause us to label speech acts
such as MP Telele’s as unsuccessful by using norms of an activity type that has not
yet stabilized. This is a unique moment for Tanzania, and many other democratic
nations. However, it also illuminates the difficulties experienced when applying
pragma-dialectics to new settings.
This essay poses a critical question to pragma-dialectics. Is it acceptable for a
government to strategically maneuver, using a condensation symbol and locus of
the irreparable, to shift the burden of proof to the oppressed minority? Further,
is it acceptable for condensation symbols to be used in establishing norms and
conventions that determine national culture? If so, the government thereby
loads the argument to privilege themselves. Such argumentative strategies
would prohibit the Maasai from speaking on their own terms, thereby creating a
political milieu where a dominant group controls the process of condensation and
definitions in the activity type.
The problem is that pragma-dialectics does not yet have a method to deal with the
pressures presented by minority groups or new nations, and the mobilization of
activity types under pressure. These groups are presenting shifts and changes in
local or national governance. The Tanzanian Parliament has only been independent
for 52 years – yet, to complete a pragma-dialectical analysis, beginning with a
determination of the norms and expectations of the activity types, it is necessary
to indicate that actions such as ignoring minority perspectives is among the
expected conventions. Then, from that perspective, all of the actions described in
this analysis, such as the president of a nation indicating that he will eradicate the
lifeway of a specific group of citizens, are viewed as acceptable. Using the norms
of the Tanzanian parliament activity type, this is a norm and the president has
successfully strategically maneuvered.
But such analysis does not allow us to understand the key issues of land
development, human/wildlife conflict, or the position of Maasai communities in
modern democratic states. When we extend the pragma-dialectical methodology
to hard cases, such as post-colonial nations, such fractures begin to appear. We
can respond to these fractures by setting a boundary for pragma-dialectical
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analysis, indicating that such analysis cannot be used on new activity types of
under a certain number of years. Or, we can reconsider the advantages of pragmadialectical theory, which does provide a framework to understand the strategic
maneuvers used by interlocutors, while pressing the process of contextualizing
argument within a supposedly stable context.
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ABSTRACT
In the US run-up to the war against Iraq in 2003, the pro-war US/British opinion
press resorted to the ‘human rightist’ rhetoric in an attempt to legitimize the
US unilateralist decision to attack Iraq. The US-British pro-war arguers adopted
a ‘subservient’ role by uncritically endorsing the US official standpoint about
the ‘Saddam Peril’ and the Anglo-American ‘humanitarian’ mission in Iraq
through the systematic muffling of opposing views of the anti-war camp and the
demonization of the mounting global anti-war political dissent. The US/British
pro-war discussants tried to cast doubt on both the motivations and identity of
the protestors by categorizing peaceful protest within the discourse of ‘deviance,’
‘ignorance’ and ‘incivility.’ Therefore, anti-war protest was trivialized, disparaged,
and depoliticized. Anti-war political protest was relegated to the realm of
‘disorder,’ ‘spectacle,’ and ‘violence,’ despite its global geopolitical reach. This
paper examines how ‘strategic maneuvering’ functions rhetorically in opinion press
instrumentalized moral reasoning. Drawing on theoretical insights from critical
discourse analysis and Pragma-dialectical argumentation theory, I problematized
the fallacious ‘justification discourse’ used in the pro-war op/eds to build up a
‘moral/legal case’ for war on Iraq based on adversarial (rather than dialogical)
argumentation.
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INTRODUCTION
In his address to the UN General Assembly on 12 September, 2002, Bush outlined
his ‘case’ for war against Iraq by claiming a Baathist connection with Al Qaeda
and Saddam’s possession of weapons of mass destruction (WMD). But, the CIA
confirmed that “Saddam is not a threat to the United States now, but that the
easiest way for him to become an immediate threat is to give him no options”
(quoted in Nikolaev and Hakanen, 2006: 2). CIA and FBI officials were pressured
to come up with reports backing the Bush administration’s pro-war line (ibid.: 3).1
Hence, pre-war intelligence was manipulated to justify war. On 11 October 2002,
the US Congress passed the resolution that authorized the invasion of Iraq (by
77 against 23 in the Senate and 296 against 133 in the House). On 26 February
2002, 199 MPs (121 of them were Labour members of Blair’s 411 parliamentary
majority (Boris Johnson, NYT, 16 March 2003)) staged a ‘Parliamentary revolt’
against Blair’s “provocative” role as “the unpaid porte-parole of the Pentagon...
selflessly supplying the syntax to George W. Bush” (ibid.). While conservative party
supported Blair, 52 Liberal Democrats (of the 54 members) rejected “the myopia of
a man who believes that good intentions alone can justify even the most grotesque
of conflicts” (Orr, The Independent, 14 March 2003). However, Blair ignored the
will of the majority of British citizens in his ‘call to arms’ speech at the House of
Commons on 18 March 2003.
The US threat to attack Iraq provoked massive global resistance. 2 On 15 and
16 February 2003, anti-war demonstrations became “the largest weekend of
co-ordinated protest action in world history” (Vitale, 2005: 284). Two million
anti-war protesters staged the largest political protest in London since the
Second World War. In Britain, the anti-war sentiment remained high even after
the outbreak of war. On the other side of the Atlantic, the New York protest (15
February 2003), organized by United for Peace and Justice, attracted “around
500,000” demonstrators despite being denied “a march permit” and being
“subjected to dispersal by mounted units” (Vitale, 2005: 290-99). The New York
Civil Liberties Union reported the police’s resort to “indiscriminate arrests,” use of
“batons,” “pepper spray,” and “horse charges” to contain the peaceful protestors
(Vitale, 2005:290). Over “300 people were arrested and several police officers,
police horses, and demonstrators were injured” (ibid.: 300). The line between
terrorism and lawful protest was blurred. This provoked a huge politicization
of a new generation of citizens that had been written off as apolitical. Before
we proceed, a brief description of the data and methods used in this study is
worthwhile.

1 Richard Clarke, the former chief of counterterrorism during both Clinton’s and Bush’s presidency, revealed that Bush
told him to seek possible Iraqi ties with the 9/11 attacks (cited in Robinson and Livingston, 2006: 26).
2 “Only 39% of Americans, 22% of Australians, 15% of Italians and Britons, 13% of Bulgarians and 2% of Spaniards
back[ed] a war without UN approval” (Younge, The Guardian, 10 March, 2003). Similarly, “over 80 percent of Japanese
oppose[d] Washington’s threatened use of force in Iraq” (Howard W. French, NYT 19 March 2003).
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MATERIALS AND METHODS
The present study’s aim is to explore how peaceful protest in the prelude to the
US 2003 invasion of Iraq was debated in Western opinion press. The corpus
used here encompasses the period between 1 February 2003 to 20 March 2003
(the time period leading up to the outbreak of hostilities). The research sample
included pro-war opinion/editorial (op/ed) pieces3 of the highest circulation
broadsheets in the US (New York Times (NYT) and The Washington Post (WP)
and UK (The Times), along with opinion pieces from equally prestigious anti-war
elite newspapers (The Guardian (UK) and Le Monde (France). The retrieval of
articles from the web version of Lexis-Nexis full text database was based on the
use of the keywords ‘protest’ and ‘Iraq.’ The NYT and WP were selected because
they are incontestably the main representative of ‘the mediated public sphere’ in
the US. NYT is an authoritative ‘paper of record,’ and supposedly the ‘guardian’ of
oppositional opinion/editorials. The WP is the most ‘hawkish’ paper during Bush’s
preparations for the 2003 attack of Iraq (see Sahlane, 2012, 2013 and Wilson et al
2012). Likewise, The Times is regarded as the ‘organ of the British establishment’
in view of its conservative political allegiance. It held a pro-war position during the
2003 Iraq conflict. Conversely, The Guardian has a tradition of support for ‘liberal’
causes. Its editorials demonstrated a clear anti-war stance during the lead-up
to the 2003 Iraq War. However, once the British troops were on the battlefield,
the narrative of ‘liberation’ was clear in the rhetoric use of its images. Le Monde
was chosen because it is a paper of ‘record’ and a ‘watchdog’ of (inter)national
politics. Its editorial ‘leftist’/‘Gaullist’ tone countered the Bush’s bellicose policy
vis-à-vis Iraq. The present study draws its theoretical base from critical discourse
analysis and argumentation theory (Walton, 2004, etc). Despite the global reach
of anti-war protest, political dissent was relegated to a realm of ‘deviance’ and
‘ignorance’ in the US-British broadsheet opinion press, as we will demonstrate in
what follows.

ARGUMENTATION, RHETORIC, AND ANTI-WAR PROTEST IN
OPINION PRESS
Anti-Iraq War protest is a form of collectively orchestrated ‘argument’ in the
context of public debate and controversy. It constitutes a multi-vocalic and visual
form of citizen argumentation. The demonstrators articulated their anti-war
positions in their speeches, chants, and slogans. Hence, such mediated protest
events are intertextually and argumentatively networked in that any use of political
text is, in effect, an integral part of a wider dialogue. In acquiring language, we also
acquire ‘rational’ modes of reasoning. However, rational dialogical engagement
requires mutual readiness to understand the opponent’s perspective, concerns,
and values by discarding one’s own ‘preconceptions’ in the pursuit of ‘truth’. In
what follows, I will demonstrate how pro-war US-British op/ed arguers failed

3 Articles presenting the authors’ opinions about the unfolding Iraq crisis are also drawn from the ‘Foreign’ Disk (e.g.
Cowell, NYT, 16 Feb. 2003; Sachs, NYT, 22 March 2003), ‘National’ Disk (e.g., Goodstein, L., NYT, 13 November 2002;
Lichtblau, NYT, 16 March 2003), the ‘Metro’ Section (e.g. Wilson, M., NYT, October 7, 2002) and ‘Week in Review Desk’
(Cowell, NYT, 23 Feb. 2003).
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to reconcile the ‘rhetorical effectiveness’ of their arguments with maintaining
‘dialectical reasonableness’ by indulging in fallacious ‘rhetorical maneuvering’ (eg,
ad hominem argumentation, ‘argument from appeal to pity’ and ‘mythopoesis’) to
sway public opinion against anti-war position.
1. Orientalizing Arab/Muslim protest
By characterizing the Arab anti-war protestors as ‘unruly’ and ‘violent, the US
mainstream opinion press resorts to fallacious4 neo-Orientalist rhetoric. Consider
the example below:
The worst violence was in Yemen, where about 4,000 people tried to march
from the ancient city center to the American Embassy on the outskirts of
Sana. The embassy building is set back from a highway behind barricades and
concrete blocks.
The government said protesters opened fire on the riot police, setting off a
gun battle that killed two demonstrators, one of them an 11-year-old boy, and
left three police officers hospitalized in critical condition. (Sacks, NYT, 22
March 2003)
The protesters were portrayed as the ones who instigated the violent ‘gun battle’
by opening fire on the riot police (criminalization strategy). However, the reason
why the police came under attack remained unknown because the only source of
information was the Yemeni authorities (the voice of the protesters was muted).
The implication might also be that Yemenis, who lack respect for their ‘civil order’
(or fear for the police), must be ‘indecent’ citizens (implied argument). Sacks,
however, suppressed the fact that in most Arab countries policing is still practiced
in ways that go back to the colonial era. Besides, the use of reported speech
reveals the reporter’s uncritical endorsement of the official version of reality. Also,
the inclusion of the age of the boy who was killed suggests that ‘innocent’ school
children are manipulated by unscrupulous Islamist ‘Jihadists’ (the protests took
place mostly after Friday prayers). Sacks reported that “demonstrators climbed
to a parapet on the building [at Al Azhar mosque in Cairo] and threw down stones
and bits of furniture” on the police (ibid.). The demonstrators also hurled stones at
police officers (in Bahrain). Conversely, European anti-war protests were held near
parliaments (and not churches) and were naturally ‘peaceful.’ For example, Spanish
protest “leaders” (which presupposes ‘order’) “planted white crosses in a square
opposite the Parliament and called for the resignation of Jose Maria Aznar” and in
London “bicyclists protesting the war blocked the square in front of the House of
Commons” (ibid.). Sacks summarized Arab anti-war protest in the following terms:
Demonstrations against the American-led war in Iraq roiled cities around the
world today, with the riot police in several Arab nations turning water cannons,
tear gas, batons, and finally bullets on unruly protesters who surged by the
thousands into the streets after Friday Prayers. (Sacks, NYT, 22 March 2003)

4 “To show an argument is fallacious, one needs to show not just that it is weak, or has unsupported premises, but that it
uses some systematic deceptive argumentation tactic to get the best of a speech partner unfairly” (Walton, 2006: 293).
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The description of Arab protesters as an ‘unruly’ human tsunami (‘surge’, ‘roiled’)
constructed them as a ‘threat’ to ‘civil order.’ The police had no choice except to
use bullets to control the ‘rioters’ (the Orientalist thesis about Islamic violence).
This is a classic example of enthymematic5 argument, whereby Sacks makes a
number of (Orientalist) value judgments while leaving a gap in her allegations that
invites the constructed (Western) reader to draw the unexpressed (and culturally
implied) conclusions. One such cultural allusion was, however, made explicit later
in the report: “While the antiwar sentiment is shared between Europe and the Arab
world, its roots appear to be different” (Sacks, NYT, 22 March 2003). The roots of
anti-war Muslim ‘rage’ should be sought in its fanatical outrage against America
(the ‘arch-Satan’), while European demonstrations are part of Western democracy.
Such ‘argument from group bias’ does not only refute an arguer’s single argument,
but it, actually, blocks all future discussion with the ‘Muslim’ protesting ‘Other.’
While Arab/Muslim anti-war protest was negativized, depoliticized, and vilified
in the US/British pro-war opinion press, the French op/eds had more favorable
coverage. For example, Gilles Paris wrote that
Les pacifistes égyptiens n’étaient eux que quelques dizaines à la Foire du
livre du Caire fin janvier pour protester contre les desseins des États-Unis. Les
audacieux militants de gauche et néo-nassériens pour l’essentiel avaient vite
été isolés par un cordon de soldats et de policiers. (Paris, Le Monde, 17 Feb.
2003)
The Egyptian pacifists were only a few dozens in Cairo book Fair at the end
of January to protest against the [war] plans of the United States. The brave
militants of the left and neo-Nasserites, in particular, were immediately isolated
by a cordon of soldiers and police. (Paris, Le Monde, 17 Feb. 2003)
Paris represented Hosni Mubarak’s regime (a major US ally, which maintained an
emergency law for more than 20 years before it was overthrown by the ‘Arab
Spring’ protests) as a new breed of modern dictatorship, which would crush any
dissent in the public sphere. Paris adds that,
un mouvement spontané avait touché les principales universités. Ce terreau
a été propice à la création d’autres comités contre la mondialisation ou bien
contre une guerre en Irak (Paris, Le Monde, 17 Feb. 2003)
[a spontaneous movement had spread to the main [Egyptian] universities.
This terrain was favourable for the creation of other committees against
globalisation or against a war in Iraq. (Paris, Le Monde, 17 Feb. 2003)]
Hence, in contrast to mainstream US-British newspaper accounts about the ‘unruly’
and ‘fundamentalist’ nature of Arab anti-war protest, Paris constructed Egyptian
pacifist movements against social injustices (eg, globalization and war against
Iraq) as an organized ‘sociopolitical’ activism within the Egyptian civil society
(comprised of not only ordinary (religious) people, but also of neo-Nasserites, left

5 “An argument is said to be an enthymeme if there are premises needed to make the argument valid that are only tacitly,
but not explicitly, stated or advanced as part of the argument” (Walton, 1989: 115).
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militants, students, and the educated elite). In the same vein, Le Monde wrote that:
Les manifestations contre la guerre qui ont réuni des millions de personnes
dans le monde entier le weekend dernier ont rappelé qu’il existe une
autre superpuissance à côté des États-Unis: l’opinion publique. […] Dans
ces mouvements disparates et spontanés, on retrouve de nombreuses
personnalités pacifistes […]. Mais on trouve aussi des artistes des générations
plus jeunes qui se mobilisent surtout par crainte de voir se mettre en place
depuis le 11 septembre une politique qui porte atteinte aux droits civiques. (Le
Monde, 25 Feb. 2003)
[The demonstrations against the [Iraq] War, which attracted millions of people
across the whole world last weekend, brought to attention the fact that there
is another superpower beside the United States: the public sphere [...]. In these
disparate and spontaneous movements, we find many pacifist personalities
[…]. But, one also finds artists from the younger generations, who are especially
mobilized by the fear that the post-9/11 laws will precipitate an undermining of
their civic rights. (Le Monde, 25 Feb. 2003)]
While Western protest is placed in a frame of legitimate social action (“a group of
41 Nobel laureates in science, medicine and economics” joined anti-war campaign
(Lichtblau, NYT, 16 March 2003), protest by Arab/ Muslim Americans is condemned
by the very act of labeling it. For example, Ignatius argued that “[w]hen the bombs
begin exploding over Iraq, this reform process may be threatened by anti-American
protest and renewed Islamic militancy” (Ignatius, WP, 7 Feb., 2003). In the same
vein, a NYT editorial, entitled “The Antiwar Non-March,” claimed that:
When antiwar protesters gather in Manhattan tomorrow, they will not be
allowed to march and will not be permitted near the United Nations. New York
City officials have decided to limit the protest to a stationary rally several blocks
away. The city has the right to impose reasonable restrictions to protect public
safety, particularly now when the Police Department’s resources are strained by
a heightened terrorist alert. But the way this demonstration is being handled
should not become the standard for the future. (NYT, 14 Feb. 2003)
NYT’s subtle inference seeks out information that confirms strongly held prejudices
about ‘Muslim’ protestors by legitimizing special policing measures. Such position,
however, “attacks the trustworthiness and the intellectual honesty of the [Muslim]
arguer as a credible source, undermining her sincerity or objectivity in a way that
makes an audience discount the worth of her arguments” (Walton, 2006: 276).6
Peaceful anti-war demonstrations are meaningful discursive acts that articulate
dissent and resistance through their use of voice and public space to counter a
hegemonic pro-war position. However, some spaces have more symbolic power
than others. Therefore, denying the protest permission to “march down First

6 Another instance of ‘poisoning the well’ argument is when an arguer claims that his opponent is not in a position to
express a particular viewpoint with any credibility simply because he lacks insight into the issue under discussion or that
he is not the one who will suffer the consequences (Walton, 2006).
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Avenue past the United Nations,” would empty these “ethnic parades” of 10,000
“non-marchers” of any “symbolic power” (NYT, 14 Feb. 2003). By focusing only
on the violent spectacle (eg, arrests of demonstrators) opinion press muted the
anti-war voice. For example, in Washington “throngs of protesters armed with
banners and bullhorns implored Mr. Bush to abandon a possible war” (Lichtblau,
NYT, 16 March 2003). “[T]he protesters flooded nearly a dozen blocks of city
streets in a sea of colorful and often angry antiwar banners and chanted slogans”
(ibid.). Thus, “San Francisco officials rerouted today’s rally to avoid the downtown
shopping area where rioters vandalized stores” (ibid). By describing protest
in terms of metaphors of danger (‘flood,’ ‘army,’ ‘sea,’ and ‘throngs’ meaning
‘hordes’), political dissent was criminalized and categorized as mere propaganda
(‘slogan-chanting’) and an emotional outburst (the marches attracted “relatives
of people killed in the Sept. 11 terrorist attacks” and “high school students”
(Wilson, NYT, 7 Oct. 2002)). However, this topos of threat is also associated with
political elite dissenters. For example, Sieghart spoke of Robert Cook’s threat to
resign (Sieghart, Times, 14 March 2003), while Riddell pointed out to “the danger
threatened by the French veto” (Riddell, Times, 13 March 2003; italics added).
Likewise, Hume didn’t appreciate that “she (Clare Short) now threatens to run
away rather than stand by what her Government has done” (Hume, Times, 13 March
2003; italics added). Similarly, George Will contended that the Democrats’ anti-war
dissent was a mere “incontinent love of snobbery and nostalgia,” “a longing for the
fun of antiwar days of yore” (Will, WP, 19 March 2003). Michael Kelly, in his turn,
constructed anti-war dissent as “immorality on the march.” He argued that
To march against the war is not to give peace a chance. It is to give tyranny
a chance. It is to give the Iraqi nuke a chance. It is to give the next terrorist
mass murder a chance. It is to march for the furtherance of evil instead of the
vanquishing of evil. This cannot be the moral position. (Kelly, WP, 19 Feb. 2003)
The pro-war consequentialist stance developed above can be reconstructed as a
‘practical argument’ (see Macagno and Walton, 2012):
Standpoint:

The US has “the right to impose reasonable
restrictions” on anti-war protests.

Circumstances:

(Because) the US still faces a growing potential
(Islamist) terrorist threat.

Argument from Authority:

“the Police Department’s resources are strained by a
heightened terrorist alert.”

Goals:

The US authorities have the duty to keep public
order and ensure public safety.

43

CHAPTER III - ‘RHETORICAL MANEUVERING’ IN OPINION PRESS ARGUMENTATION

Means–End Specification:

If restrictions are not imposed on anti-war marches,
potential (Islamist) ‘terrorists’ might infiltrate them
and jeopardize the US national security (eg, attack
the United Nations buildings, etc).

Cost-benefit Calculation:

If we allow the ‘unruly’ protestors to march
in downtown, public/private property will be
vandalized and civic order will be endangered.
Besides, Saddam will be emboldened (“To march
against the war is... to give the Iraqi nuke a chance.”)

Presumption (of ‘fact’):

The protestors are chanting anti-American/anti-Israel
slogans. Hence, they represent a potential ‘threat’
to US ‘national security’(they might be infiltrated by
potential ‘Jihadists’)[a conclusion drawn from past
experiences; but it does not acquire the status of
‘proof’; it initiates a burden of proof shift and it is
rebuttable].

Presumption (of law):

a) American people’s right to hold peaceful protests
should not be compromised [irrefutable value/
concern] (“the way this demonstration is being
handled should not become the standard for the
future”).
b) Unprovoked war against a sovereign state is, by
its nature, a violation of civility, normalcy and civic
order. It is incompatible with the demands of civilized
society [silenced rebuttal].

Table 1: Pro-war Consequentialist/Practical Argument
The assumption that anti-war protestors might be a threat to US national security
is based on the fact that the police are worried by an imminent ‘terrorist’ alert.
This assumption may also be grounded on general experience or probability of
occurrence, and hence, acquires the status of a ‘presumption’7 (of ‘fact’) in that the
probability of the undesirable consequence is boosted by the protestors’ ethical
character (they are ‘radical Islamists’) and/or actions (they chant ‘anti-American’
slogans) and by past experience that has shown that such Muslim ‘rage’ always
turn violent (presumption of guilt). This presumptive reasoning, however, cannot
be considered as a proof in itself as it is based on mere presumptive inference and
as such it remains defeasible (Walton, 2008: 210). 8 “The relationship between the

7 A presumption is defined as an inference based on two premises, one of which is a fact and the other of which is a
generalization” (Walton, 2008: 235). Presumptions are, thus, ‘‘like bats flitting in the twilight, but disappearing in the
sunshine of actual facts’’ (Park et al 1998: 109; quoted in Walton, 2008: 240).
8 An example of such a defeasible inference will sound like a mere logical deduction: “birds fly; Tweety is a bird; therefore
Tweety flies” (Walton, 2008: 232). However, “if Tweety has a broken wing, the two premises may be true, but inferring the
conclusion from them no longer holds” (ibid.). Besides, a penguin is a bird, but it does not fly.
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inferential and the dialectical components of presumption can only be properly
appreciated once one fits the inferential component into the setting of the
dialectical component” (Walton, 2008: 234). In contrast, presumptive evidence
of law (ie, conclusions based on principles of justice) remains irrefutable (ibid.:
280-1). That’s why deontological considerations that stipulate moral reasoning are
muffled. The pro-war argument’s goal is to discredit the opponent.
2. Ad hominem argumentation: Protestors as the ‘freakish’ other
Argumentum ad hominem is casting doubt on the other party’s ethical character,
thus undermining the worth of his argument. Such allegation, however, can be
“based on innuendo rather than real evidence, and can have a powerful smear
effect in persuasion much out of proportion to the real worth of the argument”
(Walton, 2006: 275). Consider the following examples:
The demonstrations have coaxed forth a broad, informal coalition from
Muslim activists to hard-left-wingers. Some in London carried banners saying
“Freedom for Palestine.” The protesters included young children and veterans
of the 1960s Campaign for Nuclear Disarmament, older people in wheelchairs
and babies in strollers. Some were demonstrating for the first time. (Cowell,
NYT, 16 Feb. 2003)
While some of Mr. Blair’s prominent lieutenants are reported to oppose the
war, only Labor mavericks like Ken Livingstone, the mayor of London, and Tony
Benn, a former legislator who conducted a fawning interview with Saddam
Hussein for British television in Baghdad, took part in the [London] march.
(Cowell, NYT, 23 Feb. 2003)
You had only to look at the crowd on Saturday to see how surreally, almost
randomly, eclectic it was. Alongside the usual suspects on a Stop the War
march- anti-globalizers, stroppy Trots and university lecturers - marched
tweedy old ladies with radical Palestinians, pacifist Christians with punks.
Never in my lifetime, not even at Diana’s funeral, has there been a meeting of
such divergent minds. (Sieghart, Times, 19 Feb. 2003)
What unites these sceptics is the fear that military action against Saddam may
aggravate, rather than alleviate, problems in the region, while encouraging
terrorism. […] The doubters are also worried about military action being taken
without positive UN agreement in the ostensible name of upholding UN
authority. (Riddell, Times, 20 Feb. 2003)
Such negative portrayal of anti-war protestors (‘the usual suspects’) forestalls
disagreement. Demonstrators are described as “a few dozen scraggly Western
protesters” acting “as ‘human shields’ by planting themselves next to potential
targets such as power plants” (Kingsley, WP, 3 March 2003). They are “herded
together” (like sheep), “tripping over each other” (Broder, WP, 9 March 2003).
They are also accused of maliciously brainwashing ‘naive’ ordinary citizens to
win them to their side. For instance, it was claimed that “psychologist Suzanne
Doherty, 56, has worked to assemble a squad of grandmothers to join her on
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Saturday.” The Rev. Robert Moore, who is 52 and “a pastor of two United Church of
Christ congregations”, “has helped fill a five-bus caravan of homemakers, students,
and retirees” (Fernandez, WP, 13 March 2003). Hence, it was not surprising that
“the crowd [would] be large” as it also attracted “gray-haired former hippies, high
school honor students, and suburban mothers” (ibid).9
Anti-war political dissenters were also constructed as mere cynical defeatists.
Consider Hume’s argument:
There is nothing positive or principled about this sort of anti-war movement.
It is the voice of cynicism and defeatism, sentiments well captured by the
Coldplay singer Chris Martin’s outburst at the Brits music awards: “We’re all
going to die when George Bush has his way!”
The anti-war lobby seems driven by a fashionable worship of safety-first and
fear that doing anything decisive might make things worse. […] It is not just
that they don’t want to fight for Bush and Blair; many are not keen to fight for
any cause. For “Not in my name,” read “Leave me alone in my bunker.” (Hume,
Times, 24 Feb. 2003)
Anti-war protest is depicted as a mere form of ‘cowardice.’ The French are
characterized as the “axis of weasels,” and “a chorus of cowards”. and “wimps,” led
by a bunch of “cheese-eating surrender monkeys” (cited in Younge and Henley,
Guardian, Feb. 11, 2003). Hence, the voices for peace are placed on a devalued,
feminized footing by casting the US political actors as brave ‘cowboys.’ Similarly,
diplomacy is negativized. The UN Security Council is regarded as “a set-up created
jointly by Stalin and his allies following the victory over Nazism in which the Soviet
Union played such a critical role” (Freedland, Guardian, 5 March 2003). It “has
rarely risen above being a mere “bazaar for the trading of interests between major
powers”” (Hoagland, WP, 13 March 2003). Hence, it is ridiculous to ask for “the
permission of Guinea to risk the lives of American soldiers to rid the world - and
the long-suffering Iraqi people - of a particularly vicious and dangerous tyrant”
(Krauthammer, WP, 28 Feb. 2003). Krauthammer echoes Bush’s argument that
“when it comes to our security, we really don’t need anybody’s permission”
(quoted in McGrory, WP, 9 March 2003) because “[t]he course of this nation does
not depend on the decisions of others” (quoted in Will, WP, 6 Feb., 2003). This
stance, however, is inconsistent because the US should support democracy in the
UN organization as much as it professes to institute it in the Greater Middle East.
Similarly, “the French street” was accused of being “so obsessed with countering
US power” (Friedman, NYT, 5 March 2003) by “challenging American supremacy”
(Krauthammer, WP, 28 Feb. 2003). Hence,

9 It was claimed that “a list of more than 573 priests,” were “accused of abusing minors since 1976.” Instead of addressing
their ‘immoral’ scandals, these clerics “turn[ed] to writing anti-war policy” (Goodstein, NYT, 13 Nov. 2002).
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The uncompromising (some would say vigorously unhelpful) French stance
over Iraq reflects a search for an international voice that has gnawed the
country throughout the 1990s; for many of M Chirac’s supporters, the issue is
not America’s action in Iraq, but France’s role in the world. It is about pride,
and principle, and domestic politics, but it is also fundamentally about one
man’s idea of himself. (Macintyre, Times, 15 March 2003)
This portrayal of France as a potential ‘counterweight’ for America polarized the
argumentation through the use of the strategy of positive other-presentation.
(America as a righteous world leader beset by malign plotters) and negative otherpresentation (anti-war political actors as anti-American rivals). Safire even accused
France of trading in illegal WMD with Saddam’s regime. His argument reads as
follows:
A shipment of 20 tons of HTPB, whose sale to Iraq is forbidden by UN
resolutions and the oil-for-food agreement, left China in August 2002 in a
40-foot container. It arrived in the Syrian port of Tartus […] and was received
there by a trading company that was an intermediary for the Iraqi missile
industry, the end user. The HTPB was then trucked across Syria to Iraq. (Safire,
NYT, 13 March 2003)
Safire’s argument is an attempt to discredit France as regards its unshakable
anti-war position by ‘criminalizing’ the French political actors. Besides,
Predominant use of nominalization, passivization, and ergativity is a distancing
strategy that serves to conceal the agents of the alleged illegal acts (“a shipment
… left China”, “arrived in the Syrian Port”, “received by a trading company”, and
“then was trucked across Syria to Iraq”). Such anonymization strategy effaces
the identity of the alleged WMD traffickers, thus undermining any effort to verify
the veracity of the claims. Safire resorts to argumentum ad numerum (20 tons
of HTPB in a 40-foot container) to boost the truthfulness of his allegations. The
representation of anti-war dissenters as ‘anti-American’ is conspicuous in the
following section.
3. Protesters as the anti-American/anti-Semitic Other
Discourse plays a crucial role in positioning ‘us’ and ‘them’ in different ‘ethical
spaces.’ For example, pro-war arguers claimed that “the monomania of those
swarming in the ‘European street’” was mainly motivated by their “loathing for
America” and their “moral infantilism” (Will, WP, 23 Feb., 2003; italics added). In
other words, this “clamor of opposition,” was basically led by a “handful of leaders,
including French President Jacques Chirac and German Chancellor Gerhard
Schroeder, [who] have chosen to ride a wave of anti-war and increasingly antiAmerican opinion” (WP, 23 Feb., 2003; italics added). This conspiracy thesis is also
clear in Amoz’s stance below:
A wave of anti-American sentiment has risen across the world and with it
a wave of emotional hostility toward Israel. Those who see America as the
embodiment of the Great Satan tend also to see Israel as the Little Satan,
Rosemary’s baby. Lost amid the clatter is that many decent people of
enlightened and pragmatic views oppose an invasion against Iraq, even many
who supported the Persian Gulf war.
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But these days the dogmatic and sentimental European left does not hesitate
to link arms with the reactionary and racist right in anti-American vilification,
some of it drawn directly from the scrap heap of the Communists and the Nazis
- all kinds of blighted slogans about the “octopus tentacles of Wall Street”
and “the sinister Zionist-capitalist conspiracy to take over the world.” My
objection to the war on Iraq is severely tested each time I hear these loathsome
voices. (Amoz, NYT, 19 Feb, 2003)
The claim that “emotional hostility towards Israel” is at the core of much anti-war
protest reduced any criticism of America or Israel to sheer dogmatic anti-Semitic/
anti-American hate speech. Amoz ‘functionalized’ the social actors by dissociating
“decent people of enlightened and pragmatic views” from the radical antiSemites, who blame Zionism and capitalism for all the evils of the modern world.
He contended that “this war campaign does not emanate from oil lust or from
colonialist appetite. It emanates primarily from a simplistic rectitude that aspires
to uproot evil by force” (Amoz, NYT, 19 Feb. 2003). But, he failed to cater for the
anti-war reservation (Who assigned the US the role to democratize Iraq?) Similarly,
Peter Riddell argued that
Their [Blair’s opponents within the Establishment] concerns differ sharply from
those of the marchers. They are not pacifists, or anti-American, though many
dislike the Bush Administration’s Manichean rhetoric and the often dismissive
approach of some US officials towards old allies in Europe. They do not want to
destroy Israel, as many marchers chanted, though many despair of President
Bush’s one-sided approach. And they all regard President Saddam Hussein
as a dangerous leader who has lied about weapons of mass destruction.
(Riddell, Times, 20 Feb. 2003)
Riddell resorts to the use the strategy of ‘dissociation’ by differentiating between
‘malignant’ anti-Semitic protesters (who wanted to destroy Israel) and responsible
political dissenters (who simply oppose Bush’s unilateralist foreign policy). In
the same vein, Cohen called into question the honesty of anti-war activists. His
argument reads as follows:
Where were the peace marchers when Hussein was using poison gas against
the Kurds? Where were they when he slaughtered the Shiites? Where were
they when he invaded Iran and then Kuwait? Why don’t those so-called human
shields in Baghdad find Hussein’s torture chambers and chain themselves to the
gates? (Cohen, WP, 11 March 2003)
Cohen’s strategy of ‘exposure’ has an ad hominem intent in that it is an attempt to
besmirch the image of the protestors by painting them as mere manipulators of
honest citizens. The pro-war arguers contended that “[t]he London demonstration
– 1 million strong, much the largest in British history – was not as large as the death
toll from the war Saddam Hussein launched against Iran” (Will, WP, 23 Feb. 2003).
Therefore, “the anti-war movement must now look for deeper arguments beyond
the simple desire to save lives or preserve world peace. Saddam is a genocidal
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butcher, whose removal will almost certainly save far more lives than it destroys”
(Kaletsky, Times, 20 March 2003). This pro-war stance can be reconstructed as a
circumstantial argumentum ad hominem (Walton, 2004: 364):
a (protestors) advocate argument (‘stop Bush from bombing Iraqi people’),
which has proposition A (‘invading Iraq without a UN permission is unlawful’) as
its conclusion.
a (protestors) have carried out a set of actions (they kept silent while Saddam
invaded Kuwait and Iran and slaughtered Shiite and Kurdish Iraqis) that imply
that a (protestors) are (ethically speaking) inconsistent and are mere hypocrites
(“Where were the peace marchers when Hussein was using poison gas against
the Kurds? Where were they when he slaughtered the Shiites?”).
Therefore, a (protestors) have no real ethical/moral convictions (“they must now
look for deeper arguments beyond the simple desire to save lives or preserve
world peace”). In other words, a’s (protestors’) argument (‘invading Iraq without
a UN authorization is illegal’) should not be accepted (they are mere freakish
‘anti-Semites’ and “dogmatic” supporters of a “genocidal butcher”).
Box 1: Circumstantial ad hominem argumentation
However, the pro-war argument suppressed the context of America’s long history
of imperialist interventionism in the Muslim world, wherein democratic leadership
was overthrown and replaced by despotic client regimes.10 The leading role the
US and Britain had played in the arming of Saddam to establish Iraq as a viable
counterforce to Iran, when he was no less ‘evil’ to the Iraqi citizens in 1980s and
1990s, was also muted. Hence, it is clear that the demonization of dissenters is a
mere ploy to silence the anti-war voice. As Safire explicitly stated,
It is futile to try to reason with passionate marchers waving signs proclaiming
that America’s motives are to conquer the world and expend blood for oil.
Nor should we waste more precious time trying to beg or buy moral approval
from France or Russia, their UN veto threats largely driven by economic
interests in Saddam’s continuance in power. Nor should we indulge in placing
second thoughts first: How much will it cost? How many will be killed? How long
will it take? Will it kill the snake of terror or only poke it? Will everybody thank
us afterward? Where’s the guarantee of total success? Too cautious to oppose,
these questioners delay action by demanding to know what they know is
unknowable. (Safire, NYT, 6 March 2003)
Safire seeks to create a fake sense of urgency to smokescreen any concerns with
analytic stances about plans and costs. He construes anti-war activists as biased
groups, which are incapable of consensual stakeholder ‘dialogue’ because they

10The ‘overthrow’ of democratically elected Islamic Salvation Front in Algeria in the 1990s and recently Hamas Islamic
government in Palestine was welcomed by the West. Hence, advocating democratic elections in the Muslim world and
at the same time failing to accept their results is contradictory. Besides, when Bremer came to Iraq as a US neocolonial
‘proconsul’, he occupied Saddam’s palaces and stifled Iraqi calls for direct elections by creating a thirty-five-member
Iraqi ‘advisory’ council over which he would have a veto power.
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“have invested too much, emotionally and intellectually, in the anti-war cause. They
will, though they may not admit it, be secretly hoping for catastrophe” (Johnson,
NYT, 16 March 2003). This ‘futility’ argument is a form of ‘poisoning the well’ ad
hominem that can be schematized as follows (Walton, 2006: 289):
a (anti-war protestors) have argued for a thesis A (US invasion of Iraq would be
an unprovoked war of aggression against a sovereign state).
But a belong to or is affiliated with groups Gs (Islamist hardliners, Gaullist
nationalists, left-wingers, violent communists, anti-globalizers, far-left radicals
from the Trotskyite tradition, radical Palestinians, punks, Pacific Christians, Labor
mavericks, veterans of the 1960s, etc)
It is known that such groups (Gs) are special-interest partisan groups that take
up a biased (dogmatic, prejudiced, fanatical, anti-American, anti-Semitic, etc)
quarrelling attitude in pushing exclusively for their own point of view.
Therefore, one cannot engage in open-minded critical discussion of an issue with
any members of these Gs, and hence the arguments of a for A are not worth
listening to or paying attention to in a critical discussion.

Box 2: ‘Poisoning the well’ and the exclusion of the freakish ‘Other’
The ‘poisoning the well’ fallacy has “a diffusion effect because it does not merely
refute the opponent’s argument; it destroys his capability for putting forward any
argument on the same subject, or perhaps even any argument on any subject,
in the future discussion” (Walton 2006: 292). Such fantasies of group identity
formation ignores the fact that the contours of protestors’ emerging transnational
identities are developed through their anti-war discursive practices of resistance
that give birth to newly constructed ways of performing their many complex,
fragmented and imagined ‘glocal’ identities that might transcend any other tribal
solidarities. Patterns of self- and other-identification are also rooted in narrativized
‘myths’ (‘mythopoesis’) about ‘us’ and ‘them.’
4. Mythopoesis and argument from appeal to witness testimony
The pro-war discussants appealed to visually and experientially evocative
narrativized of human suffering (intentionally perpetrated by the Saddam regime
against defenseless Iraqis) to win the audience to their side. However, such resort
to the ‘rhetoric of atrocity’ is not without problems. For example, Ann Clwyd [a
British Labour MP], in her opinion piece entitled “See men shredded, then say you
don’t back war,” packaged her stance in the form of direct speech (to avoid any
personal liability). She states that:
Another witness told us about practices of the security services towards
women: “Women were suspended by their hair as their families watched; men
were forced to watch as their wives were raped...women were suspended
by their legs while they were menstruating until their periods were over, a
procedure designed to cause humiliation.” (Clwyd, Times, 18 March 2003)
Clwyd’s deployment of an armory of instrumentalized ‘morality’ is meant to draw
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a sharp moral contrast between America’s ‘virtuous humanity’ and the alleged
‘inhuman savagery’ of the Iraqi regime. Her resort to such ‘epideictic rhetoric’ aims
at generating emotion in the target audience to the effect of garnering support
for America’s looming military intervention in Iraq. Hence, when viewed against
the neocolonial tradition of US military interventions in the Middle East region and
elsewhere11 , this pathos-based argument can be easily displaced by real historical
facts. Her gendered argument presents the Iraqi crisis as a mere struggle between
chivalrous American ‘cowboys’ (the protectors of Muslim women’s ‘honor’) and
‘bad’ Arab/Iraqi ‘rogues’ (the perpetrators of all types of atrocities). She tried to
enhance the persuasiveness of her appeal to witness testimony by declaring that
witnesses had to “swear that their statements are true and sign them” (Clwyd,
Times, 18 March 2003). This construction of the Baathist regime as a gang of
rapists is embedded in ‘moralistic’ reasoning, as illustrated below:
About 400 Kuwaiti civilians had been killed during Iraq’s seven-month
occupation, and many more had been brutalized in one way or another
-ritualistically humiliated (forced to urinate on the Kuwaiti flag or on a
photograph of the Kuwaiti Amir, for instance), robbed, beaten, raped, tortured.
Some of the subjugation, rape and torture had been professional: the work of
Iraq’s terrible special security, units and aimed at specific individuals annoying
to the regime. […] I watched one torture victim, a big, strong man, being
interviewed in the place of his torture by a BBC television crew - weeping and
weeping, but absolutely silently, as he told the story. (Kelly, WP, 26 Feb., 2003)
On the second day of the invasion [of Kuwait], I saw a woman minutes after
she had been raped by a member of the Republican Guard. I saw stores
and homes robbed. I saw Iraqi tanks shooting at civilians fleeing the country
in a small motorboat, and anti-aircraft cannons firing into a residential
neighborhood. (Ewald, NYT, 15 March 2003)
Only one Kurdish man was not afraid to be named: Abdurrahim Guler, 37, who
has endured repeated bouts of torture and death threats. In one brutal session,
he says, the commander called out, “Bring in the stick,” used to rape men.
“You can use your stick,” Mr. Guler says. “I still won’t talk even if you use a
minaret!” (Kristof, NYT, 14 March 2003)
Such appeal to argument from witness testimony brings into play proof to expound
the arguers’ pro-war positions. These narratives provide ‘us’ with a sense of who
‘we’ are and offers us a good opportunity to indulge into self-adulation. Besides,
with this ‘Western-experience-as-proof’ strategy (eg, “I watched one torture
victim….”, “I saw a woman minutes after she had been raped”), Ba’th regime’s
repressive practices are rendered factual by the appropriation of the voice of a
Western insider-narrator. The use of the victim’s eye-witness testimony is very
persuasive because it is difficult to refute personal accounts of emotional and

11 The US fuelled ‘dirty wars’ by arming, funding, and training repressive ‘death squads’ to crush democratic movements
that the US deemed a threat to its self-interests.
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physical hardship. Kelly was echoing the victims’ pain and sufferings in a way that
recreated the scene of the rape. Hence, such appeal to pity induces empathy from
relevant political decision makers by seeking morally-grounded punitive response
against the evil Iraqi Other.
However, the testifying witnesses above have vested interests and are, therefore,
potentially biased. Witnesses could lie just out of self-interest. Besides, their
testimonies lacked the required institutional procedures used in litigative
investigation (eg, the threat of perjury prosecutions and cross-examination by
lawyers) to be considered as sound proof in legal reasoning. The ‘particularization’
of experience invites empathic concern and the engendered emotional evidence
has a mere rhetorical potency of being mainly deployed to invoke context and
cultural interpretation frames for ‘moral reasoning.’ The emotionalization of facts
is a fundamental characteristic of ideological language in that common sense
and rational thought yield to the language of framing and polarization. Kelly’s
use of ‘evidentiality’ (citing BBC) is a good maneuvering tactic to establish
the ‘credibility’ of his claim. Hence, when BBC TV crew is quoted, evidentiality
becomes intertextual. The ‘numbers game’ is another strategy to support one’s
argument by statistical facts (“About 400 Kuwaiti civilians had been killed”).
Reference to anonymized social actors (“Iraq’s terrible special security units,” “one
torture victim,” “a BBC television crew”) places the skeptical reader in a position
where access to the truth is beyond reach. Thus, war can once again be waged to
rescue women from being raped. Such stories reinforce larger Orientalist narratives
to the effect that the need to verify the truthfulness of such allegations becomes
functionally irrelevant to the production of an immediate ‘call for arms’ appeal.
The use of ‘sexuality’ and ‘family notions’ was meant mainly to “paint immorality
on Iraq and moral righteousness on the United States” in an attempt to “generate
a unanimity in outrage against an outside evil, Iraq” (Farmanfarmaian, 1998: 286).
Like in the 1991 Gulf War, the desirability of attacking Iraq became increasingly tied
up to ‘sexual atrocities’ committed by the Iraqi regime. Similarly, “Native Americans
were accused of kidnapping white women and these allegations were used as
justification for genocide” (Stabile and Kumar, 2005: 770). The evocation of ‘rape’
scenarios serves as a cultural trigger of the black rapist/white woman schema,
which ultimately led to the ritualistic lynching and “castration of the racial Other” in
the 1920s (Farmanfarmaian, 1998: 288). This sexual anxiety “necessitates a display
of virility” against “sand niggers” (ibid.: 289-292).
Similar accounts, by Bush senior of Iraqi soldiers removing premature Kuwaiti
babies from incubators, proved to be a mere apocryphal story. A videoed ‘appeal
to pity’ (viewed by about thirty five million audience) was staged by a fifteenyear-old Kuwaiti witness, who claimed in a hearing before the US Congressional
Human Rights Caucus (who received $50, 000 as donation from a Kuwaiti lobby
known as ‘Citizens for a Free Kuwait’) on October 10, 1990 that “While I was there,
I saw the Iraqi soldiers come into the hospital with guns. They took the babies out
of the incubators, took the incubators, and left the children to die on the cold floor.
[crying] It was horrifying” (quoted in Walton, 1995: 771-7). This dramatic story
was part of a campaign for war against Iraq, which was promoted by a US public
relation firm, Hill and Knowlton, (which was paid more than 11 million dollars by
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the Kuwaiti government) (Walton, 1995: 773). The US administration publicized
these allegations and the Amnesty International report endorsed them. However,
subsequent investigation and interviews of medical officials then working in Kuwait
(by John Martin of ABC news) revealed that it was mere war propaganda. After
the invasion of Iraq in 1991, Amnesty International failed to find ‘credible witnesses’
of Iraq’s alleged atrocity. More importantly, an investigative reporter (MacArthur
of The Times) revealed in 1992 that the Kuwaiti girl (Nayirah) was, actually, the
daughter of the Kuwaiti ambassador to the US (Saud Nasir Al Sabah), a member
of Kuwait’s royal family (ibid.). Nayirah’s concealment of her real identity threw
some doubt on her testimony as credible evidence. The well-calculated ‘rhetorical
moment’ (Bush had already given Saddam a deadline for withdrawal from Kuwait
or face war) was exploited to the effect that the verification of the truthfulness
of the baby incubator story would be impossible (Walton, 1995: 780). More
importantly, the co-chairman of the US Congress committee on human rights
(who knowingly presented Nayirah as a Kuwaiti volunteer health worker), Amnesty
International (who failed to be an independent fact-finder) and the media (which
inundated the public with misleading information) were all accomplices in this
scandal.
Thus, ‘argument from appeal to witness testimony,’ a subcategory of ‘argument
from position to know,’ is, easily defeasible. It can be represented as follows
(Walton, 2005: 442):
Witness W (Clwyd, Kelly, Ewald) is in a position to know whether A (the
widespread use
of torture and ill-treatment of detainees by Saddam’s secrete agents ) is true or
not.
Witness W is telling the truth (as W knows it) [“Another witness told us...,”, “I
watched
one torture victim”, “I saw a woman minutes after she had been raped,”]
Witness W states that A is true.
Therefore (defeasibly) A is true.

Box 3: Argument from Appeal to Witness Testimony
The increased use of visual evidence provides a graphic record of human suffering
and death, as in the case of Baha Mousa, a 26-year-old Iraqi civilian, who died
as a result of 93 injuries (detailed in 46 photographs) inflicted by a group of
(seven) British soldiers over a 36-hour period in a British detention facility in
Basra in September 2003. The autopsy photograph (Baha’s badly bruised face)
and a soldier’s one-minute video footage of Baha being brutally mass beaten
were a key part of the evidence (Whitty, 2010: 692). Official strategies of denial
of the use of torture in interrogations were defeated by such visual evidence
(hooding, stress positions, starving, sleep deprivation, etc). However, as in Abu
Ghraib, competing official narratives constructed ‘torture’ as mere ‘conditioning
techniques’ used by individuals (‘rotten apple’ argument) to squeeze life-saving
intelligence information from detainees (ticking ‘timebomb’ argument). Hence,
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even visual imagery does not always provide an unchallengeable record of what
happened. This also depends on “how law views the credibility and motivation of
the ‘witness’ photographer” (ibid.: 713). Similarly, ‘junk science’ might infiltrate the
courts and render the provided ‘expert opinion’ misleading. More interestingly, the
interpretation made by the judge and juries of ‘expert testimony’ might be crucial
to reach a fair decision.

CONCLUSION
During Bush’s run-up to war, US-British pro-war opinion pieces categorized
political actors who do not religiously endorse the US official storyline as ‘antiAmerican’ or ‘anti-Semitic.’ Political dissent was trivialized, depoliticized, and
demonized. Besides, the overall assertiveness of unproven arguments rendered the
debate highly propagandistic. The use of emotive and defamatory labels derailed
the debate from promoting a genuine rational dialogue. Instead of focusing on
the violent spectacles and the physical looks of protestors, the US-British op/eds
could have prioritized the substance and nature of messages conveyed in anti-war
arguments. They could have warned American citizens that the basis for the US
administration’s allegations as regards Saddam’s WMD was shakier than widely
reported by US official accounts. More interestingly, the suppression of the antiinterventionist voice was done through censorship by omission. Information that
could have raised the American citizens’ doubts about the real goals of the Bush
administration policy for Iraq was suppressed.
The US-British opinion press failed to sufficiently scrutinized the ‘evidence’ put
forward by pro-war arguers. Though opinion press is an integral part of political
dialogue, it failed to serve its dialectical function (ie, deciding on an issue based
on the merit of arguments put forward by different parties to the dispute). It
restricted itself to serving its ‘adversarial’ social role (ie, defending the interests of
the ‘cowboy elite’) and its political function (gate-keeping and agenda-setting).
Therefore, media allocation of unequal voice to disputants holding adversary
positions vis-à-vis war against Iraq has deeply compromised the quality of the
exchange that obtained and has, consequently, (re)produced unequal power
relations (status quo). US/British opinion press lacked intellectual courage to
challenge the Bush administration on matters of national security, particularly when
Congress itself decided to be compliant rather than critical. It seems that profit
maximization is the direct output of the concentration of ownership of western
media conglomerates in the hands of a few media moguls.12 This totalitarian
elitism is a shift away from egalitarian Enlightenment ethics on which the US was
founded. The US-British mainstream media were closely wedded to elite interests
and opinion press argumentation was clearly structured in dominance. Hence, the
liberal-pluralist notion of the media as an independent ‘Fourth Estate’ is called into
question.
12 “After 9/11 much of the press seemed to reach a collective decision that it was necessary, in the interests of national
unity, to suppress criticism of the commander in chief. … if you were thinking of saying anything negative about the
president, you had to be prepared for an avalanche of hate mail. You had to expect right-wing pundits and publications
to do all they could to ruin your reputation, and you had to worry about being denied access to the sort of insider
information that is the basis of many journalistic careers.” (Krugman, “To Tell the Truth,” The NYT, May 28, 2004; cited in
Robinson & Livingston, 2006: 35).
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APPENDIX: LIST OF OPINION/EDITORIALS
1.

2.

3.
4.
5.

6.

7.
8.

9.
10.
11.
12.
13.

14.

15.
16.
17.
18.

‘Thousands at Central Park Rally Oppose an Iraq War,’ The NYT, October 7,
2002 Monday, Late Edition - Final, Section B; Column 3; Metropolitan Desk; Pg.
3, 542 words, Michael Wilson.
‘Bishops Turn to Writing Antiwar Policy,’ The NYT, November 13, 2002
Wednesday, Late Edition- Final, Section A; Column 4; National Desk; Pg. 27,
996 words, By Laurie Goodstein.
‘The Antiwar Non-March,’ The NYT, February 14, 2003 Friday, Late EditionFinal, Section A; Column 1; Editorial Desk; Pg. 30, 320 words.
‘The Fundamental Right to March,’ the NYT, Editorial, February 15, 2003, Siegel
and Hyman.
‘Threats and Responses: Protests; 1.5 Million Demonstrators In Cities Across
Europe Oppose a War Against Iraq,’ The NYT, February 16, 2003 Sunday, Late
Edition - Final , Section 1; Column 1; Foreign Desk; Pg. 20, 1343 words, By Alan
Cowell.
‘The Protesters: Right for the Wrong Reasons,’ The NYT, February 19, 2003.
Wednesday, Late Edition- Final, Section A; Column 2; Editorial Desk; Pg. 25,
560 words, By Amos Oz.
‘Blair, the Hawk, Finds Himself With Some Unlikely Friends,’ The NYT, Week in
Review Desk, February 23, 2003, By Alan Cowell.
‘Power and Leadership; The Real Meaning of Iraq,’ The NYT, February 23, 2003
Sunday, Late Edition - Final , Section 4; Column 1; Editorial Desk; Pg. 10, 1724
words.
‘Chicken a la Iraq,’ The NYT, March 5, 2003 Wednesday, Late Edition- Final,
Section A; Column 5; Editorial Desk; Pg. 23, 751 words, By Thomas L. Friedman.
‘Give Freedom a Chance,’ The NYT, March 6, 2003 Thursday, Late Edition- Final,
Section A; Column 1; Editorial Desk; Pg. 31, 682 words, By William Safire.
‘The French Connection,’ The NYT, March 13, 2003 Thursday, Late Edition- Final,
Section A; Column 1; Editorial Desk; Pg. 27, 704 words, By William Safire.
‘Bush’s War, Blair’s Gamble,’ The NYT, March 16, 2003 Sunday, Late Edition Final, Section 4; Column 1; Editorial Desk; Pg. 13, 1283 words, By Boris Johnson.
‘Threats and Responses: Dissent; Tens of Thousands March Against Iraq War,’
The NYT, March 16, 2003 Sunday, Late Edition- Final , Section 1; Column 1;
National Desk; Pg. 15, 971 words, By Eric Lichtblau.
‘Threats and Responses: The Arab World; Arab Nations Brace for an Upheaval
From a War in Iraq,’ The NYT, March 16, 2003 Sunday Correction Appended,
Late Edition - Final, Section 1; Column 1; Foreign Desk; Pg. 14, 1176 words, By
Susan Sachs.
‘Immorality on the March,’ The WP, February 19, 2003 Wednesday, Final
Edition, Editorial; Pg. A29, 739 words, Michael Kelly.
‘Democracy’s Choices,’ The WP, February 23, 2003. Sunday, Final Edition,
Editorial; Pg. B06, 694 words.
‘Europe’s Monomania,’ The WP, February 23, 2003 Sunday, Final Edition,
Editorial; Pg. B07, 788 words, George F. Will.
‘Who Would Choose Tyranny?’ The WP, February 26, 2003 Wednesday, Final
Edition, Editorial; Pg. A23, 768 words, Michael Kelly.
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19. ‘A Costly Charade at the UN,’ The WP, February 28, 2003 Friday, Final Edition,
Editorial; Pg. A23, 791 words, Charles Krauthammer.
20. ‘Problems of International Law,’ The WP, March 3, 2003 Monday, Final Edition,
Editorial; Pg. A19, 958 words, Michael Kinsley.
21. ‘Bush’s Tax Cut Brushoff,’ The WP, March 9, 2003 Sunday, Final Edition,
Editorial; Pg. B07, 781 words, David S. Broder.
22. ‘The ‘Shock and Awe’ News Conference,’ The WP, March 9, 2003 Sunday, Final
Edition, Editorial; Pg. B07, 766 words, Mary McGrory.
23. ‘When Peace is no Better than War,’ The WP, March 11, 2003. Tuesday, Final
Edition, Editorial; Pg. A23, 723 words, Richard Cohen.
24. ‘Activists Rush to Rally Again in Last-Ditch Antiwar Effort,’ The WP, March 13,
2003 Thursday Correction Appended, Final Edition, Metro; Pg. B01, 1055 words,
Manny Fernandez, Washington Post Staff Writer.
25. ‘Thinking Parochially, Acting Selfishly,’ The WP, March 13, 2003 Thursday, Final
Edition, Editorial; Pg. A23, 813 words, Jim Hoagland.
26. ‘Addressing the Naysayers,’ The WP, March 19, 2003 Wednesday, Final Edition,
Editorial; Pg. A31, 805 words, George F. Will.
27. ‘Threat of war: Wimps, weasels and monkeys - the US media view of perfidious
France: Dissenters in Europe become the first victims - of a war of words,’ The
Guardian (London), February 11, 2003, Home Pages, Pg. 3, 757 words, Gary
Younge in New York and Jon Henley in Paris.
28. ‘No war can be holy warns the archbishop ...,’ The Guardian (London), February
22, 2003, Home Pages, Pg. 1, 318 words, Stephen Bates.
29. ‘Comment & Analysis: Stalin lives: Fifty years after his death, Uncle Joe still
casts a long shadow over the left, the current crisis, and the world,’ The
Guardian (London), March 5, 2003, Leader Pages, Pg. 25, 1184 words, Jonathan
Freedland.
30. ‘Comment & Analysis: Defiance of global will: This war is not only about Iraq,
but about who runs the world and how to make them accountable to us,’ The
Guardian (London), March 10, 2003, Leader Pages, Pg. 19, 1157 words, Gary
Younge.
31. ‘A common response in conversations about the war is ‘I wish I knew what I
thought,’’ The Times (London), February 19, 2003, Wednesday, Features; Times;
3, 946 words, Mary Ann Sieghart.
32. ‘Blair hasn’t even won the Establishment round to war,’ The Times (London),
February 20, 2003, Thursday, Features; 20, 967 words, Peter Riddell.
33. ‘Labour MPs revolt over Iraq: Biggest revolt of Blair’s premiership: 121 MPs
break Labour,’ The Guardian, February 26, 2003.
34. ‘It’s time; time ran out. On the other hand, maybe we should play for more
time,’ The Times (London), February 24, 2003, Monday, Features; 18, 790
words, Mick Hume.
35. ‘All about warmongers and mischief-makers,’ The Times (London), March 6,
2003, 1346 words, Anatole Kaletsky.
36. ‘Honesty is the first casualty of the War of Short’s Ego,’ The Times (London),
March 13, 2003, Thursday, Features; 22, 625 words, Mick Hume.
37. ‘The EU still has a lot more than the US to offer Britain,’ The Times (London),
March 13, 2003, Thursday, Features; 22, 999 words, Peter Riddell.
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38. ‘How Chirac and the Left saved the PM’s skin,’ The Times (London), March 14,
2003, Friday, Features; 26, 988 words, Mary Ann Sieghart.
39. ‘Le Bulldozer takes up tap dancing and learns to love himself,’ The Times
(London), March 15, 2003, Saturday, Features; 26, 1012 words, Ben Macintyre.
40. ‘Au Caire le silence de la rue arabe; Les égyptiens se mobilisent timidement
contre la guerre pour ne pas s’attirer les foudres d’un régime autoritaire,’ Le
Monde, 17 February, 2003, 918 words, Paris, Gilles.
41. ‘L’autre Amérique,’ Le Monde, 25 February, 2003 (498 words).
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ABSTRACT
One of the largest obstacles to mutual understanding between countries involves
the differences of their legal rhetoric, revealed, first of all, in utilizing different
concepts aimed at persuading a foreign counter partner.
After the collapse of the Soviet Union its political and legal rhetoric was being
replaced by that of the so-called pseudo-Western language. Since 1990-1991 there
appeared a number of new legal and political concepts (democracy, civil society,
legal state, etc) borrowed from the linguistic culture of the West and introduced
into the new Russian Constitution and statutes. The reception, however, was
too swift and superficial and, as a consequence, did not result in the substantial
transformations of the essence of Russian political and legal institutions. As a
result, they have not become the ideological symbols for the Russians that they are
for the American or Western mentality. Moreover, most Western borrowings (eg,
legal state) need a profound reinterpretation to such an extent that they might be
applied to the specific nature of the Russian polity.
This paper is an attempt to analyze a historical and linguistic approach to
identifying a number of issues (“American messianic language”, “Western legal
borrowings”, “pseudo Western language of Russian law”) and presents the author’s
understanding of these issues identified in the title and the headings.

Keywords:
Pseudo-Western language of law, messianic language, legal system, (re)
interpretation, key concepts, legal state, Constitution, democracy.
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INTRODUCTION
Transformations in the Russian language of law have attracted attention to this
phenomenon on the part of scholars from various fields of knowledge. However,
research on the essence and special characteristics of Western borrowings (that
actually make the bulk for the new Russian language of law) is relatively limited,
and there are no comprehensive studies into a comparative analysis of Russian
legal concepts borrowed from the Western language of law.
After the collapse of the Soviet Union its political and legal rhetoric was being
replaced by that of the so-called pseudo-Western language. Since 1990-1991
there appeared a number of new legal and political concepts (democracy, civil
society, legal state, etc) borrowed from the linguistic culture of the West (mainly
the USA) and introduced into the new Russian Constitution and statutes. In the
process of borrowing, Russia faced a number of obstacles. The main one was
specific character of an American legal language which might be attributed here as
messianic.

THE ESSENCE OF MESSIANIC LANGUAGE OF LAW IN THE
USA AND GREAT BRITAIN
Link between religion and law, as well as an impact of religious concepts on the
language of law is, to a great extent, expressed in the legal systems of the USA,
Great Britain, and a number of Islamic states. One of the main reasons for the
viability of the durable unity between law and religion in these countries is the
stability of their legal and political systems and, as a consequence – minimum risk
of revolutions and civil wars which might give rise to changes of state forms (forms
of governance, state system, and political regime).
The above-mentioned countries employ for signifying their religious, moral,
ethical, and civic (legal) institutions such concepts as trust, law of equity, God, evil,
mischief rule, etc. All these concepts, to this or that extent, attribute the American
(British) language of law as moralistic, ethical, religious, or messianic. The last
presupposes unity of religion and law, a kind of alloy of moral, ethical, religious,
and legal concepts. Being the consequence of this unity the messianic language
of the USA and Great Britain defines a high level of stability and reliability of their
political and legal systems.
Not once had Russia, like continental Europe (and unlike the USA and Great
Britain), suffered revolutions and wars which later became the reason for
restructuring its legal system in general and the language of law in particular.
In this sense, both Russia and the Continental West, follow the New Testament
tradition of separating religious and moral norms from the juridical ones. In the
1990s, however, Russia began the process of borrowing from the legal rhetoric
of the USA, the country that has consistently followed the principles of the Old
Testament in its juridical practices. As a result, because of a discrepancy in the
historical and legal tradition, part of the American borrowings did not survive on
the Russian soil
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The messianic language, which characterizes the legal rhetoric of the United
States, Great Britain and some Islamic states, has not suited Russia. To prove this,
here is a historical example concerning international relations between Russia
and Iran. On January 1, 1989, Ruhollah Musavi Khomeini sent a private message to
Michael Gorbachev, the first President of the former Soviet Union. In it, he called
Gorbachev to abandon the ideology of communism and to critically reconsider
the Soviet policy pursued by Gorbachev’s predecessors. “The policy you pursued,
Khomeini wrote, implied denunciating both God and religion”. He argued that the
Islamic Republic of Iran, as the most powerful stronghold of the Islamic world,
could easily fill the vacuum in the ideological system of the former Soviet Union.
Khomeini did not take into consideration the fact that, unlike Iran, America, and
Great Britain, Russia has always abstained from utilizing religious language in
its legal or political system. Most political leaders of Russia find it impossible to
employ the name of God into the politics or law. They believe, that frequent abuse
of the name of God might blur an intention to confrontation, as everyone has his/
her own God.
Could Russia, having suffered the collapse of the Soviet Union, get by without
Western borrowings in its legal and political rhetoric? To answer the question, it is
worth explaining the reasons for creating in Russia a new language of law totally
based on Western borrowings.

REASONS FOR BORROWINGS
In the 1990s, Russian political authorities set out to reconstruct the legal system
of Russia. Instead of analyzing the past experience of domestic legal history,
Russian scholars in political science and post-Soviet lawyers were endeavoring
to introduce the foreign experience of law into the new Russia. It is actually the
Constitution of the USA that became the main source for the Russian Constitution
of 1993. Reconstructing the language of law implies replacing the ideological
cliché of the Soviet law by the concepts from Romano-Germanic and AngloAmerican legal systems. Such concepts as “communism”, “socialism”, “socialist
legal consciousness”, and “socialist property” were replaced by “legal state”, “civil
society”, “democracy,” and “private property” concepts.
Russian linguist Dmitry Petrov, the author of “Magic of the Word”, argues that upon
ascending to power, the new Russian regime immediately set out to assign new
names to everything that can be renamed.
In other words, every subsequent newly elected Russian power does not wish to
be bound in its future actions, ideas, or linguistic associations with the previous
power. Thus, renaming the main political and legal institutions symbolizes a break
of power continuity. The exception here is the historical experience of the USA,
Great Britain, and several Islamic states. In the Anglo-American legal system, for
example, precedent that provides the continuity of court judgments has always
been of paramount importance whereas at the state level the role of the precedent
analogue has been accomplished by the legitimacy of power. After the Battle of
Hastings triumph, William the Conqueror proclaimed himself a successor of Anglo-
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Saxon Kings, not wishing to become a usurper. Since that time, his example has
been followed by the state system of the United Kingdom that has constantly been
holding the principle of continuity in both – politics and law.
It was only in the course of the twentieth century that there were three political
regimes in Russia replacing one another. Each of them did not want to have
anything in common with the previous one. So, after the collapse of the USSR,
the democratic elite of Russia undertook the immediate steps to reconcile and
compromise with its recent rivals.
The reason was obvious: a long period of opposition between Western countries
and the United States in the Cold War (1946-1991) exhausted Russia. The process
of reconstructing the legal system (and thus legal rhetoric) was initiated by Russian
politicians and lawmakers, who did their best to transfer the Russian legal system
from its recent Soviet past into the sphere of civilized Western law. Pursuing
the policy of compromise, Russian authorities gave rise to a limitless number of
concepts borrowed from the West. The Russian political elite, first headed by
Michael Gorbachev and later – by Boris Eltsin and Vladimir Putin – supposed that
once Russia borrowed Western legal and political institutions and their names, the
meaning and the phenomena themselves would enter Russian political, legal, and
social reality. It didn’t happen. Why? There are at least three reasons for this.

REASONS FOR FAILURE
The first reason deals with the way of interpreting the meaning of democratic legal
institutions. It is directly dependent on the legal culture, tradition, psychology, and
history of the country. To illustrate this, let’s refer to the definition of the legal state
concept. According to Article 20 of the FRG Basic Law (Grundgesetz), Germany is
assumed a legal state. In his “Philosophy of Law”, George William Hegel regarded
Prussia, German historical predecessor, which had included 17000 paragraphs into
its General State Law (Allgemeines Landrecht für die Preußischen Staaten), to be
a legal state. According to its historical tradition, Germany has enacted even more
laws into its Code, which are aimed at regulating social relations in the country.
So, for most civilized countries, legal state is a political structure based on the
superiority of law, whereas law is integrity of legal norms which are enacted and
protected by the state but enforced by lawyers only. In other words, legal state
concept has traditionally declared the principle of binding state power and law.
Hence, constitutional law implies corresponding (or non-corresponding) of the
main constitutional principles with reality. Russian Constitutional law, however,
avoids enlightening the issues of lawful and unlawful interference of the state into
human rights and freedoms. Due to this, the Russian Constitution seems to be the
only source of law, unable to work out constitutional issues. Similarly, the unilateral
increase of the Russian President’s term in office (from four to six years) throws
doubt upon the firmness of other constitutional principles.
Russian people, however, have always distrusted lawyers. Their distrust is revealed
in a number of sayings and proverbs. For example: “Laws are sacred, but lawyers
aren’t” and “Don’t be afraid of the court, but be afraid of the judge.” The attitude of
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Russians towards courts, judges and lawyers hasn’t changed much, no matter how
often and how much Russian laws have been reconsidered since the 1990s.
Proclaiming Russia a legal state, its lawmakers appeal to the Western and
American experience of building democratic legal institutions without referring to
its own legal and cultural tradition. Thus, for Russia, a legal state concept is still a
kind of abstract definition deprived of factual examples from Russian history.
The second reason deals with the way the process of reception was taking place
onto Russian soil. Russia is actually borrowing legal and political concepts from
four countries. They are France, Germany, Great Britain, and the United States. The
language of law, legal systems, systematic principles, and conceptions in France
and Germany differ greatly from these in Great Britain and the US. For example,
trust, due to its specific nature, cannot operate in Russian law as it does in Britain,
because in Russia there is no principle of dividing law into precedent and statute,
which is actually a legal tradition of English law.
The level of simplicity and complexity in the legal systems of the four countries is
very different too. For example, Napoleonic Code (adopted in 1804) employs short
sentences, clear structures, and simple words. However, clarity and accuracy of the
Code are sometimes too superficial to express the internal essence of its ideas. For
example, in Article 1134 of the Napoleonic Code instead of a laconic Latin “pacta
sunt servanda” there is an expanded, but less clear wording, “Agreements lawfully
entered into take the place of the law for those who have made them”.
Unlike Napoleonic Code, German Civil Code (adopted in 1896) is abundant in long
and complicated structures, which might be understood and correctly interpreted
by jurists only. For example, Section 241 of German Civil Code (BGB) (Duties
arising from an obligation) declares that “(1) By virtue of an obligation an obligee is
entitled to claim performance from the obligor. The performance may also consist
in forbearance. (2) An obligation may also, depending on its contents, oblige each
party to take account of the rights, legal interests and other interests of the other
party”. No matter how well familiar this passage might be to the lawyer, “virtue of
an obligation” still demands some clarification”.
So, the target audience of Germany called upon to correctly interpret the text of
law differs greatly from the target audience of France: either a lawyer (in case
with Germany) or any citizen of the country (in case with France). Russia has not
come to an agreement yet who will be its target audience. So, as the address of the
Russian law has not been defined yet, it is dual by nature.
The third (and the last) reason why Russian legal rhetoric failed to correspond to
the true meaning and sense of the Western legal institutions deals with the factor
of time. One should always bear in mind that French and German jurists adapted
the institutions of Roman law to their national law and order for more than five
centuries. Islamic jurists spent more than ten centuries to develop the five legal
doctrinal schools, which still operate in most Islamic states. It was a long process
of constructing one’s own doctrine at each school in its collective and authoritative
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entity with the imam who was the embodiment of pure virtue, modesty, and the
best ethical values. Since the collapse of the Soviet Union not more than 25 years
have passed. Objectively, within this time it is next to impossible to pursue highgrade reception.

CONCLUSION
We can conclude that the process of transforming Soviet law into Russian in
the 1990s was superficial, fragmentary, and fast. There was no time or way to
reconsider and synthesize the historical traditions of Russian law. Moreover, such
borrowed concepts as legal state, democracy, and civil society began living their
own theoretical life without being applied and practiced in Russian legal reality.
As a result, most Russian current legal institutions, alongside with the text of the
Constitution of the Russian Federation, are futurological, whereas legal rhetoric of
most legal writings hasn’t been worked out and polished yet.
What should and might be done in this situation? The author presumes, that a
number of steps might be undertaken: first, to initiate in Russia comprehensive
education dealing with the history of Russian law as well as with the history
of Russian legal and court rhetoric (Russian lawyers and advocates of the 19th
century were very eloquent and persuasive); second, to define such areas of
Russian law, where its rhetoric has the greatest impact, thus defining weak points
of Russian law; and, third, to fill the breaches (which have arisen) by means of
selective reception from Western legal systems (eg, how the Napoleonic Code was
borrowed in Egypt).
The language of law, as well as the language of politics or business, should be
aimed at achieving a sort of compromise between national and foreign law in order
to approach better mutual understanding and clearer professional communication.

1 Savitsky, V.M., Vishkin, E.G., 2006, p.90.
2 Nersesyants, V.S., 1992, p.15.
3 The main distinction of Soviet law is the variety of its legal institutions. They all might be divided into three groups.
The legal institutions of the 1-st group are a kind of a unique combination of ideological clichés and terminology,
extracted from the recepted Romano-Germanic legal family. The compatibility of incompatible ideas caused the
distortion of the meanings of both. Examples are found in word combinations, which exist in Soviet law only, such as:
Soviet property, socialist consciousness, socialist legality.
The institutions of the 2-nd group were borrowed directly from the ideology of Stalinism, for example: the institution of
the people’s enemy, a wrecker, a plunderer of socialist property, a saboteur and a kulack.
The institutions of the 1-st and 2-nd groups are in this or that way arranged in terminology, whereas the institutions
of the 3-d group existed in the Soviet lawmaker’s mentality only (cult of personality). The influence of the leader on
the professional mentality of the Soviet lawmaker was so great, that the procedure of making any law was impossible
without its influence.
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ABSTRACT
The need to assess and support young Arab Emiratis’ argumentation skills
is recently becoming more and more evident. The current multicultural and
continuously changing character of United Arab Emirates, especially Dubai and
Abu Dhabi, requires a strong critical thinking attitude from the young generation.
Previous research in Arabic reasoning has identified weaknesses related to the
use of repetition rather than valid arguments and counter-arguments. The goal
of this research is to identify the particular strengths and weaknesses of Emirati
undergraduates’ argumentative reasoning, in order to further support them in
their use of critical thinking skills, such as distinguishing between argument and
explanation, assessing different points of view, and using evidence to further
support one’s opinion. Ninety-five undergraduate university students were tested
for their ability to complete an argumentation map with valid, sufficient, and
relevant arguments, objections, and rebuttals. Moreover, to test the influence of
high power distance (PD) observed in Arabic culture, an independent variable of
teacher modeling intervention was applied to approx. half of the students. Results
confirm the predominance of repetition and eastern-thought related fallacies in
the participants´ argumentation. The influence of PD was also present, especially
in producing support for objections. This study opens the way to cross-cultural
comparisons between Arab Emiratis and other Arabic and non-Arabic populations.

Keywords:
Argument assessment, argument skills, critical thinking, fallacies, power distance,
United Arab Emirates, University students
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INTRODUCTION
Argumentation is defined as a “a verbal, social, and rational activity aimed at
convincing a reasonable critic of the acceptability of a standpoint by putting
forward a constellation of one or more propositions to justify this standpoint” (van
Eemeren, Grootendorst, & Snoeck Henkemans, 2002, xii). Skillful argumentation
is very much related to critical thinking, especially regarding its following
manifestations: a) the skill to distinguish between argument and explanation
by producing reasons that justify rather than repeat the claim itself (Osborne &
Patterson, 2011); b) the skill to consider alternatives, thus understanding what
it is by identifying what it is not (Kuhn 1992); and c) the skill to construct or use
evidence to further support one’s opinion in form of a rebuttal (Osborne, Erduran,
& Simon, 2004).
The Arab Emirati population has recently gained research attention due to the
economical “boom” of the last years in the emirates of Dubai and Abu Dhabi.
Educational research has focused on the particular aspects of life that young
Emiratis experience due to their continuously changing society (Richardson, 2004;
Haque, 2007). Some of the main challenges are described as: (a) immigrants make
up more than 80 percent of the country´s population (b) Arabic language is under
pressure due to the predominance of English as the common commercial language
among different-culture habitants, and (c) western models of organization are
adopted in different sectors of life, eg, education, public health, urban design, due
to the lack of preparation from the local forces to fulfill the needs of innovation (Al
Khouri, 2010).
For the reasons described above, critical thinking has become one of the major
learning outcomes in higher public education in the United Arab Emirates
(UAE). In the 2011 report of the International Bureau of Education, one of the
four goals of education in the UAE region is to train students that are “armed
with critical thinking, analytical reasoning and strong communication skills”
(International Bureau of Education, 2011: 2). However, when it comes to practice,
the combination of these skills into a competent practice of argumentation
does not emerge naturally (Kuhn, 1991), and it is a matter of a range of factors,
including culture. One of the main cultural aspects related to Arabic argumentation
is the use of repetition as a strategy of persuasion. This means that “an idea is
made believable by being stated, restated, and paraphrased” (Johnstone-Koch,
1987: 85). Such repetition may become a problem as it prevents arguers and
critical thinkers from constructing valid and sufficiently supported arguments
and counter-arguments (Johnstone-Koch, 1983, 1987; Hatim, 1990). Another
potential obstacle to competent argumentation is the high Power Distance (PD)
observed in Arab countries in general and in UAE in particular, according to which
hierarchies are strongly respected and, as a consequence, authorities are created
(Hofstede, Hofstede, & Minkov, 2010). Examples of such authorities are political,
religious, and social rules, leaders, and any other type of established entities. We
expect that perceptions based on PD will prevent students from constructing
strong arguments, as power is considered to belong to the authority, and not to
knowledge and critical thinking (Shor, 1996).
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In conclusion, the competence to argue successfully is an educational requisite in
order to handle with the continuous changes the young generation of local Emiratis
is currently facing. In order to build such competence, the role of educators in
this middle-eastern multicultural region, especially in Dubai, is essential. Several
studies held in different cultural contexts have shown that adolescents and young
adults are not totally adept from an argumentative thinking point of view (Gilabert,
Garcia-Mila, & Felton, 2012; Metsamaki, 2009; Erduran, Simon, & Osborne, 2004).
The ability to think critically, as supported by argumentation skills, is essential,
especially in contexts where transition and change are evident. Helping university
instructors working in these contexts understand the current level of their students
in terms of argument skills is of major importance.

METHOD
Research goal
The present article focuses on Emirati University students´ argumentation,
especially their capacity to produce valid argumentative discourse. As already
mentioned, we are interested in three major argument skills namely (a) the
construction of valid reasons to support a claim, (b) the construction of a valid
objection supported by valid reasoning, and (c) the construction of a valid rebuttal
that further supports the initial claim (Kuhn, 1991). According to van Eemeren and
Grootendorst (1995), the quality of argumentative discourse is “to be measured
against criteria that are appropriate for determining the reasonableness of such
discourse” (p. 130). When these criteria are violated or not totally respected, the
result is fallacious argumentative discourse, which goes against the development
of critical thinking skills.
The main goal of this study is to identify the main strengths and weaknesses
in Emirati University students’ argument performance. By strengths, we mean
the skills mentioned above, whereas we identify a weakness each time a critical
thinking fallacy is committed. Moreover, we are interested in investigating how
evident power distance is in young people’s construction of arguments. Our upper
goal is to use the results of this pilot study in order to further investigate the
influence of Arab culture and language on the quality of argumentative discourse,
and to come up with context-related guidelines to be applied by educators in
regional higher education institutions.

Variables
The dependent variable is the students´ produced written argumentative discourse
in the form of an argument map as required by the task. The independent variable
is the teaching modeling intervention aiming at influencing students´ reasoning
as a result of the Emirati culture high power distance. Both the task and the
intervention are described in the ‘Data collection’ section.

Participants
Four undergraduate classes of a public Emirati University participated in the study.
The classes were chosen in terms of relevance of the subject of argumentation
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to the curriculum content. In total, 95 students (55 from Business and 40 from
Education) were given the seminar and task described below. All students were
female with an average age of 20.5 years old, and most of them were at the second
year of their studies for the Bachelor degree.

Data collection
The design of the study included a teaching seminar on argumentation prior to the
task, and the actual data collection through the in-class completion of an empty
argument map on given topics immediately after the seminar.
The argument-oriented seminar, performed by the author who is also the regular
instructor of 2 of the 4 participant classes, lasted around 1 academic hour. It
focused on the importance of argument and the main argument skills and how
they can be achieved, ie, the construction of a valid argument, the difference
between explanation and justification, the consideration of the other party in one´s
own argumentation, the construction of a valid counter-argument, and finally
the construction of a valid rebuttal. In many cases, the students were also given
examples, and were asked to identify the argument. These examples were either
based on curriculum contents, or related to everyday reasoning. Figure 1 shows an
example of each.
Content-related example

Everyday example

Which paragraph contains an argument
rather than an explanation?
Meetings in UAE tend to start later than
the scheduled time. This may frustrate
businessmen from other countries who
come to do business, and business is the
last thing they do.
Emiratis do not seem to give time much
consideration. This makes them appear
“lazy” to businessmen of other countries. It
also increases their frustration when they
come to do business in UAE, and business is
the last thing they do.
Solution: the second

Which one is the argument?
Maryam: I failed the final exam.
Alia: Why? It wasn’t that hard.
Maryam: I slept only three hours last night.
Alia: How do you know you failed because
of that? Maybe you just didn’t study
enough.
Maryam: No, I did study, but my brain
just doesn’t work right when I don’t get
enough sleep.
Solution: My brain doesn’t work right
when I don’t sleep enough. I believe this is
why I failed the exam.

Figure 1. Examples used in the argument teaching seminar
At the end of the each seminar, and with the students´ understanding of all
argument skills, the instructor gives the class a task to be completed individually
in maximum of 20 minutes. The task map shown in Figure 2 is exported from
an argument-diagramming software tool called Rationale (van Gelder, 2007). It
consists of 7 bubbles or map nodes: the initial bubble or contention, which belongs
to the initial claim, 3 bubbles on the left where all reasons supporting the claim are
to be written, and 3 bubbles on the right part, one being the counter-argument, ie,
what the other party would object to us, another being the reason supporting the
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objection, and the last one being the rebuttal, with which we reply to the objection,
and thus further support the initial claim. Students should understand that all the
steps of this mapped reasoning starting from the left and finishing on the right are
important and necessary. The initial claims can either be given to them, so they
do not spend time searching, or they are free to choose their own if they are not
satisfied. In one case or another, the initial contention does not form part of the
assessment. Some examples of given contentions are:
Employees should not for any reason bring their pets to the workplace.
No person is allowed to stay at office during the night.
We should apply a more environment-friendly policy.

Figure 2. The argument map to be completed as part of the task (extracted from
Rationale tool, van Gelder, 2007)
Finally, to control the power distance variable, students in 2 of the 4 classes,
randomly selected, are also given an additional map completed by the instructor.
This map is intended to function as a modeling example related to how the
instructor´s opinion influences on students´ argumentation, just because it belongs
to an authority, and not necessarily because of its reasoning value.

Data analysis
The final dataset was composed of 92 validly-completed tasks, with at least 3 out
of 6 bubbles complete with statements related to the initial claim. In total, 552
(92x6) argument discourse units were analyzed.
Although many classifications of fallacies exist, we based our analysis on the
following types due to their relation to critical thinking: inconsistency, when making
an inconsistent or self-defeating claim; inappropriate assumption, when assuming
something without good reason and/or ignoring relevant alternatives; irrelevance,
when appealing to irrelevant information; and insufficiency, when evidence is too
weak to support the conclusion (Lau, 2011).
These examples of fallacies are representative of low-quality argumentative
reasoning, possibly occurring in the classroom as part of an individual
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argumentation task. In other words, these are all knowledge-based argumentative
fallacies, meaning that they are not based on how to “win” an argument, but on
what type of evidence to use in order to support an argument. To these common
critical thinking fallacies, we added repetition as a circular fallacious argument
common in Arabic persuasive discourse (Johnstone-Koch, 1983, 1987). Finally, we
investigated if there was any difference in the quality of argumentation between
the two experimental groups, ie, students who received the extra modeling teacher
example and students who did not.
A fallacy of irrelevance is identified when something is argued to be true based
on an inappropriate appeal to irrelevant sources, such as a tradition or an authority
(Lau, 2011). Due to that, fallacies of irrelevance fail to establish a strong connection
between the premises and the conclusion. Two representative examples are:
•
•

Appeal to the people: If you suggest too strongly that someone’s claim or
argument is correct simply because it is what almost everyone believes.
Appeal to authority: An appeal to authority is an argument from the fact that
a person judged to be an authority affirms a proposition to the claim that the
proposition is true.

Fallacies of insufficiency contain weak premises, and so fail to establish their
conclusion. A committed fallacy of insufficiency shows lack of skill to construct
internally sufficient arguments. Examples of this type of fallacies are:
•
•

Anecdotal or naturalistic evidence: generalizing on the basis of some story or
isolated cases that provide an inadequate sample.
Appeal to consequence: Arguing that a belief is false because it implies
something you would rather not believe.

Fallacies of inappropriate assumption imply the adoption of a belief or claim
without having a good reason to do that. Some examples are:
•

•

Appeal to ignorance: The fallacy of appeal to ignorance comes in two forms:
(a) Not knowing that a certain statement is true is taken to be a proof that it is
false, (b) not knowing that a statement is false is taken to be a proof that it is
true.
Begging the question: A form of circular reasoning in which a conclusion is
derived from premises that presuppose the conclusion.

Finally, fallacies of inconsistency cover the cases in which we accept a claim that
logically conflicts with other claims we hold.
All these types of fallacies and other weaknesses that emerged were identified in
the dataset. After their identification, statistical analyses of frequencies and means’
comparisons were performed to answer the research questions.
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RESULTS
In reply to our first question, ie, which are the most frequent strengths and
weaknesses in young Emirati’s argumentative discourse, we observe that
the participants did well in producing valid reasons and objections, due to
the relatively low number of fallacies committed in these parts of discourse.
Nonetheless, the fallacies committed were very common, especially regarding
rebuttals.
Among the total 552 argument discourse units (map “bubbles”) produced, 133
revealed some type of fallacious discourse from a critical thinking point of view.
As expected, repetition was shown to be the most predominant fallacy, which
confirms the results of previous studies focusing on Arab persuasion (JohnstoneKoch, 1983, 1987). As for other emerged fallacies, here are the most important
in order of frequency: appeal to consequence, anecdotal evidence, begging the
question, appeal to people, appeal to ignorance, and inconsistency. Appeals to
authority did not emerge in the form of a concrete source of knowledge related
to the claim, mainly because of the nature of topics and the task itself (the topics
proposed were simple and no evidence data were given to the students). Finally,
some arguments were incomplete, too general, or included invalid parts. Table 1
shows the exact frequencies of each one of the described weaknesses and their
location in discourse, meaning in which exact part of the argument map the lack of
skills was detected.
Examples of the main types of fallacies as produced by the students can be found
in Appendix A.
Table 1: Types and frequencies of fallacies emerged in the dataset
Frequencies of fallacies (N= 552)
Fallacy
incomplete
general
ignorance

Reason 1
2
3
0

Reason 2
0
0
0

Reason 3
0
1
0

Objection
4
2
0

Obj. Reason
1
1
0

Rebuttal
4
6
6

Total
11
13
6

begging
anecdotal
people
consequence

3
1
1
3

0
2
2
3

2
1
1
3

0
2
2
0

0
3
0
1

2
1
1
0

7
10
7
10

inconsistent
invalid
repetition
Total

0
0
0
13

0
2
8
17

0
2
8
18

1
6
0
17

1
8
5
20

3
13
12
48

5
31
33
133

Note: the total number of cases is 552, corresponding to 92 complete tasks multiplied by 6
argument discourse units per task.
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The second research question was regarding the influence of power distance (PD)
on an arguments’ quality. As explained in the previous section, PD was controlled
through the detection of influence of the extra teaching modeling example on
the group of students who received the additional guidance, in comparison to
the students who did not. ANOVA analysis comparing the two groups of students
in terms of the mean number of fallacies produced shows a significant influence
of PD regarding the construction of reasons for objection, as shown in Table 2.
Although fallacies of appeal to authority, which would be another evidence of PD
influence, did not have a clear presence, a similar reasoning pattern emerged in
4.9 percent of the total discourse units. This pattern refers to the use of statements
expressing a rule or situation that cannot change, such as Employees should not
for any reason bring their pets, because it is a place to work, not to look after pets.
Another identified pattern which can also be related to PD is based on statements
that refer to money and financial status as a main premise (in 4.2 percent of total
units), such as No person is allowed to stay at the office during the night, as the
salary is the same for all employees.
Table 2: Comparison between group of students that received modeling intervention
and group of students who did not (the columns named by the 6 argument discourse
units represent the location of any identified fallacy)

Means’ comparison and Anova Report
Modeling
Men
No
N
Std.
Deviation
Men
Yes
N
Std.
Deviation
Men
Total
N
Std.
Deviation
Anova Sig.

Reason 1
.40
40

Reason 2
1.85
40

Reason 3
1.98
40

Objection
1.55
40

Obj. Reason
2.60
40

Rebuttal
3.68
40

1.105
.69
52

3.820
1.29
52

3.826
1.17
52

3.858
.58
52

4.075
.98
52

4.434
3.21
52

1.936
57
92

2.933
1.53
92

2.826
1.52
92

1.753
1.00
92

2.704
1.68
92

3.902
3.41
92

1.626
0.396

3.340
0.427

3.303
0.251

2.551
0.69

3.445
0.025*

4.125
0.596

The implications of these main findings regarding how young Emiratis´
argumentation can be enhanced are described in the next section.

DISCUSSION AND FUTURE WORK
Emirati university students are shown to do well in constructing reasons for their
claims as well as valid objections. Their main weakness is to construct valid and
acceptable rebuttals. Moreover, as expected, repetition is their main fallacy.
Invalid statements are also very frequent among the weaknesses, revealing a
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lack of understanding of the argument purposes. Both repetition and invalidity
were mostly related to rebuttals. Apart from repetition, that was expected as
a predominant Arabic persuasion pattern, the rest of most frequent fallacies,
ie, appeal to consequence, anecdotal evidence, and begging the question, can
be attributed to what is generally called an “eastern” way of thinking. All of
these types of fallacies have something in common: the lack of production of
innovative premises to support the claim, which leads to the use of insufficient or
inappropriate premises that in the end do not support the claim. This deficiency is
related to the generalistic or holistic pattern of Eastern thinking (Nisbett, 2003),
according to which parts are less important than the whole, thus struggling to
find sound reasons for claims or objections is not as important as the claim or the
objection itself.
Power distance is evident as a result of the modeling intervention, ie, following
the instructor´s example, but also in the content of argumentation, eg, obeying
rules, importance of money, etc. It is also worth noting that the need to imitate the
teacher is more evident when the participants are asked to create reasons for their
objections. Also, another behavior, not observed in the statistical analysis, was the
use of a fallacy similar to a fallacious argument contained in the modeling example.
On purpose, the instructor´s example given to some of the participants contained
an appeal to ignorance in the rebuttal. Not surprisingly, 100 percent of this type
of fallacy, when emerged as a rebuttal, was produced by the participants who
received the modeling intervention.
From a pedagogical support point of view, the main difficulties that the
participants faced were manifested either as circularity of argumentative
reasoning, or as a lack of skill to further support one´s claim by replying back to
objections. Nonetheless, this pilot study could not determine whether the emerged
weaknesses can be attributed to culture or not. Strict cross-cultural comparison
is necessary to be able to attribute any of these weaknesses to culture. Also,
the limited sample of the study in terms of gender (only female students) and
institution (all of them were from the same university) does not allow for broad
generalizations of the results. Last but not least, the task itself was very specific
and did not allow for all aspects of argument performance to be revealed. In other
words, what counts as persuasion in the specific cultural context was not seen
from the construction of the argument map, which only focused on specific skills
related to critical thinking.
Some limitations of the present study will be addressed through future research,
such as towards: (a) the expansion of the sample regarding gender, college, and
institution, to verify the degree of generalization of the findings; and (b) the
replacement or complementation of the individual argument mapping task by
real debate conditions to see whether facing the opponent has an influence on
the types of fallacies used. Regarding the cultural influence control, it would be
interesting to compare Emirati University students with Lebanese students, both
Arabic-speaking and non-Arabic-speaking, to check if the identified argument
weakness of repetition is related to the Arabic culture or language. Also, to better
control the PD influence, a comparison with a country that scores similarly to the
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UAE in all cultural dimensions described by Hofstede et al, (2010), but scores lower
in PD, such as Spain, would be of great value.
In summary, being concrete about the difficulties that young people in UAE face
regarding thinking and arguing critically will help current and future educators
better assess the learning outcomes of their pedagogies. At the same time, the
students themselves will be more aware of what a valid argument is and they will
take better care when constructing informed opinions about everyday matters.
UAE, like other Gulf countries, is going through rapid changes and development
at all levels of life. People, especially locals, with a strong thinking disposition are
needed to help the country benefit from the transition in a logical, constructive,
and reason-based way. This paper showed how a simple task with university
students can reveal which aspects of their argumentative reasoning need to be
supported for them to become good thinkers, and consequently, good citizens and
change agents.
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APPENDIX A
Examples of fallacies from the dataset (identified fallacy in italics)
1.

Appeal to people
Claim: We should apply a more environment-friendly policy.
Reason 1: Some of our current policies affect the environment badly.
Reason 2: 60 percent of our employees suggested that we should change the
policy.
2. Anecdotal evidence
Claim: Employees should not for any reason bring their pets at work.
Reason 1: Pets are harmful for some people.
Reason 2: Some people have allergy.
Reason 3: Pets cause noise.
Objection: Our maid has travelled.
3. Appeal to consequence
Claim: We should apply a more environment-friendly policy.
Reason 1: It is better for the environment.
4. Appeal to ignorance
Claim: Employees should not for any reason bring their pets at work.
Reason 1: Some employees may have allergies.
Reason 2: Many employees will be distracted from pets.
Reason 3: Pets can increase germs.
Objection: We can provide specific areas for them.
Reason for Objection: Some employees have pets that cannot be left alone at
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home.
Rebuttal: I do not know of any company that has provided special areas for
pets.
5. Begging the question
Claim: No person is allowed to stay at her office during the night.
Reason 1: No company is open at night, as it is time for workers to relax.
6. Inconsistency
Claim: High rate of divorce in UAE.
Reason 1: No communication between couples.
Reason 2: They don't understand each other.
Reason 3: They only believe in what they think.
Objection: Couples understand each other.
7. Repetition
Claim: Divorce occurs a lot nowadays.
Reason 1: There is lack of communication in the couple.
Reason 2: They would fight about things instead of communication with each
other.
Note: Repetition is differentiated from the begging the question fallacy, as it refers
either to the mere repetition of a reason, or the identification of a rebuttal with the
claim itself. Cases in which a premise coincides with the conclusion are identified as
begging the question fallacies.
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ABSTRACT
In the new global knowledge society, educational policies in countries around
the world have generally embraced the notion that universities as well as schools
should encourage generic skill outcomes – particularly ‘thinking’. Indeed different
modes of thinking inform related processes of problem-solving, innovation, and
critical rigor or discipline as well as the related competences and generic skills
associated with Schon’s concept of a ‘professional reflective practitioner’. Although
academics are also professional thinkers of sorts, reflective thinking by itself is
clearly not sufficient to either increase research and scholarship outputs, nor to
serve as a basis for the most effective innovations or applied problem-solving. In
terms of the kinds of exemplary ‘missing links’ which often obstruct or frustrate
the linked processes of academic inquiry and writing, this paper will investigate
the challenge of more effectively translating or transforming relevant as well as
critically rigorous thinking into productive research designs and outcomes. It will
also outline techniques and strategies of how an ‘emergent’ approach to research
inquiry and academic writing involves related modes of critical thinking, language
use, and knowledge-building. It will do so in terms of re-visiting of Hannah Arendt’s
suggestion that Socrates’ elenchus method still remains the most effective way to
teach and also practice the highest and most productive forms of human thinking.

Keywords:
Critical thinking; research inquiry; academic writing; Socratic/elenchus method;
academic reflective practitioners
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INTRODUCTION: THE ROLE OF THINKING IN 21ST CENTURY
ACADEMIA (AND BEYOND)?
The central importance of thinking in Plato’s academy in Ancient Greece was a
significant influence on the modern university. However, the twentieth-century
university has perhaps too often paid lip-service to this. Today imperatives of
credentialism and the influential model of an exam-based curriculum tend to
dominate in ways which do not always encourage active thinking and learning
(eg, Barnett, 1997; Readings, 1996; Lewis, 2006). In more recent times as well as
the formal accreditation of graduates coming from high schools, higher education
institutions have also increasingly had to cater for the continuing professional
education and also related lifelong learning aspirations for additional or renewed
accreditation from professionals already in the workplace and other ‘adult
learners’ (Morely, 2001; Walker, 2001). There have been associated new and
increasing demands that formal education should provided for the instilling of key
competencies or generic skill outcomes relevant to an innovation-focused global
economy and future workplace (Stehr, 2001; Kreber, 1010). In such projections the
process of critical thinking is typically listed as a pivotal generic skill informing
related processes such as applied problem-solving, information analysis and
synthesis, and inter-personal communications. This is in the context that various
factors such as the professionalization of the global workforce, credentialism, and
the lifelong learning implications of information and communication technologies
have all helped fuel the growth of formal education in general, and of postgraduate
research in particular (Guruz, 2008; Yogev, 2010).
It might be reasonably expected that the twenty-first-century university is a site
where critical thinking might be acquired or at least exemplified at the highest
levels of research inquiry and scholarship. Yet many postgraduate students and
academic staff alike find it a most difficult and stressful experience to think deeply,
consistently, and – where postgraduate dissertations are concerned - effectively
enough to successfully complete a research inquiry and an associated writing up
process. There are many books about academic research which tend to focus on
methodologies of research evaluation independently of the overall requirements
of research design or the concept of a ‘methodology of research design’ (Neuman,
2006). Likewise many books on academic writing tend to focus on the different
conceptual and generic elements of a thesis or dissertation with often no great
interest in or advice about how these might be linked in authentic practice, or
even tend to view that academic writing is generally a matter of reporting on
the completion of a research project (Kamler & Thomson, 2008; Lovitts, 2009).
Conversely, other approaches which focus on the different elements of academic
writing genres often do not link these to any great extent to the specific design
requirements for undertaking and developing a research or scholarship inquiry
in different disciplinary contexts (eg, Olsen & Taylor, 1997; Kennedy & Kennedy,
2008). Thus many researchers, scholars and other professional academic ‘reflective
practitioners’ experience senses of confusion, uncertainty, and frustration when
trying to navigate a minefield of diverse models and conflicting expectations about
what it means to use intellectual rigor to hopefully contribute to human knowledge
(eg, Canagarajah, 2002; Wellington, 2003).
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Universities are sometimes criticized for being either privileged and elitist
or corporativized bastions of irrelevance rather than exemplary practices of
knowledge-building relevant to an increasingly global society in need of new ideas
for dealing with great historical, environmental, technological, and other challenges
(Aronowitz, 2001; M’Gonigle & Starke, 2006). Yet along the lines of Schon’s (1990)
concept of the modern professional as a reflective practitioner, there are many who
recognize the opportunity and requirement also in universities to further develop
an exemplary, dialogical, and relevant (as distinct from privileged, descriptive,
and esoteric) approach to the new practical demands for applied critical thinking.
In other words, thinking for academic purposes can still be consistent with some
of the past ideals about what a university perhaps could or should be (Carr &
Kemmis, 1986; Barnett, 1997; Light & Cox, 2001; Laurillard, 2006; Ramsden, 2008).
This paper will thus adopt such projections of a potentially emerging twentyfirst-century university as an exemplary focus for investigating more convergent
notions of ‘thinking’ and better links of this to the global and cross-cultural project
of human knowledge-building. It will do so in terms of also exploring practical ways
of assisting students and academic staff alike to overcome some of the related
missing links which prevent the achievement of greater quality and quantity of
academic outputs.
In this way, the first section of the paper will explore the question of whether the
related challenges of undertaking original research inquiry and relevant academic
writing are inevitably as stressful, difficult, and confusing as many people seem
to find them. This section will also explore some associated issues, dilemmas,
and challenges. The second section will outline the practical steps and strategic
approach of an ‘emergent model’ for designing and developing any kind of
research inquiry and academic writing also as a process of thinking. In a nutshell,
such an approach identifies and builds on the central importance of a relevant and
meaningful focus question linking a particular issue or problem to an appropriate
area of knowledge as the basis for relevant knowledge-building ‘focus and
structure’ on one hand, and the effective and appropriate design of a meaningful
‘thread of inquiry’ on the other. The third section will discuss the ways in which
the practical methods of designing and developing a particular ‘thread of inquiry’
outlined in Section 2 exemplify a convergent model of critical thinking which both:
(a) derives from the dialogical framework of Socrates’ elenchus method, and (b)
serves to overcome various obstacles or missing links in order to achieve the most
sustainable knowledge-building.

A KNOWLEDGE-BUILDING APPROACH: AN ANTIDOTE
FOR ACADEMIC WRITING AND RESEARCH CONFUSION,
VAGUENESS, AND DESCRIPTIVE TENDENCIES?
There are both ‘macro’ and ‘micro’ reasons why postgraduate researchers often
struggle to complete a successful dissertation and why academics in general often
fail to recognize or harness diverse opportunities for inquiry and publication. The
‘macro’ factors consist of various environmental, attitudinal, and personal issues
which are often difficult for universities to provide any kind of direct support for
(Guilfoyle, 2007). Conversely, many researchers and academics also struggle with
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a range of ‘micro’ factors, which relate to the obstacles involved in achieving a
sustainable research design and effective writing strategies which articulate and
disseminate or communicate a focus and structure of inquiry. Yet there is little
focus in the academic literature on the critical thinking principles of effective
research design across different contexts (Canagarajah, 2002; Kamler & Thomson,
2008). These ‘micro’ aspects generally relate to the specific stages and aspects
of how postgraduate researchers especially often seem to get disorientated
and confused at any or all of the four key stages of research and writing: that is,
developing a topic focus, framing this in relation to a literature review, further
grounding this in the empirical aspect of data collection and analysis, and finally
the writing up process as an integral process of communication and not just a
retrospective report (Author, 2010; 2012). Thus, this paper is concerned with
achieving a more integrated approach to the stages and aspects of the academic
research and writing process.
Table #1 outlines a contrast between the often disconnected stages and aspects
of a typically ad hoc approach on the left to the academic research and writing
process, and on the right a more integrated and also emergent approach.
Not surprisingly, an ad hoc approach often fails to achieve or develop a clear
inquiry focus which links a problem to a question and also some specific issue
or perspective to a recognizably useful or relevant focus and structure. Likewise
the ad hoc approach typically involves a literature review, which tends to read
more like an annotated bibliography rather than an academic framework for
locating the academic relevance and implications of the inquiry undertaken. Just
as postgraduates often get lost in the attempt to find a relevant topic of research
inquiry, so too they can become easily disorientated by an unfocused reading
strategy. A more integrated approach will clarify the connections between a
literature review which effectively contextualizes a chosen inquiry focus on one
hand, and on the other the particular methodological design for an empirical
contextualization through some specific process of data collection and analysis
linked to a particular case study or example. This is often reflected by a descriptive
as distinct from interpretive approach to the data building process in relation
to both quantitative and qualitative methodologies of evaluation. A descriptive
approach, which lacks or fails to acknowledge dimensions of interpretation
is typified by ‘ad hoc’ research evaluation with no particular problem-solving
or integrated outcomes purpose. In this way, we might characterize an ad
hoc approach as a somewhat hasty and superficial as well as retrospective or
disconnected approach to the academic research and writing process.
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Table 1: From an ad hoc to a more integrated and emergent approach to academic
research and writing.
Typical ‘non-relevant’ (descriptive and/or ad hoc) approach
•

•

•

•

•

No key focus question – general
topic or vague perspective (and/
or too many conflicting foci/
questions)
Literature review also
descriptive and sample/case
study either contextualized or
context-specific/confused
All stages of research process
and elements of thesis/project
defined in isolation (write-up
of research is ad hoc or
disconnected)
Methodology merely descriptive
(ie, retrospective or non-relevant
evaluation)
Overall, an ad hoc, retrospective
and ultimately hasty or
superficial notion of the inquiry
process, and contribution to
human knowledge

•

•

•

•

•

•
•

Antidote: Thinking PLUS a relevant research
problem/focus question serves to integrate
various stages and sections of academic
writing
Introduction – a viable focus question
links specific problem/context and general
relevance
Literature review situates the research
focus and design in ‘exemplifying’ academic
contexts
Different stages and elements are
meaningfully linked in terms of an integral or
cohesive design
Methodology thus above all else refers to an
appropriate design strategy for exploring and
responding to an organizing focus question
Supported by appropriate methods of
‘triangulation’
The writing up of a dissertation/paper
thus also tells the ‘story’ of how findings/
outcomes/conclusions etc are related to
initial focus question and research problem

Adapted from Author 2009
The inherently important role of language in the knowledge building process
should be emphasized in the writing-up process. An effective research design
focus and structure should be reflected in more integrated aspects of interpretive
as well as descriptive triangulation. On the other hand, an integrated design
approach will tend to or be more likely to be reflected by a progressive sense of
grammatical cohesion (e.g. the use of connectors to link paragraphs, sub-sections
and the main sections of a coherent academic dissertation) as well as the lexical
coherence of a prioritized and linked set of key words and related concepts which
together should link as well as inform each of the key sections of any mode of
academic writing. An emergent approach to the writing process therefore lies in
between the poles represented by the spontaneous or innovative approach known
as ‘process writing’ (e.g. Tobin & Newkirk, 1994) on one hand, and on the other a
more disciplined or structured approach to writing through such techniques as
the systematic use of headings and subheadings (e.g. Kennedy & Kennedy, 2008).
On this basis, the different sections of a research paper or dissertation might all
contribute to the academic research and writing process as an integrated mode of
knowledge building informed also by rhetorical relevance.
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As outlined in detail in a related paper (Author, 2010), an emergent approach
thus provides a means for considering how the elements and stages of academic
writing are meaningfully linked in terms of an integral or cohesive design based
around a relevant focus question. The background to and rationale for this
should be indicated in the introduction. The literature review should provide the
framework for locating or situating the academic relevance of the inquiry within
a recognized area as well as an established hierarchy of knowledge of some kind.
The methodology of evaluation should be pertinent to the methodology of design,
reflecting the strategy needed to respond effectively and appropriately to an initial
focus research question or problem. All the elements of the written thesis or paper
should recapitulate, inform and frame the developed thread of inquiry – that is,
represent the ‘story’ of the inquiry as well as explain the connection between the
focus question and specificfindings or outcomes. In this way the effective design
and development of ‘focus and structure’ also constitutes a thinking strategy for
making more explicit the connection between the research inquiry process and
also that of academic writing for greater clarity, relevance, and more productive
outcomes.

THE ROLE OF A CENTRAL FOCUS QUESTION IN AN
EMERGENT APPROACH TO RESEARCH INQUIRY AND
ACADEMIC WRITING
The importance of developing or making explicit a central guiding research or
inquiry-based question cannot be overemphasized. It is this that will transform
even the most descriptive or ad hoc writing and thinking into some degree or
mode of productive knowledge-building. An effective inquiry question linked
to a recognized academic area of knowledge provides a particular focus of
relevance which helps to avoid tendencies of either vague generalization or the
de-contextualized focus on a particular topic or area. Yet many published papers
and submitted theses completely lack a central focus question, or if there is a
relevant focus or interest at work, fail to adequately distinguish or critically refine
this. The lack of a central focus question can make it difficult for a writer to achieve
lexical coherence, grammatical cohesion, and rhetorical relevance. Likewise, this
may also make it difficult for readers and examiners to recognize the integrity of
academic discussion and writing, and any relevant links to a practical project or
innovative process of concept-building and theorizing.
New researchers are sometimes told to avoid trying to come up with a particular
focus question or original thesis until after a significant period of either theoretical
familiarization via a ‘literature review’ or through empirical observation. The
suggestion is that this will somehow happen automatically. But often this does not
happen and, in fact, many scholars and researchers just get more ‘lost’. Likewise,
those undertaking postgraduate research degrees are also sometimes discouraged
from tackling a topic, issue or problem in a particular academic area which
they find personally or substantially relevant. Conventional notions of academic
relevance are sometimes quite esoteric, or merely descriptive and generalized. As
outlined in the still-timely work of Alfred Schutz (1971), ‘relevance’ should not be
merely fixed or floating, but a dynamically-emergent process of transformation,
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linking institutional or professional expectations and wider global or universal
implications and principles, as an interplay of individual, social and wider domains
or horizons of awareness and focus in human thought. In this building of a
knowledge ecology, or complex interdependent system, personal interest is also
an important factor which needs to be aligned to the academic or professional
area of focus. In simple terms the most effective intellectual thinking derives from
academic problems which also have personal and professional dimensions or
aspects of interest and transferability.

Figure #1: Composing a relevant inquiry focus question
As Figure# 1 indicates, the search for a viable focus or direction of inquiry rather
than a ‘topic’ per se should be a progressively emergent process of generating,
exploring and ultimately choosing between the different combinations of a range
of options or possibilities. The process of ‘designing’ a particular framework of
potential inquiry also involves some relevant connection between a particular
problem or angle of interest on one hand, and on the other some recognizable
general area or topic of academic relevance. Particular foci might either be derived
from or transformed into specific issues, problems, or challenges of interest. The
key to opening up both a ‘thread of inquiry’ and related ‘emergent corridor’ for the
most effective knowledge-building thus lies in the initial steps of identifying some
relevant academic problem and then translating this into an inquiry focus question.
As Ricoeur (1976) has put it, the act of asking a question opens up a potential
‘surplus of meaning’ in related processes of human thinking and communication. In
academic terms, then, a research question represents an act of verbal predication
which can be developed into a guiding thread of inquiry (and associated
knowledge-building process) in terms of how human thought inevitably involves
an interplay of ideas and language-use. In this way a focused research question
might also ‘open up’ a process of knowledge building which goes beyond ‘either/
or thinking’ to bridge a connection between theory and practice, abstract and
concrete knowledge, observation and participation/intervention, understanding
and explanation, etc.
The concept ‘data/information/knowledge/wisdom pyramid’ (e.g. Fricke 2009)
provides a useful outline of how descriptions of data and information are never
simply ‘accumulated’, but rather are inevitably transformed into knowledge through
a convergent, as well as emergent, process of human interpretation. Building also
on human experience and related capacities of understanding, various forms of
human knowledge are potentially optimized in a deep and transformative way
when relevant questions a posed and a focused problem-solving orientation
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applied. The influential distinction in education between surface learning and
deep learning helps to clarify this (e.g. Ramsden, 1998). Much academic research
and writing reflects either no organizing research questions or too many also
lacking prioritization and refinement. As Figure 2 further depicts, a meaningful
central inquiry focus question should generally reflect several guiding questions
which might ‘focus and structure’ the gathering and analysis of data as well as
discussion of ideas. It should do so in terms of a trajectory by which ‘descriptive’
data and information are potentially transformed into relevant knowledge through
a related process of interpretation linked to an inquiry design. This is a process
which reinforces a related distinction between critical explanations based on the
deconstruction of a whole into the sum of its parts or sequences on one hand, and
on the other integrally informed by experience and the associated development of
applied understanding.

Figure 2. Relevant research questions as the key to transforming descriptive databuilding into productive knowledge-building
Figure 3 outlines an example of an emergent, relevant, and productive knowledgebuilding design for academic writing or research inquiry purposes. Such a model
organizes the focus and structure of a central question in terms of a background
or rationale and related series of guiding questions which structures an emergent
connection between factors of causation and/or classification. This will be
reflected also in terms of a semantic map of prioritized keywords and related
key concepts which typically involves the dynamic widening and narrowing
of significance in terms of horizontal (associational) and vertical (conceptual/
categorical) axes of verbal meaning. The keywords of a central focus question
might inform and link together a series of guiding questions which in turn
should organize and reflect a relevant set of data-gathering and/or discussion
questions also applicable to quantitative, qualitative or mixed-mode formats of
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evaluation and contexts of application. In effective academic writing a focused
set of keywords should inform the progressive linking of ideas also in terms of
an emergent lexical coherence expressed in the headings and sub-headings of
sections and chapters as well as the various transitions between sections which
progressively build a conclusion. In this way a systemic yet open-ended, dynamic
and progressive ‘thread of inquiry’ might be achieved which serves to prioritize and
clarify a progression of ideas expressed in language and organized in written form
in time and in space.

Figure 3. Design model for emergent, relevant and productive
knowledge-building inquiry
The focused discipline or innovation of structuring an academic focus, problem
and/or inquiry around an adaptation of the well-known ‘rule of three’ in
composition is only part of the usefulness of this technique. It also provides an
ideal structuring principle for any kind of research inquiry or academic writing.
There are a different ways in which a central focus question might be ‘unpacked’ in
relation to three guiding questions. Generally we recommend that an initial guiding
question focus on a general background area or issue of interest, with a second
guiding question focused on the particular perspective or issue of interest. A third
question or related topic heading might usefully explore an initial connection
between the general and particular terms of the main focus question as a means
for prioritizing and organizing a progressive response to this. Thus just as one
might design the connection between a main focus question and three related
guiding questions, so too the write-up and engagement of the overall question
might build upon an inquiry arc progressing from descriptive to interpretive modes
of knowledge-building. In this way, the ‘rule of three’ also provides an exemplary
structure for organizing interview questions in human-centered research on one
hand, and the structuring of a sequence of key sections and distinct sub-sections
in the writing up of ‘data analysis’ and findings on the other.
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Socrates’ emergent model of critical thinking for more productive knowledgebuilding: More relevant than ever?
At the outset we described how Schon’s (1990) concept of the professional
reflective practitioner is a useful concept to initially outline how academics might
teach as well as practice thinking (Cf. also Burbules & Berk, 1999; Paul& Elder,
2006). It is a model which effectively recognizes that thinking divorced from
applied understanding or practice is not much better than practical ‘doing without
thinking’, and also that the goal of thinking across time should be to achieve
better connections between reflection or theorizing and application in practice.
Schon’s model thus provides a sound platform for discussing how Socrates’ model
represents three distinct modes of critical thinking which reflect progressive
and related stages corresponding to the emergent model of research inquiry
and academic writing outlined in the preceding two sections of the paper. One
of the great philosophers of the twentieth century, Hannah Arendt (1978), has
suggested that Socrates’ elenchus method still remains the best model to really
teach and also practice the most effective thinking. In other words, methods
which encourage the actual process of thinking and not just the idea or theory of
thinking are the key. Thinking is a process which ultimately we must do ourselves
as reflective practice with relevant focus for addressing the challenges of particular
problems or issues.
The Socratic elenchus method may be provisionally defined as a method of
rigorous inquiry through dialogue focused on a related set of questions (Author,
2011). Socrates’ applied this method in order to engage others to appreciate
universal standards of thinking on the basis in terms of some particular line or
thread of inquiry exploring the gap between ‘what we know’ and ‘what we don’t
know’ (Vlastos, 1992). That is, Socrates’ method assumes that the most productive
knowledge building is based on an initial humility and openness to acknowledge
the limits of personal and social knowledge (ie, wise ignorance) in contrast to the
taking of fixed and prior positions (ie, arrogant ignorance). Socrates’ elenchus
method is generally acknowledged as a seminal prototype for the scientific
method in terms of its rigorous and uncompromising challenge to any pretense.,
contradiction, or distortion which would obstruct the apprehension or adherence
to universal principles and standards of knowledge. Some have thus viewed this
method as a prototype of an inductive model of the scientific method, and others
focus on it as ‘negative method of hypothesis elimination’ suggesting it is more
an indirect version of the hypothetico-deductive model derived from Aristotle
(Sott, 2002; Bensen, 2003). But as others have argued (ie, Gadamer, 2002) such
projections tend to ignore or underestimate the various educational as well as
rhetorical functions and communicative functions of the elenchus method as a
model of knowledge-building.
The various adaptations of the elenchus methods by Plato, Aristotle, and later
by many others thus mean that is has provided a seminal reference for Western
models of reasoning in the formal sense of ‘thinking’ until the present day. Yet its
derivations as alternately an inductive and deductive model of reasoning (ie, as
a method of breaking down a whole into the sum of its parts and descriptively
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reflecting on the discrete entities and events of the physical world) are only a
partial model of the Socratic model of critical thinking. As Popper’s falsification
principle also suggests, the enduring relevance of this method is that still
today an organizing question or problem rather than the objective illusion of
‘de-contextualization’ remains the relevant reference point for the universal
standards and practical transferability of any knowledge construction. The
elenchus method also provides a means to resolve fundamental contradictions and
difficult even ‘impossible’ problems of knowledge and understanding (so-called
‘aporia’) by opening up, comparing, and contextualizing these as part of the
process of question and answer. Such knowledge is achieved via the connection
between the general and specific aspects or dimensions of any question aiming
to encourage inquiry or knowledge building. In other words, what we might
usefully adapt from Socrates’ original model is the reframing of various versions
of a scientific methodology in terms of knowledge as also a process of dialogue,
design, and relevance.
Thus implicit in the method informing Socrates’ elenchai’ or guided questionand-answer threads of inquiry are three modes and stages of critical thinking
which correspond to the trajectories of knowledge building articulated in the
‘post-modern’ dialogical hermeneutics of such thinkers as Paul Ricoeur and H.G.
Gadamer. The first mode and stage typically involved Socates reflectively posing
a question to another to engage, frame, and also focus an inquiry into an issue or
problem. In the second mode and stage Socrates would follow up a line of thinking
and questioning by probing then deconstructively dismantling any definitions and
arguments in response based on inaccuracy or contradiction. Socrates’ held that
other forms of knowledge should be based on rigorous and disinterested inquiry
beginning with the ‘self-knowledge’ of addressing and clarifying the potential or
actual confusions, distortions, and inaccuracies in one’s own thinking. A third mode
and stage may be identified in terms of the reconstructive purposes by which
Socrates as a self-conceived ‘mid-wife’ assisting others to learning and think would
invariably also assist in the achievement of new insights and an emergent sense of
new or deeper understanding and explanation.
Ricoeur (1976; 1981) in particular distinguishes between a critical ‘hermeneutics
of suspicion’ focused on the deconstruction or analysis of wholes in terms of their
parts independent of context, and an emergent ‘hermeneutics of reconstruction’
focused rather on the application of various kinds of knowledge in context which
recognize the interdependent connections between causation and classification. In
this way Ricoeur follows the Socratic model of recognizing two related trajectories
of thinking which cut through and resolve the typical conflict or opposition
between objectivist and relativist or subjective notions of ‘critical thinking’.
He thus similarly applies a third stage and mode of ‘critical thinking as applied
reconstruction’ based on emergent principles of dialogue and deep understanding.
The first trajectory proceeds from the naive understanding of an initial stage of
‘critical thinking as reflective practice’ giving way to or being challenged and
deconstructed in terms of critical explanation (ie, critical thinking as deconstructive
analysis). A second trajectory recognizes ‘critical explanation’ as a provisional
phase rather than fixed perspective giving way to an applied convergence of deep
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knowledge and understanding transferable to and across different contexts. As
Figure 4 below outlines, the achievement of this reconstructive mode and stage of
thinking for knowledge-building involves going beyond a fixed reflection mode of
‘either/or thinking’ and also resolving or overcoming a natural stage of thinking as a
process of ‘confusion, frustration, and uncertainty’.

Figure 4. The three distinct stages and modes of critical thinking linked to an
integrated model of academic knowledge-building
The process of academic writing for more productive knowledge-building similarly
reflects two distinct thinking trajectories and three basis modes and stages. The
model above typifies how the ‘active inquiry’ process exemplifies a constructivist
and life-learning view of knowledge-building. Such a process reflects the three
pillars and related generic stages of constructivist knowledge-building which are
problem-based learning (formulating a problem), inquiry-based learning (convert
into a central question), and project-based learning (the emergent process
of developing a ‘focus and structure’). In this way various academic genres
either directly or indirectly represent a response to some particular question or
problem. Some people will develop their academic inquiry writing more in terms
of a practical emphasis, aim, and audience. Others will have a more theoretical
or conceptual focus. Either way, it will help to be aware that in either writing
up a practical inquiry or making some concrete connection to ground a more
‘theoretical’/conceptual/abstractly reflective inquiry, an effectively relevant critical
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inquiry can be represented as either a predominantly provisional ‘naïve-critical’ arc
or more substantially developed ‘critical-applied’ arc of knowledge-building.
Would-be ‘knowledge-builders’ should attempt from the outset of their inquiry
or writing to achieve some particular reasonable outcome or ‘vision of possibility’
which they will explore, test or attempt to develop. In this way the three modes
and stages of critical thinking together might focus and structure the connection
between a particular thread of inquiry and a related knowledge-building process as
an ‘ecological emergence’ of the interplay between the macro dimension of ideas,
concepts and meanings on one hand, and on the other the micro dimension of
language content, form and usage transformed into lexical coherence, grammatical
cohesion and rhetorical relevance. An integral notion of thinking is ever an
individual performance before it is transformed by the social and cultural filters of
established conventions and forms of social knowledge. Thus the most effective
thinking and knowledge-building is a dialogical process of both ‘reflective practice’
and participation in various ‘communities of practice’ both local and universal.

CONCLUSION
In this paper we have proposed that with relevant ‘focus and structure’ derived
from purposeful and integrated critical thinking the pursuit and writing up of an
academic inquiry or project can be transformed into a reasonably straightforward
and effective process. Adapting the elenchus method of Socrates’ such an
approach encourages the development of a ‘thread of inquiry’ able to reconcile or
rather connect a specific design for research inquiry and academic writing to the
act of thinking as ultimately a universal process. In more simple terms, anyone can
ask a good or relevant question and then explore this within a meaningful ‘corridor’
of emergent knowledge-building. The posing of a relevant focus question thus
remains the key to developing from the outset a structure or skeleton of inquiry
which can then relatively easily be ‘fleshed out’ to achieve substantial and relevant
products of applied thinking and meaningful knowledge – that is, transferable
insights, principles, and outcomes.
The paper has sketched out the related ways in which purposeful and integrated
modes of critical thinking can provide a relevant, productive, and ‘deep learning’
basis of academic knowledge-building. Conversely such an approach represents
a way of promoting the most effective kind of ‘critical thinking’ in the twentyfirst-century university as a still timely and exemplary basis for a range of generic
skills (problem-solving, information literacy, collaboration, design process, etc)
also required in the future global workplace. ‘Thinking for productive knowledgebuilding’ is equally relevant to all manner of non-academic contexts as well.
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ABSTRACT
When speaking publicly, it is common that a politician is out to achieve several
goals and to address several issues at the same time. This is partly because the
discourse is open to individuals and groups that have different interests and needs
as well as different commitments and positions, but also because the responsibility
of a politician is rarely one-dimensional. In this paper, I aim at highlighting the
strategic discursive choices made by a politician who is addressing multiple issues
simultaneously. As a case in point, I analyze an argumentative text from postMubarak’s Egypt. I identify the argumentation structure of the text and employ the
concept of strategic maneuvering (van Eemeren & Houtlosser, 1999; van Eemeren,
2010) to analyze the argumentative moves that play a role in the discussion of
several issues simultaneously. The analysis provides insight into complexities of
the Egyptian political scene at a critical moment in the history of a country in
revolution. There, under the influence of the revolutionary mood where everything
needs to be re-considered arguers find themselves more and more having to
address several issues at the same time. The analysis offers also general insights
into the discursive choices made by a politician who is addressing multiple issues
simultaneously. In particular, it shows that an important dimension of the strategic
design of argumentative moves involves pursuing desirable effects in relation to
the several issues addressed with one and the same move. In order to capture
this dimension, I propose to reconstruct the discourse as a series of ‘simultaneous
discussions’. By analyzing arguers’ strategic maneuvering as occurring in between
these discussions, the choices that are strategic across issues can be highlighted
and a more refined analysis of the discourse can be offered.

Keywords
Argumentation; Egypt; Multiple dispute; Public political discourse; Simultaneous
discussions; Strategic maneuvering
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INTRODUCTION
Addressing multiple issues simultaneously is common in public political discourse.
When speaking publicly, it is common that a politician is out to achieve several
goals and to address several issues at the same time. This is partly because the
discourse is open to individuals and groups that have different interests and needs
as well as different commitments and positions, but also because the responsibility
of a politician is rarely one-dimensional. In order to appeal to their heterogeneous
audience and to address the multiple issues they need to address, politicians
strategically craft their arguments so that their position in relation to each of the
issues they address is supported. In this paper, I would like to shed light on the
strategic discursive choices made by a politician who is addressing multiple issues
simultaneously. As a case in point, I analyze an argumentative text from postMubarak’s Egypt. The text was announced as a ‘letter of love to the Ikhwan youth’1
written by Hamdeen Sabahy, a prominent revolutionary leader and ex-presidential
candidate, during the second round of the Egyptian presidential elections of 2012.
The letter was important, not just because it addressed several topical issues, but
also because it articulated the views of many Egyptians who were unhappy with
the growing polarization of the political scene between ex-regime loyalists and
Muslim Brotherhood supporters.
In order to highlight the strategic choices made by Sabahy, I employ the concept
of strategic maneuvering (van Eemeren & Houtlosser, 1999; van Eemeren, 2010).
In Section 2, I will introduce the concept, focusing on its potential for the analysis
of discourse in which multiple issues are discussed. I will also elaborate on the
proposal I have made in previous work to reconstruct the discourse in which
multiple issues are discussed as a series of ‘simultaneous discussions’ (Mohammed,
2011, 2013). In Section 3, I will analyze the general argumentation structure of
Sabahy’s letter. This will include the identification of the different standpoints
expressed by Sabahy and the argumentation advanced in support of each. The
structure will reveal the importance of a few argumentative moves that are relevant
to the discussion of more than only one standpoint. In Section 4, I will focus on one
of these argumentative moves. The move will be analyzed as strategic maneuvers
occurring between ‘simultaneous discussions’. The analysis will highlight the
specific discursive choices that Sabahy makes in his attempt to strike a balance
between being reasonable and effective as he responds to the several questions
at issue. The analysis of Sabahy’s strategic maneuvering as occurring between
‘simultaneous discussions’ will allow a better understanding of how political
considerations influence Sabahy’s argumentative choices.

THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK
In the analysis of Sabahy’s letter, the concept of strategic maneuvering will be
central. The concept was coined by van Eemeren and Houtlosser (1999) to refer
to arguers’ attempts to get their points of view accepted within the boundaries of

1 The youth of the Muslim Brotherhood.
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reasonableness. The basic assumption here is that arguers try to balance between
the need to be reasonable, in a dialectical way, and the wish to get their points of
view accepted, which is to be effective from a rhetorical perspective. In line with
the pragma-dialectical view of argumentation as being basically aimed at critically
resolving differences of opinion (van Eemeren & Grootendorst, 2004, pp. 11–18)2,
eventually, strategic maneuvering refers to arguers’ attempt to strike a balance
between their dialectical obligation to the critical resolution of differences of
opinion and their rhetorical objective to resolve such differences in their own favor.
Every move in argumentative discourse can be analyzed as a strategic manoeuvre.
According to van Eemeren and Houtlosser, arguers manoeuvre strategically in
every move they make:
In principle, people engaged in argumentative discourse always have to
reconcile their pursuit to maintain reasonableness and their pursuit to achieve
effectiveness; because of this argumentative predicament they always have to
maneuver strategically (van Eemeren, 2010, p. 40).
In every move, arguers can be expected to make expedient choices from the
topical potential available to them, adapt their contributions optimally to the
expectations and demands of their audiences, and use the most effective
presentational devices in presenting their standpoints and arguments (van
Eemeren & Houtlosser, 1999, p. 484). The topical selection, audience adaptation
and presentational devices are three aspects of strategic maneuvering that are
inseparable in practice, but which can analytically be distinguished in order to
refine the characterization of the strategic function that an argumentative move
fulfils (van Eemeren, 2010, p. 93). Taking these three aspects into account when
analysing argumentative moves helps the analyst to highlight the specific strategic
choices that arguers make in the course of their attempts to reach outcomes that
are favorable to them.
Furthermore, looking at argumentative moves from the perspective of strategic
maneuvering can also help the analyst highlight the link between contextual
considerations and the discursive choices arguers make. Van Eemeren and
Houtlosser emphasise that it is necessary to situate the analysis of arguers’
strategic manoeuvres in the context in which the argumentation occurs, for
the possibilities for strategic maneuvering are in some respects determined by
contextual preconditions (van Eemeren 2010, p. 129). In fact, one of the four main
parameters for determining the strategic function of a certain argumentative move
is the constraints imposed on the discourse by the institutional3 context of the

2 According to van Eemeren (2010), the assumption that argumentation is aimed at resolving a difference of opinion
can be made even “when people argue with each other without really wanting to convince each other but are in the first
place out to win over an audience of onlookers (“the gallery”), as is the case when two political rivals are debating each
other on television in election time. Even in such cases, arguers “still have to conduct their argumentative discourse with
each other as if it is aimed at resolving a difference of opinion on the merits in order to maintain decorum and to appear
reasonable to the viewers who are their intended audience” (p. 1).
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argumentative exchange (van Eemeren, 2010, Ch.6).4
Another important concept in the analysis of Sabahy’s letter, especially for
highlighting the strategic choices made in order to address several issues
simultaneously, is the concept of a multiple dispute (van Eemeren & Grootendorst,
1992, pp. 16-22). Within the pragma-dialectical approach, an important step
in the analysis of argumentative encounters is the identification of the type
of argumentative disputes (or argumentative differences of opinion) at issue.
Argumentative disputes are defined in terms of the number of propositions
involved in the difference of opinion and the positions assumed by the arguers
in relation to each of the propositions. Disputes can be either single or multiple,
depending on whether the difference of opinion is about one or more than one
proposition. Disputes can also be non-mixed or mixed, depending on whether the
initial standpoint is faced with mere doubt or also with opposition. The simplest
type of difference of opinion occurs when a standpoint meets with doubt. It is the
elementary form of differences of opinion: a single non-mixed dispute. Other sorts
of difference of opinion are complex differences that consist of a combination
of differences of opinion of the elementary type, for example, single mixed or
multiple non-mixed (van Eemeren & Grootendorst, 1992, pp. 16-22). Each type of
dispute entails different commitment for arguers and arguers typically maneuver
strategically in order to define the difference of opinion in a way that is favorable
to them. This is, in fact, something Sabahy does in the letter, as the analysis in
section 4 will show.
For the purpose of studying argumentative discourse in which several issues are
simultaneously discussed, multiple disputes are particularly instrumental. Multiple
disputes typically arise when an arguer brings up two or more issues at the same
time. As van Eemeren, Houtlosser and Snoeck Henkemans (2007, p. 22) explain:
A dispute may also become […] complex if, rather than one issue, several issues
become subject of discussion. If for each of these issues a standpoint is taken
which is not accepted, each standpoint necessitates an obligation to defend it,
this way creating a multiple dispute.
In analyzing argumentative exchanges in which the dispute is multiple, Van
Eemeren et al recommend the analyst to break the multiple dispute into a series
of single ones. For example, van Eemeren and Grootendorst advise that “in cases
of quantitative complexity the multiple dispute can always be broken down into
a number of single disputes” (1992, p. 20). As van Eemeren et al explain, this is
because:
The questions that are raised in this type of multiple non-mixed dispute can
3 It important to keep in mind that van Eemeren uses the term institutional in a very broad sense, to cover not only
formally established organizations but also “socially and culturally established macro-contexts […] in which certain
(formally or informally) conventionalized communicative practices have developed” (2010, p. 129).
4 The other three parameters for analyzing the strategic function of a certain argumentative move are: the results
that can be achieved by making the moves concerned; the routes that can be taken to achieve these results and the
commitments of the parties defining the argumentative situation (van Eemeren, 2010, Ch. 6).
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be solved independently. Such a ‘quantitative’ multiple dispute can therefore
without difficulty be dissected into a number of single disputes. This would also
be the case if the dispute were – wholly or partially – mixed, instead of nonmixed (2007, p. 22).
In the above quote, van Eemeren et al distinguish between multiple disputes in
qualitative sense and those disputes which are multiple in quantitative sense. As
they explain it, the difference between the two lies in the relationship between
the standpoints at issue. In a quantitatively multiple dispute, often simply referred
to as multiple dispute, the multiple standpoints are independent from each other.
In a qualitatively multiple dispute, on the other hand, the standpoints have a
contrary relationship in which only one of them can be acceptable. An example of
a qualitatively multiple dispute will be analyzed in Section 4.
Breaking up multiple disputes into elementary ones helps the analysis get a clear
idea of what positions the different arguers take and what obligations are incurred
on them in view of the positions taken. However, for the analysis of the strategic
aspects of argumentative discourse, it is necessary to consider the relationship
between these elementary disputes. This is especially because, in this type of
discourse, it is often the case that an argumentative move is strategically designed
to contribute to several issues simultaneously. As the analysis of Sabahy’s strategic
maneuvering in Section 4 will show, so much of the strategic maneuvering involved
would go unnoticed if elementary disputes that constitute a multiple one would be
analyzed in isolation.
In order to capture the strategic aspect of argumentative moves that are meant to
address several issues simultaneously, I have, in previous work, proposed that an
argumentative exchange in which several issues are addressed be reconstructed
as a series of several ‘simultaneous discussions’, each of which is about one of the
issues (Mohammed, 2011, 2013). The discussions, in this proposal, are of course not
to be understood in the actual sense of a real life discussion that takes place in a
specific time and place. It is rather a dialectical analytic reconstruction of a real life
discussion, defined in terms of a standpoint and the argumentation advanced in
support of it. Two discussions are simultaneous if there is at least one argument,
or one argumentative move, that plays a role in both discussions without any of
the discussions being subordinate to the other. 5 As the analysis of Sabahy’s letter
will show, a more refined analysis of the strategic aspects of the discourse can
be gained by analyzing arguers’ strategic maneuvering as occurring between
‘simultaneous discussions’.

LETTER OF LOVE TO THE IKHWAN YOUTH: SABAHY’S

5 Arguments that play a role in supporting more than one conclusion are usually referred to as divergent arguments
(Thomas, 1973). The advice of van Eemeren et al to break multiple disputes into single elementary one is in fact in line
with Thomas’ who suggests that divergent arguments are treated as several separate arguments “having the same basic
reason but leading to different conclusions” (p. 36), a view which is also shared by Freeman (1991, p. 234).
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STANDPOINTS AND ARGUMENTS
Sabahy’s letter to the Ikhwan youth comes in the context of the Egyptian
presidential elections of 2012. Hamdeen Sabahy is an Egyptian politician, active in
the opposition since the late 1970s, and a prominent leader of the revolution that
started in January 2011. Sabahy was one of the most important candidates in the
first round of the presidential elections, which was held in late May 2012. Out of the
13 candidates, that ran in this first round, three got considerably high percentages
of votes. First came Mohammed Morsi, the candidate of the Ikhwan, with
24.78 percent of the votes. Second came Ahmed Shafiq, the last prime minister
under the Mubarak regime, with 23.66 percent of the votes. Sabahy came third
with 20.74 percent of the votes. On the basis of the results of the first round, a
second round was announced, in which only the first two candidates were to
compete.6
The results, and the decision to hold a second round, intensified the already-heated
public discussion, and triggered a lot of protests. Many were unhappy. Some could
not believe that the last prime minister in the Mubarak regime can become the
president of the post-revolution Egypt, others were unhappy with what they saw as
the Muslim brotherhood’s pursuit to hegemonize power (at that time, the Muslim
brotherhood had already become a majority in both houses of Parliament and they
had a majority in the Constituent Assembly). Others were unhappy with the timing
and procedure of the elections, for they thought that it doesn’t make sense to elect
a president before the constitution that determines the powers of the president
is finalized. And the discussions were getting more and more heated. For some,
things became clear: the candidate of the revolution (Morsi) is running against the
candidate of the ex-regime (Shafiq). But for many others, things were not so simple
black or white. Sabahy’s letter came in the middle of all that. It was first published
in the official site of his campaign (Sabahy, 2012) and was republished in the major
newspapers and news sites, it went viral on social networks and triggered a lot of
discussion.
In the letter, Sabahy addressed three main issues. First he defended his credibility
as a revolutionary activist and a political leader. This was necessary for his
credibility was challenged, especially by activists from the Muslim brotherhood
who saw that his reluctance to express support for their candidate in the second
round was a sign of betraying the revolution. Second, he addressed the issue
on how to vote. Many, especially his supporters, were waiting for his advice
concerning this issue. His advice did not come in a straightforward manner, though.
Third, he addressed a much broader issue, namely the issue of the revolution in
general. Sabahy was not the only one to do that. Many voices were at the time
re-assessing the revolution and its outcome and discussing the possible next steps.
The identification of these issues is based on a detailed argumentative analysis,
in which Sabahy’s standpoints and arguments were reconstructed. The analysis

6 The second round was held on 16 -17 June. Morsi won with a very narrow margin. He got 51.8 percent of the votes and
Shafiq got 48.2 percent.
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is based on Sabahy’s original letter published in Arabic. In Appendix 1, an English
translation of the letter, prepared by the author for the purpose of this paper, can
be found. The detailed argumentation structure of the letter is in Appendix 2. I will
be quoting excerpts of the letter as well as parts of the structure whenever needed
in the analysis.
In his letter, Sabahy can be seen to express three main standpoints. He is
clearly defending the claim that I, Sabahy, am a credible leader of the revolution
(standpoint 1). The standpoint, as such, is not explicitly expressed in the letter.
Nevertheless, the arguments that defend it cannot be missed. In fact, as the
argumentation structure in Appendix 2 shows, the arguments in support of this
standpoint constitute the majority of the arguments in the letter. Sabahy can
also be seen to defend the standpoint that One should neither vote for Morsi
nor for Shafiq (standpoint 2). Sabahy does not express this standpoint explicitly,
either. What he expresses explicitly is the two sub-standpoints that One should
not vote for Morsi (sub-standpoint 2.1a) and that One should not vote for Shafiq
(sub-standpoint 2.1b). The analysis in the next section will show that leaving the
main standpoint about the vote implicit is a strategic choice. Finally, Sabahy is also
arguing that The revolution should continue (standpoint 3). The argumentation
structure makes it clear that many arguments are used to support more than one
standpoint at the same time.
For example, an important argument in Sabahy’s letter is the argument that he
represents the great numbers of depoliticized Egyptians and defends their rights
and interests. The argument can be reconstructed from the passage below:7
“What brought me into Parliament was […] support from farmers, fishermen,
the poor and from those who sacrificed their souls and blood: martyr Latifa
and martyr Fathia in 1995, and martyr Joum’a Ziftawi in 2005, and others who
sacrificed their eyes and bore wounds so that their dream comes true. I, the
humble, embody their dream as the one who represents them and defends their
rights and interests”
It is clear that the argument plays a role in defending Sabahy’s credibility as a
political leader. Sabahy can be viewed to argue that:
1 (I, Sabahy, am a credible leader of the revolution)
(1.9) (I am the one who represents the great numbers of depoliticized
Egyptians and defend their rights and interests)
1.9.1 I am the one who represent farmers, fishermen, the poor, and those who
bore wounds and who sacrificed souls and blood so that their dream comes
true

7 In the passage, another important argument is expressed, namely that Sabahy has the support of farmers, fishermen,
the poor and those who bore wounds and who sacrificed souls and blood so that their dream comes true. This argument
is reconstructed as 1.2.2.1 in the structure (Appendix 2).
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The argument plays a role, also, in the discussion about the vote. Sabahy uses the
argument in support of his sub-standpoints that One should not vote for Morsi:
2.1a One should not vote for Morsi
(2.1a.4) (The Ikhwan do not represent the great numbers of depoliticized
Egyptians and defend their rights and interests)
(2.1a.4.1) (I am the one who represent the great numbers of depoliticized
Egyptians and defend their rights and interests)
2.1a.4.1.1 I am the one who represent farmers, fishermen, the poor, and
those who bore wounds and who sacrificed souls and blood so that their
dream comes true
As well as the sub-standpoint that One should not vote for Shafiq:
2.1b One should not vote for Shafiq
(2.1b.3) (Shafiq does not represent the great numbers of depoliticized
Egyptians and defend their rights and interests)
(2.1b.3.1) (I am the one who represent the great numbers of depoliticized
Egyptians and defend their rights and interests)
2.1b.3.1.1 I am the one who represent farmers, fishermen, the poor, and
those who bore wounds and who sacrificed souls and blood so that their
dream comes true
Furthermore, the argument plays a role in the discussion about the revolution in
general, defending the standpoint that The revolution should continue:
3 The revolution should continue
3.1b The goals of the revolution have not been achieved yet
(3.1b.2) (The political process is not delivering satisfactory outcomes)
(3.1b.2.2) (None of the candidates for presidency represents the great
numbers of depoliticized Egyptians and defend their rights and interests)
(3.1b.2.2.1) (I am the one who represent the great numbers of
depoliticized Egyptians and defend their rights and interests)
3.1b.2.2.1.1 I am the one who represent farmers, fishermen, the poor,
and those who bore wounds and who sacrificed souls and blood so
that their dream comes true
It is this kind of ‘sharing’ of arguments that defines what I would like to refer
to as ‘simultaneous discussions’. In the next section, I will analyze the strategic
maneuvering in advancing the argument above. The analysis will highlight the
strategic choices made as well as the favorable outcomes pursued in each of the
three ‘simultaneous discussions’, the discussion about Sabahy’s credibility, the
discussion about the vote as well as the discussion concerning the revolution.
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LETTER OF LOVE TO THE IKHWAN YOUTH: SABAHY’S
STRATEGIC MANEUVERING
Sabahy’s assertion that he is the one who represents the great numbers of
depoliticized Egyptians and defends their rights and interests is clearly relevant
to the defense of his credibility. It is a quite straightforward argument for the
standpoint I, Sabahy, am a credible leader of the revolution. After all, a political
leader who represents the depoliticized and defends their rights and interests is
indeed a good leader. However, the assertion is formulated in such a way that its
role goes beyond providing support for the standpoint about the credibility of
Sabahy. Sabahy is not asserting merely that he does represent the depoliticized
and defend their rights and interests, which would suffice to support his credibility.
By saying that he is the one who represents them and defends their rights and
interests, he is also implying that the others, namely the two candidates running
in the second round of elections, do not do that. The assertion implied by the
formulation, namely that neither Morsi nor Shafiq represents the depoliticized
and defends their rights and interests, can function as an argument that supports
Sabahy’s position in relation to the other issues he addresses. The assertion
supports both the standpoint that One should neither vote for Morsi nor for
Shafiq as well as the standpoint that The revolution should continue. The most
conspicuous aspect of Sabahy’s strategic maneuvering in advancing this argument
is the choice of formulation, ie, the choice of presentational devices. Sabahy
formulates his argument in such a way that it is an argument that supports all of
the standpoints he advances in the letter.
It is important to bear in mind that, as mentioned earlier, Sabahy does not advance
the standpoint that One should neither vote for Morsi nor for Shafiq explicitly. This
is not surprising. Such a standpoint would convey a challenge to the legitimacy
of the electoral system, a system that requires voters to vote for one of the
two candidates. Given that Sabahy had participated in the first round of the
elections, expressing such a challenge would not be in his interest. Challenging the
elections now would seem to be motivated by his loss, and he would be accused
of being inconsistent: in favor of elections when he had a chance of winning and
against them after he had lost. In order to avoid the undesirable commitment to
challenging the electoral system, Sabahy leaves the standpoint One should neither
vote for Morsi nor for Shafiq implicit, and advances the two sub-standpoints that
One should not vote for Morsi (sub-standpoint 2.1a) and that One should not vote
for Shafiq (sub-standpoint 2.1b), instead. By doing so, he frames the disagreement
about the vote as a qualitatively multiple dispute (van Eemeren, Houtlosser &
Snoeck Henkemans, 2007, p. 24), which, as it will be shown, is a favorable definition
of the disagreement for him.
A qualitatively multiple dispute arises when the parties to a difference of opinion
express contrary standpoints (van Eemeren, Houtlosser & Snoeck Henkemans,
2007, pp. 22-24, p. 57). In relation to the second round of the Egyptian presidential
elections, the disagreement can be defined as a qualitatively multiple dispute in
which at least four main contrary standpoints are advanced: One should vote for
Morsi (+/p1), One should vote for Shafiq (+/p2), One should invalidate his/her vote
(+/p3), and One should boycott the elections (+/p4). The four contrary standpoints
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were strongly present in the public debate around the elections. Different political
activists and groups argued in favor of different positions. 8
In a qualitatively multiple dispute, commitment to one of the standpoints entails
commitment to the opposite of contrary ones. So, for example, if an arguer
defends that One should vote for Morsi (+/p1), the arguer can be held committed to
One should not vote for Shafiq (-/p2), One should not invalidate his/her vote (-/p3),
and One should not boycott the elections (-/p4). However, in this type of disputes,
opposition to one standpoint does not necessarily entail any commitment to any
other contrary one. So, one can be opposed to One should vote for Morsi (ie,
express -/p1) without being committed to One should vote for Shafiq (+/p2), or to
One should invalidate his/her vote (+/p3) or to One should boycott the elections (+/
p4).
Framing the disagreement as a qualitatively multiple dispute is advantageous to
Sabahy as it allows him to express opposition to standpoints expressed by his
opponents without advancing any (positive) standpoint of his own, or clearly
expressing his position concerning other standpoints in the debate, ie, concerning
whether or not One should invalidate his/her vote (+/p3) and whether or not One
should boycott the elections (+/p4). In other words, framing the disagreement
as a qualitatively multiple dispute allows Sabahy to express opposition to both
Morsi and Shafiq, ie, to argue that One should not vote for Morsi (-/p1) and that
One should not vote for Shafiq (-/p2), without committing himself to anything
concerning the legitimacy of the elections.
It is interesting to note, here, that eventually, Sabahy ends up not guiding his
followers on how to vote in the second round. This can certainly not be interpreted
as lack of interest on Sabahy’s behalf. In view of the multiple mixed audience
of Sabahy and the multiple issues he would like to address, the ambiguity in
Sabahy’s position is actually rather strategic.9 The ambiguity saves Sabahy from an
inconsistency that he wouldn’t be able to avoid if he expresses a clear position. If
he expresses support for the standpoint that One should invalidate one's vote (+/
p3), he will commit himself to the participation in the elections, which is something
he would rather avoid, mainly because he has just publicly asked for alternative
measures (namely the presidential council). Similarly, if he expresses support for
the standpoint One should boycott the elections (+/p4), he will be challenging
the legitimacy of the elections, which, as explained above, he would rather not do

8 Sabahy’s maneuvering can be seen as an instance of what David Zarefsky identifies as a common type of strategic
maneuvering in political argumentation, namely reframing the argument (2008, p. 324). The maneuvering is aimed at
reframing the argument as an argument about a risky question (Hamblin, 1970, p. 216). In his discussion of the fallacy of
many questions, Hamblin distinguished between safe and risky questions: while safe questions can have as answers only
statements that belong to a specified finite sets of alternatives, risky questions do not have such a finite set to choose an
answer from (1970, p. 216). Sabahy’s maneuvering is eventually about reframing the argument about what started as an
institutionally safe question Who should become president, Morsi or Shafiq? into an argument about the risky question
What should an Egyptian do in relation to the second round of elections?
9 Sabahy’s ambiguity concerning the vote can be considered strategic, from the perspective of Eisenberg’s view
of strategic ambiguity (1984). For Eisenberg, an ambiguity is strategic once it is purposefully used by individuals to
accomplish their goals. Eisenberg notes that strategic ambiguity promotes unified diversity and is therefore often a
political necessity.
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openly. Furthermore, if he takes a clear position, either in favor of invalidating one's
vote or in favor of boycotting the elections, Sabahy would risk antagonizing an
audience that is broader than he could afford. Thanks to his ambiguous position,
he can remain on the same side together with those who think that Egyptians
should invalidate their votes as well as those who think that Egyptians should
boycott the elections altogether. In other words, he manages to minimize the
disagreement space with both those who did not vote for Morsi and those who did
not vote for Shafiq, which allows him to put himself on the same side with a greater
number of revolutionaries than he would be able to do, if he expresses a clear
position.10 This is very useful for Sabahy in the discussion about his credibility.
Thanks to this ambiguity, he can avoid a challenge from the many Egyptian youth
from different ideological affiliations whom he claims to represent.
In view of the positions Sabahy takes in this qualitatively multiple dispute, the
assertion that neither Morsi nor Shafiq represents the depoliticized and defends
their rights and interests, implied in “I, the humble, embody their dream as the
one who represents them and defends their rights and interests”, conveys more
criticism to the two candidates than it conveys challenge to the legitimacy of the
electoral process. By expressing only the (sub-)standpoints that One should not
vote for Morsi and that One should not vote for Shafiq, which is totally acceptable
in qualitatively multiple disputes, Sabahy guides his audience to interpret his
assertion as arguments in support of these two standpoints. He can be seen as
arguing that One should not vote for Morsi because the Ikhwan do not represent
the great numbers of depoliticized Egyptians and defend their rights and interests
and that One should not vote for Shafiq because Shafiq does not represent the
great numbers of depoliticised Egyptians and defend their rights and interests.
This, he hopes, will save him from the commitment to The elections are illegitimate
because none of the candidates for presidency represents the great numbers of
depoliticised Egyptians and defend their rights and interests because neither Morsi
nor Shafiq represents the depoliticized and defends their rights and interests.
Sabahy’s choice of how to he expresses his position concerning the vote, is another
case of maneuvering the strategic effects of which go beyond the defense of one
standpoint only. In the discussion about the vote, Sabahy manoeuvres strategically
in order to reach a definition of the disagreement that is favorable to him. From
the topical potential available to him, he chooses to express the standpoints for
which he has strong arguments and avoid taking positions which can be politically
unfavorable. He adapts to the audience, in particular to the numerous depoliticized
Egyptians, and he chooses to leave implicit the standpoint that might alienate
many of them. But the choices Sabahy makes do not help him avoid inconsistency
and strengthen his case in relation to the issue of the vote only. His choices help
him support his case in relation to the issue of his credibility as well.
It is important to note, however, that the strategic choices made in the discussion

10 Out of the 51 million Egyptians registered voters, 27.3 million did not vote. Out of the 23.6 millions who voted, there
were 12.4 million voters who did not vote for either Shafiq or Morsi.
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about the vote could not have reached the effects desired had they not been
combined with choices in the discussion about the revolution in general. Despite
his attempts, Sabahy could not totally avoid commitment to neither Morsi nor
Shafiq represents the depoliticized and defends their rights and interests. After
all, this is a commitment that is incurred on him on the basis of his statement. In
order to make sure that such a commitment did not incur on him commitment to
challenging the elections, Sabahy introduced another standpoint that could be
supported by this argument, namely the standpoint that the political process is not
delivering satisfactory outcomes, and that therefore The revolution should continue.
In other words, the assertion that neither Morsi nor Shafiq represents the
depoliticized and defends their rights and interests can be understood as an
argument for a standpoint that is unfavorable to Sabahy, namely that The elections
are illegitimate. In order to avoid the inconsistency that such a standpoint will
attribute to him, Sabahy advances another standpoint that can be supported by
this same assertion, namely that the revolution should continue. By making the
standpoint about the revolution explicit, and bringing it up early in the introductory
paragraph of the letter, Sabahy gives prominence to the issue of the revolution,
hoping to make the issue of the vote seem secondary. The latter can help him
avoid undesirable commitments in relation to the elections.
It is important to realize that it was necessary for Sabahy to explicitly advance a
standpoint that can be supported by the argument that neither Morsi nor Shafiq
represents the depoliticized and defends their rights and interests. That is to say
that he couldn’t have just left the argument without a standpoint that is explicitly
advanced, which is something quite common and unproblematic in argumentative
discourse. That is because without such an explicitly advanced standpoint, Sabahy
would have had (even more) difficulty avoiding the commitment to the standpoint
that The elections are illegitimate and he would have, consequently, had even more
difficulty keeping his position consistent. So, eventually, addressing the third issue
helped Sabahy convey the message he wanted to convey without falling into an
inconsistency in his position concerning the second issue. Eventually, Sabahy’s
strategic maneuvering in the discussion about the revolution, namely his choice
of explicitly advancing the standpoint that The revolution should continue, was
necessary for his maneuvering in the discussion about the vote to work.

CONCLUDING REMARKS
In this paper, I have analyzed the strategic maneuvering in an important text
from the post-Mubarak Egypt. The analysis provides insight into complexities of
the political scene at a critical moment in the history of a country in revolution.
While the need to address several issues simultaneously is a typical characteristic
of public discourse, there, under the influence of the revolutionary mood
where everything needs to be re-considered, this is intensified and arguers find
themselves more and more having to address several issues at the same time.
In his letter, Sabahy manoeuvred strategically to hit not just two, but even three
birds with one stone. He wanted to defend his credibility, to make it clear that the
candidates of the old regime and the Muslim Brotherhood do not deserve people’s
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vote, as well as to encourage the Egyptians to go on with their revolution until its
goals are achieved. In order to do that, he formulated his arguments in such a way
that they could play a role in defending several standpoints, and he made strategic
choices of what to leave implicit and what to express explicitly in order to define
the disagreement to his own advantage, to avoid inconsistency, and in order to
boost his credibility.
The analysis of Sabahy’s letter does not provide insights into the Egyptian political
scene only. After all, the strategic discursive choices it highlights can be made
by politicians who are addressing multiple issues simultaneously, in general. The
analysis shows that the desirable outcomes pursued by certain argumentative
choices made by the arguer are not necessarily restricted to the discussion of one
issue only. This can be thought as only natural in discourses that address several
issues simultaneously. Because, in such discourses, argumentative moves are
typically meant to contribute to the discussion of more than one issue at a time,
the strategic maneuvering involved in designing them similarly involves the pursuit
of desirable effects in relation to the several issues addressed. An important
dimension of the strategic design would be lost if the discussions of the different
issues were analyzed independently without capturing the strategic maneuvering
that occurs between them.
The proposal to reconstruct the discourse as a series of ‘simultaneous discussions’
is meant to prevent this shortcoming, in particular. By analyzing arguers’ strategic
maneuvering as occurring in between discussions, the choices that are strategic
across issues can be highlighted and a more refined analysis of the discourse
can be offered. Of course, despite the gains obtained from analyzing strategic
maneuvering as occurring in between discussions, the proposal, like any other
proposal, faces challenges. One of the main questions that require further
consideration is the question of how to define the dialectical obligations of
arguers across discussions. This might prove particularly difficult in view of the
lack of definite temporal boundaries for political arguments, which is considered
by Zarefsky (2008) as one of the main characteristics of political argumentation.
As Zarefsky rightly observes, as a result of the lack of temporal limits, “different
arguers, in fact, may be at different stages of the same argument” (2008, p. 320).
The question of dialectical obligation is a very important question that needs to be
addressed in future work.
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APPENDIX 1: HAMDEEN SABAHY’S LOVE LETTER TO THE IKHWAN

YOUTH

Sabahy in a letter to the Ikhwan youth
(01 June 2012)
You were oppressed, I stood for you... You participated, I was your partner... You
dominated, I fought you.
I am against state tyranny and against the hegemony of the Ikhwan.
The eagle1 of the revolution, Hamdeen Sabahy, addressed a “love letter” to the
youth in general and to the youth of the Ikhwan (the Muslim Brotherhood) in
particular, in which he said:
“I would like to say to the Ikhwan youth that I love you; you and the other Egyptian
youth, the Arab nationalists, the leftists and liberals, and all of the youth of Egypt
who stood for me in the battle for presidency, honored me with its trust and laid on
me the responsibility to participate in continuing the revolution and in achieving its
goals”.
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He added: “I would like to tell the Ikhwan youth, who are angry and reproaching
me, that I love you all. For I was defending the Ikhwan when they were oppressed
by the ex-regime, I stood for them when they could not find anyone else outside
their group standing for them, and when the revolution came, we were partners in
the liberation squares. Then the parliamentary elections came. The Karama Party
participated in this step together with the Ikhwan, aiming to form a unified national
list, so that the partners in the revolution become partners in the Parliament. But
when the Ikhwan aspired to hegemonize all the powers, I stood against them”.
In clearer words, Sabahy told the Ikhwan youth: “When you were oppressed, I
stood for you, when you participated I was your partner, and when you dominated
I fought you”.
He continued: “I would like to clarify that I do not equate between the two
candidates running in the second round of the presidential elections. Despite all the
reservations we have concerning the electoral process, there is a candidate who
represents the old regime, and I am against him, not out of political considerations
only, but also out of ethical and patriotic considerations, and there is a candidate
who represents a party which took part in the revolution, no one would deny
that, but which now does not respect the partnership and diversity that made the
revolution succeed and wants to snatch, seize and hegemonize. Therefore, my clear
position is the following: I am against state tyranny and against the hegemony of
the Ikhwan, who were not satisfied with a majority in both the lower and upper
houses of Parliament, even though they had promised not to pursue majority in
Parliament, nor with pursuing hegemony in the Constituent Assembly, but they
are now pursuing hegemony over all state bodies by taking over the presidency as
well”.
The eagle of the revolution said in his letter: “Hamdeen Sabahy, the one who
defended you when you were in jails and was ahead of you in confronting tyranny,
hegemony and the scenarios of prolongation and succession [during the Mubarak
regime], the one who stood for you in your electoral conferences and supported
the Karama candidates regardless of his opinion concerning the fairness of the
distribution of posts, is the one who is saying, firmly now, that he is against you not
only as of today. The angry youth should not be angry at me, for my position has
been known since they announced the composition of the Constituent Assembly,
when I said that I was against this composition and against the Ikhwan’s pursuit of
hegemony and power monopoly”.
Hamdeen emphasized: “I said this was a mistake already when Khairat Al Shater

1 Sabahy has been often referred to by his supporters as the ‘eagle of the revolution’. In Egypt, throughout history,
different birds of prey (falcons, vultures and eagles among others) have been used as symbols of power and sovereignty.
The falcon was strongly associated with Horus, one of the oldest and most significant deities in ancient Egyptian religion.
The eagle is strongly associated with the Ayyubid rulers since Saladin (12th and 13th centuries). The ‘Eagle of Saladin’
was used in the Coat of Arms of Egypt following the Egyptian Revolution of 1952 and since then it’s widely considered
as a symbol for revolutionary Egypt. The eagle still appears on the Coat of Arms of Egypt and on the Egyptian flag.
Even though the bird used to refer to Sabahy is the vulture ()ن ِْسر, the eagle would capture the power symbolism better in
English.
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became a potential nominee for the presidential elections, and I asked that they
withdraw him and later that they withdraw the substitute candidate. Then I said the
word that hurt everyone: I am not going to accept a president who is an Ikhwani or
a better Ikhwani”.
“My position concerning this has been clear from the beginning. To those who are
asking me now to support the Ikhwan’s candidate, I say that I am not against the
Ikhwan; I am still, like I have always been, a strong defendant of the Ikhwan and
of their full right to be a genuine party in the political scene, but I think that their
monopoly of powers will be harmful to them and to the nation”.
Hamdeen added, decisively: “I say it firmly: I am not going to give my voice to
the candidate of this group because they are going to hegemonize. I reject this
hegemony just like I rejected the exclusion of the Ikhwan when they were excluded.
I will stand against the hegemony of the Ikhwan exactly like I will stand against the
reproduction of the Mubarak regime”.
“I say to the Ikhwan youth: I entered the Parliament thanks to God and the people,
and not because the Ikhwan supported me. I entered the Parliament not because
I was supported by the Ikhwan or any other political force. What brought me into
Parliament was God blessing and support from farmers, fishermen, the poor and
from those who sacrificed their souls and blood: martyr Latifa and martyr Fathia in
1995, and martyr Joum’a Ziftawi in 2005, and others who sacrificed their eyes and
bore wounds so that their dream comes true. I, the humble, embody their dream as
the one who represents them and defends their rights and interests”.
Finally, “I advise you not to be devoted to attacking me, for I am not the one
running for the post now. It’s true that I am convinced that I will become president
with God’s will and the support of the people, and maybe even faster than many
think. Then, I would treat you with love as I’ve always done with you and with the
others.
Sabahy emphasized: “Had the Parliament had a majority of Nasserites, I would
have asked the Ikhwan to nominate an Ikhwani candidate. Had the Parliament had a
majority from the general national movement, I would have demanded an Ikhwani
candidate”.
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APPENDIX 2: THE ARGUMENTATION STRUCTURE OF HAMDEEN
SABAHY’S LOVE LETTER TO THE IKHWAN YOUTH
(1) (I, Sabahy, am a credible leader of the revolution)
1.1 I love ALL the Egyptian youth, even those who are criticizing me
1.1.1 I love the Ikhwan youth1
1.2a I have the support of the Egyptian people
(1.2.1) (I have the support and trust of many Egyptian youth from many
ideological affiliations)
1.2.1.1 I have the support of Egyptian youth from the Arab nationalists, the
leftists and liberals, and others
(1.2.2) (I have the support and trust of great numbers of depoliticized
Egyptians)
1.2.2.1 I have the support of farmers, fishermen, the poor and those who
bore wounds and who sacrificed souls and blood so that their dream
comes true
1.2.2.1.1a I had the support of martyr Latifa and martyr Fathia in 1995,
and martyr Joum’a Ziftawi in 2005,
1.2.2.1.1b I have the support of Ahmed Harara
1.2b I have God’s blessing
(1.3) (I am a defendant of the oppressed, even when they’re not from my party)
1.3.1 I am still, like I have always been, a strong defendant of the Ikhwan and
of their full right to be a genuine party in the political scene2
1.3.1.1 I was defending the Ikhwan when they were oppressed by the
ex-regime / I stood for them when they could not find anyone else outside
their group standing for them / I defended them when they were in jails
(1.4) (I am the partner of those who seek partnership)
(1.4.1) (I was the Ikhwan’s partner in the revolution when they sought
partnership)3
1.4.1.1 I was the Ikhwan’s partner in the liberation squares when the
revolution came
1.4.1.2 I stood for the Ikhwan in their electoral conferences
1.4.1.2.1 My party, Karama Party, participated in the Parliamentary
elections with the Ikhwan
1.5 I stand against the hegemonize of power
1.5.1 When the Ikhwan aspired to hegemonise all the powers, I stood against
them / I am against the hegemony of the Ikhwan
1.5.1.1 I have opposed the composition of the Constituent Assembly
1.5.1.2 I have opposed the nomination of Khairat Al Shater as a candidate
in the presidential elections, and have asked that the Ikhwan withdraw him
1.5.1.3 I have opposed the nomination of a substitute candidate [Morsi] in
the presidential elections, and have asked that the Ikhwan withdraw him

1 The sub-argument is also used to support the argument I am not against the Ikhwan (1.10).
2 The sub-argument is also used to support the argument My positions are clear and consistent (1.8) and the argument I
am not against the Ikhwan (1.10)
3 The sub-argument is also used to support the argument I am not against the Ikhwan (1.10)
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1.5.1.4 I said it clearly that I am not going to accept a president who is an
Ikhwani or a better Ikhwani4
(1.6) (I do not fail to consider the difference between a candidate who
represents a party which took part of the revolution and a party that was part
of the old regime)
1.6.1 I do not equate between the two candidates running in the second
round of the presidential elections
1.6.1.1 While I am against Shafiq out of political, ethical and patriotic
considerations, I am against the hegemony that the election of Morsi will
bring about the hegemony of the Ikhwan
1.7 I am against state tyranny
1.7.1 I was in the frontline in confronting tyranny, hegemony and the scenarios
of prolongation and succession during the Mubarak regime
1.7.2 I am against the reproduction of the Mubarak regime/candidate who
represents the old regime
1.8 My positions are clear and consistent
1.8.1 I have always opposed the Ikhwan’s pursuit of hegemony and power
monopoly
1.8.1.1 I have opposed the composition of the Constituent Assembly
1.8.1.2 I have opposed the nomination of Khairat Al Shater as a candidate
in the presidential elections, and have asked that the Ikhwan withdraw him
1.8.1.3 I have opposed the nomination of a substitute candidate [Morsi] in
the presidential elections, and have asked that the Ikhwan withdraw him
1.8.1.4 I said it clearly that I am not going to accept a president who is an
Ikhwani or a better Ikhwani5
1.8.2 I am still, like I have always been, a strong defendant of the Ikhwan and
of their full right to be a genuine party in the political scene 6
1.8.3 I reject the Ikhwani hegemony just like I rejected the exclusion of the
Ikhwan when they were excluded
1.8.4 I will stand against the hegemony of the Ikhwan exactly like I will stand
against the reproduction of the Mubarak regime
(1.8.5) (I would support a candidate from a revolutionary party that does not
have a majority in Parliament)
1.8.5.1 I would ask the Ikhwan to nominate an Ikhwani candidate if the
Parliament had a majority of Nasserites.
1.8.5.2 I would demand an Ikhwani candidate if the Parliament had a
majority from the general national movement
(1.9) (I am the one who represents the great numbers of depoliticized
Egyptians and defend their rights and interests)
1.9.1 I am the one who represent farmers, fishermen, the poor and those who

4 Sub-arguments 1.5.1.1 - 1.5.1.4 are also used to support the argument I have always opposed the Ikhwan’s pursuit of
hegemony and power monopoly (1.8.1)
5 Sub-arguments 1.8.1.1 - 1.8.1.4 are also used to support the argument I am against the hegemony of the Ikhwan (1.5.1).
6 The sub-argument is also used to support the argument I am a defendant of the oppressed, even when they’re not
from my party (1.3), and the argument that I am not against the Ikhwan (1.10).
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bore wounds and who sacrificed souls and blood so that their dream comes
true7
1.10 I am not against the Ikhwan
1.10.1 I love the Ikhwan youth 8
1.10.2 I am still, like I have always been, a strong defendant of the Ikhwan and
of their full right to be a genuine party in the political scene9
1.10.3a I do not deny that the Ikhwan took part in the revolution
(1.10.3b) (I was the Ikhwan’s partner in the revolution when they sought
partnership)10
(1.10.4) (I would support an Ikhwani candidate if the Parliament didn’t have a
majority from the Ikhwan)11
1.10.4.1 I would ask the Ikhwan to nominate an Ikhwani candidate if the
Parliament had a majority of Nasserites.
1. 10.4.2 I would demand an Ikhwani candidate if the Parliament had a
majority from the general national movement

(2) (One should neither vote for Morsi nor for Shafiq)
2.1a One should not vote for Morsi
2.1a.1a If Morsi becomes president, the Ikhwan will hegemonize12
2.1a.1a.1a The Ikhwan aspire to hegemonize all the powers / want to
snatch, seize and hegemonize
2.1a.1a.1a.1 The Ikhwan were not satisfied with a majority in both the
lower and upper houses of Parliament, nor with pursuing hegemony in
the Constituent Assembly, but they are now pursuing hegemony over
all state bodies by taking over the presidency as well
2.1a.1a.1a.2 The Ikhwan did not allow a fair distribution of seats in their
alliance with the Karama Party for the Parliamentary elections
2.1a.1a.1b Morsi is the candidate of the Ikhwan
2.1a.1b The hegemony of the Ikhwan should be opposed / rejected
2.1a.1b.1 The hegemony of the Ikhwan would be harmful for them and for
the nation
2.1a.1b.1.1a The Ikhwan are just one of the parties that constitute the
diverse Egyptian political scene / the revolution
2.1a.1b.1.1a.1 There are also Arab nationalists, leftists, liberals … etc
2.1a.1b.1.1b It was partnership and diversity what made the revolution
succeed

7 The sub-argument is also used to support the argument The Ikhwan do not represent the great numbers of
depoliticized Egyptians and defend their rights and interests (2.1a.4), and the argument Shafiq does not represent the
great numbers of depoliticized Egyptians and defend their rights and interests (2.1b.3) as well as the argument None
of the candidates for presidency represents the great numbers of depoliticized Egyptians and defend their rights and
interests (3.1b.2.2)
8 The sub-argument is also used to support the argument I love ALL the Egyptian youth, even those who are criticizing
me (1.1).
9 The sub-argument is also used to support the argument I am a defendant of the oppressed, even when they’re not
from my party (1.3) and the argument My positions are clear and consistent (1.8)
10 The sub-argument is also used to support the argument I am the partner of those who seek partnership (1.4)
11 This is a slightly more precise version of the argument I would support a candidate from a revolutionary party that does
not have a majority in Parliament (1.8.5)
12 The argument is also used to support the argument None of the candidates running in the second round of the
presidential elections would bring about a democratic regime (3.1b.2.1)
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2.1a.1b.2 the exclusion of the Ikhwan was rejected
(2.1a.1b.2’) (the hegemony of the Ikhwan and their exclusion earlier are
equally unacceptable)
2.1a.1b.3 the reproduction of the Mubarak regime should be opposed
(2.1a.1b.3’) (the hegemony of the Ikhwan and the reproduction of the
Mubarak regime are equally unacceptable)
(2.1a.2) (The Ikhwan do not keep promises)
2.1a.2.1 They have pursued a majority in both the lower and upper houses
of Parliament even though they had promised not to pursue majority in
Parliament
(2.1a.3) (The Ikhwan did not express strong / real opposition to the Mubarak
regime)
2.1a.3.1 The Ikwan were not in the frontline in confronting tyranny,
hegemony and the scenarios of prolongation and succession during the
Mubarak regime
(2.1a.4) (The Ikhwan do not represent the great numbers of depoliticized
Egyptians and defend their rights and interests)
(2.1a.4.1) (I am the one who represent the great numbers of depoliticized
Egyptians and defend their rights and interests)
2.1a.4.1.1 I am the one who represent farmers, fishermen, the poor and
those who bore wounds and who sacrificed souls and blood so that
their dream comes true13
2.1b One should not vote for Shafiq
2.1b.1a Shafiq represents the old regime
2.1b.1b There are political, ethical and patriotic grounds for opposing the
candidate of the old regime
2.1b.2 Shafiq will reproduce state tyranny 14
(2.1b.3) (Shafiq does not represent the great numbers of depoliticized
Egyptians and defend their rights and interests)
(2.1b.3.1) (I am the one who represent the great numbers of depoliticized
Egyptians and defend their rights and interests)
2.1b.3.1.1 I am the one who represent farmers, fishermen, the poor, and
those who bore wounds and who sacrificed souls and blood so that their
dream comes true15

13 The sub-argument is also used to support the argument that I am the one who represents the great numbers of
depoliticized Egyptians and defend their rights and interests (1.9) and ultimately the standpoint I, Sabahy, am a credible
leader of the revolution (1), the argument Shafiq does not represent the great numbers of depoliticized Egyptians and
defend their rights and interests (2.1b.3) as well as the argument None of the candidates for presidency represents the
great numbers of depoliticized Egyptians and defend their rights and interests (3.1b.2.2)
14 The sub-argument is also used to support the sub-argument that None of the candidates running in the second
round of the presidential elections would bring about a democratic regime (3.1b.2.1), and ultimately the standpoint The
revolution should continue (3)
15 The sub-argument is also used to support the argument that I am the one who represents the great numbers of
depoliticized Egyptians and defend their rights and interests (1.9) and ultimately the standpoint I, Sabahy, am a credible
leader of the revolution (1), the argument The Ikhwan do not represent the great numbers of depoliticized Egyptians and
defend their rights and interests (2.1a.4), as well as the argument None of the candidates for presidency represents the
great numbers of depoliticized Egyptians and defend their rights and interests (3.1b.2.2)
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3 The revolution should continue
3.1a The revolution should continue until its goals are achieved
3.1a.1 The youth of Egypt want the revolution to continue until its goals are
achieved
3.1b the goals of the revolution have not been achieved yet
3.1b.1 The youth of Egypt believe that the goals of the revolution have not
been achieved yet
(3.1b.2) (The political process is not delivering satisfactory outcomes)
(3.1b.2.1) (None of the candidates running in the second round of the
presidential elections would bring about a democratic regime)
3.1b.2.1.1a Shafiq will reproduce state tyranny 16
3.1b.2.1.1b Morsi will bring about Ikhwani hegemony 17
(3.1b.2.2) (None of the candidates for presidency represents the great
numbers of depoliticized Egyptians and defend their rights and interests)
(3.1b.2.2.1) (I am the one who represent the great numbers of
depoliticized Egyptians and defend their rights and interests)18
3.1b.2.2.1.1 I am the one who represent farmers, fishermen, the poor,
and those who bore wounds and who sacrificed souls and blood so
that their dream comes true

16 The argument is also used to support the sub-standpoint One should not vote for Shafiq (2.1b)
17 The argument is also used to support the sub-standpoint One should not vote for Morsi (2.1a)
18 The sub-argument is also used to support the standpoint I, Sabahy, am a credible leader of the revolution (1), the
argument The Ikhwan do not represent the great numbers of depoliticized Egyptians and defend their rights and interests
(2.1a.4), and the argument Shafiq does not represent the great numbers of depoliticized Egyptians and defend their
rights and interests (2.1b.3).
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CONSISTENT ARGUMENTS IN
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ABSTRACT
This essay examines an ethically questionable strategy in the style of debate that
is used at the annual World Championships of debating, criticizes it ethically and
educationally, and then proposes a remedy. In debates this style of debate, there
are four teams of two people each, with two teams on each side of the dispute
(called “government” and “opposition”, a reference to the political coalitions in
the British Parliament). All four teams compete against each other, though teams
that are on the same side are not supposed to disagree with each other. To win the
competition, debaters on the two “opening teams” (who speak first) rightly try to
provide the best arguments for their side, leaving the two “closing teams” with as
little as possible to add to the debate. Good debate topics make this difficult to do
well in the time available, so closing teams usually have something good to add to
the debate, increasing the quality of the debating. In contrast, some opening team
debaters questionably choose to explicitly reject certain arguments that could
support their side, even when these are consistent with their arguments, thereby
effectively preventing the closing teams from making those arguments because
doing so could now be seen as “knifing” (ie, a violation of the rules, which require
debaters to agree with others who are debating the same side of the proposition).
This practice may be unfair, and perhaps more importantly, it certainly reduces the
educational value of the debate.
This essay examines the possible responses that the debating community can take
to limit the use of this strategy and thereby preserve the quality of this activity.
To accomplish this, we need a coherent standard that tells us when debaters have
done something wrong and how to punish these infractions. This essay formulates
such a standard. Essentially, judges should punish debaters who needlessly
disparage consistent arguments, in the same way that judges punish debaters who
“knife” arguments.
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INTRODUCTION
The highest level of competitive debating occurs at the university level. There are
no professional debating leagues. The pinnacle of these competitions happens at
the World University Debating Championships (WUDC), which was established in
1981.1 The World Championship tournament and most other major international
debate tournament now use the same debating format, outlined in the Constitution
of the World University Debating Council, the governing body of the World
Championships. 2 Like most styles of debate, there are two sides, with one side
supporting the given “motion” and the other side opposing the “motion”. The
format is very loosely based on British Parliament, so the side supporting the
motion is called the “government” and the other side is called the “opposition”. It
is commonly called “British parliamentary debate” (or just “BP debate”), but some
people call it “Worlds-style debate”. In what follows, I’ll call it “BP debate”.
What is interesting about this debating format is that there are four teams,
with two people on each team. All of these teams are competing against each
other, two teams on the government side (“opening” and “closing”) and two teams
on the opposition side. Each person speaks just once and the speakers alternate
sides. So, the debate runs as follows:
TEAM				POSITION TITLE		
Opening Government
Prime Minister
Opening Opposition		
Leader of Opposition
Opening Government
Deputy Prime Minister
Opening Opposition		
Deputy Leader of Opposition
Closing Government		
Member of Government
Closing Opposition		
Member of Opposition
Closing Government		
Government Whip
Closing Opposition		
Opposition Whip
At the end of the debate, the panel of judges ranks the teams from 1 (best) to 4
(worst). The teams can be ranked in any order, and there is no determination of
which side won the debate. Teams are ranked higher depending on their overall
persuasiveness, which is affected by the quality of their presentation skills, but is
primarily driven by the contribution that their arguments made to persuade the
judges. 3 Therefore, there is a very strong expectation for closing teams to add new
arguments or to add significant depth and subtlety of analysis to the arguments
introduced by the opening team on their side. Consequently, this style of debating
has the virtue that it promotes a deeper exploration of debate topics because

1 Flynn, 2002
2 See Appendix 1 of the WUDC Constitution (pages 18-26)
3 Hume, 2009
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the two teams on each side have an incentive to explore different arguments in
support of their side. When a closing team does this, it is known as offering an
“extension”.4
Now, let us look at an example of a situation in this style of debate that creates
an ethical problem. Consider a debate on the motion: “This house would prohibit
the use of torture.” The government’s arguments for this motion can be roughly
divided into utilitarian (ie, consequence-based) and deontological (ie, dutybased/rights-based) reasons. Either using torture leads to worse consequences
or using torture is inherently immoral, regardless of consequences. The opening
government team (“OG” hereafter) believes that the arguments that they are
best able to make are all of the consequentialist variety. OG understands that the
deontological arguments exist, but they may know from experience that they are
just not good at making those kinds of arguments, or they may have some other
reason that they want to avoid that aspect of the debate. There is certainly nothing
improper with the OG avoiding these arguments. In most cases, we would expect
these arguments to be raised by the closing government (CG) as a part of their
extension material.
Now imagine that before offering their consequentialist argument, the prime
minister announces clearly in her speech that the GOV believes that natural
rights are metaphysical nonsense and that the government bench will abrogate
all appeals to them. Under the standard interpretation of the rules of the World
Universities Debating Championship (WUDC), the CG team is expected to make
their arguments consistent with what the OG has said. 5 This essentially prevents
the CG team from making an extension about the deontological element of the
issue being debated. If the CG offered a deontological argument, the opposition
bench could understandably accuse them of “knifing” the OG. The OG has, in
effect, burned that bridge. And, of course, this is hardly unique to this topic, or to
the government side. This can be done by either opening team and with any topic.6
This strategy is not yet popular, but it is used on occasion, and there is reason
to worry about it becoming popular because of its clear benefits to an opening
team. A generally accepted principle in BP debate is that opening teams are likely
to place well if they succeed in making all of the best arguments for their side
and doing so in sufficient depth that their closing team is left with little new to
add to the debate. This so-called “scorched earth” strategy is effective, but it is
also almost impossible to do if the debate motion is well constructed around a
rich topic. With a good topic, it should not be possible in two 7-minute speeches
to make all the good arguments and do so with any depth. But, if the opening
team can effectively prevent the closing team from making a range of arguments
with a very quick disparaging remark, then they may then be able to make all of

4 Deane, 2006 (see pages 13-15)
5 See WUDC constitution, Appendix A, section 3.2.4.
6 The term “knifing” is very commonly used in BP debate to refer to any situation where a closing team asserts
something that is inconsistent with what the opening team on their side has asserted. It derives from the metaphor of
the opening government team preceding the closing team, and then the closing team stabbing them in the back.
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the remaining arguments in considerable depth. This gives the opening team the
strategic benefit of the scorched earth strategy without all the hard work, and it
seems like there is something very wrong with this.7
Obviously, there is nothing ethically wrong with an opening team making some
arguments that rule out other arguments as inconsistent with them. In the example
above, the OG could argue that torture is so incredibly effective at getting reliable
information from its victims that if it were approved, then its use would quickly
spread into all aspects of society and turn the state into a dystopia. This argument
may be foolish, but there is nothing wrong with making this argument, even
though it limits the ability of the CG to argue that torture is actually a remarkably
ineffective means of getting reliable information. This phenomenon is not the
problem. The problem is opening teams wantonly disparaging arguments that
would otherwise be consistent with their own arguments. 8
My question in this essay is whether there is anything wrong with the strategy of
burning their bridges, and if there is, what we should do about it.

WHAT IS THE PROBLEM?
It could be that burning their bridges (BTB) is unfair, but it turns out that it is not
at all clear why it is unfair. The OG is certainly allowed to limit the scope of the
debate in various ways by constructing a model as they see fit. In order to judge
if the strategy is unfair, one can appeal to the well-respected “veil of ignorance”
test. (Rawls 1971) Essentially, the test says that a rule is fair if it would be accepted
by all rational individuals who were placed into a hypothetical situation where
they no longer knew which individual they actually were in the given real situation
governed by the rule in question.9 In the case of burning bridges, the question is
whether all the debaters in a round would agree to a rule allowing the use of this
strategy if they were rational and unaware of their particular skills as a debater and
of their position in the round. Upon careful reflection, I am not at all confident that
debaters under a veil of ignorance would reject this rule. In other words, they might
find it rational to allow the opening teams to burn bridges, which would imply that
the strategy is fair. The main reason that debaters might endorse burning bridges
from behind a veil of ignorance is that there is a well-recognized advantage that is
enjoyed by the closing teams, and allowing opening teams to burn bridges might

7 Although this is a significant advantage over their closing team, it is hardly an automatic victory and there is no
obvious advantage over the teams on the other bench, unless perhaps this comes from the sense that their arguments
will be more likely to carry though the entire debate.
8 One might think that in the example of the debate about torture, the consequentialist and deontological arguments
are actually not consistent. In fact, although most foundational moral theories that are consequentialist are inconsistent
with foundational moral theories that are deontological, this does not imply that one cannot consistently make
consequentialist and deontological arguments. For example, Immanuel Kant (the paradigmatic deontological
philosopher) certainly cared very much about bringing about good consequences. This philosophical point need not
detain us here because, obviously, nothing concerning the larger thesis would change even if this particular example did
not work (even though it actually does).
9 Being rational means having a general understanding of how the world works (including debate rounds), making
logical inferences and being basically self-interested (which, in our case, means that the debaters want to win the
debate).

120

BARNES

be seen as a means of equalizing that advantage. After all, it would still be difficult
to fully execute a scorched earth strategy because closing teams can almost
always push the analysis deeper on the arguments advocated by their opening
team. Perhaps this analysis is wrong and the strategy of burning bridges would
not pass the veil of ignorance test. The answer here is unclear, and for this reason,
unfairness is not a clearly compelling reason for everyone to reject the strategy.
Of course, if you do think it is unfair, then this is good reason to work toward
preventing its use.
The more serious problem with the BTB strategy may be that it undermines the
fundamental purpose of debate. The difficulty with this approach is that it is
disputed what the fundamental purpose of debate is, or even if there is such a
thing. People certainly have many different reasons for engaging in competitive
debate at the university level, but there appear to be two basic perspectives on the
issue. Some people see this kind of competitive university debate as a pedagogical
tool to improve student learning of important skills and content. Others view
competitive debate as more like a sport, using mental skills instead of physical
ones. The former view implies that the rules of the activity should be structured
in such a way so as to maximize the educational value of the activity. The latter
view encompasses a wide variety of specific goals that debaters may have, but
they generally claim that they want to promote “good debates”.10 I advocate the
pedagogical stance, but this basic difference in perspective is not something that
can be adequately argued for – much less resolved – within this brief essay. So,
instead, I will take a somewhat simpler approach going forward.
All people who take the pedagogical perspective, and even some who take the
sporting perspective, should see burning bridges as unacceptable. The reason for
this is easy to see. By using this strategy, an opening team cuts off debate about
a potentially fruitful area of intellectual inquiry. The participants in the debate
are then not exposing these ideas to the kind of rigorous analysis that debate
promotes. It reduces debaters’ exposure to a full range of the arguments about
a topic and reducing the opportunity for a direct comparison of those ideas with
competing ideas.11 This is different from allowing the OG to limit debate by means
of narrowing the model (to a certain extent). Limiting the model serves a valuable
intellectual and educational goal because a discussion that is limited to 56 minutes
needs to be somewhat focused to be productive. There is also a significant value
in learning the difficult task of how to formulate a good public policy or properly
frame another kind of controversial question. In contrast, the BTB strategy limits
the debate for no good intellectual purpose and so is incompatible with the
pedagogical value of debating. And, it may also lead to worse debates from a
sporting perspective.

10 Of course, what exactly constitutes a good debate is a terribly slippery concept. To the extent that one believes that
a good debate is one that successfully penetrates and elucidates the best arguments concerning a topic, the sports
perspective will actually agree with the pedagogical perspective on the matter of burning bridges.
11 It is worth remembering that almost all competitive debaters are students. If they are competing in the WUDC, then
they all are.
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POSSIBLE SOLUTIONS
People who are persuaded by these reasons and care about the quality of this
activity have reason to seek a remedy to this problem. Potential remedies can be
either reactive or proactive. A reactive approach will focus on judging practices,
while a proactive approach will focus on systemic changes. Regarding the former,
there are three ways a judge might react to an opening team that tries to burn
bridges. First, a non-interventionist reaction would be to simply let the closing
team convince you to ignore the BTB assertion.12 Second, minor intervention would
involve the judge simply ignoring the BTB assertion and letting the closing team
extend into that area. Third, active judge intervention would additionally punish
the opening team for trying this strategy. The interventionist approach is most
effective at deterring BTB assertions. The most immediate and tangible incentive
that debaters have is winning their round, and without the likelihood of punishment
for trying it, a BTB assertion is probably worth the risk. Realistically, many judges
are new or have not thought about this issue carefully and they may allow the
BTB strategy. And, even if they do not allow the BTB strategy, the debaters on the
closing team may not be aware of this. On the other hand, if even a minority of
judges is willing to actively punish a team for this, then it will almost surely appear
too risky.
A more systemic approach would involve cultivating a general disdain for the
BTB strategy among both debaters and judges, so that there is an implicit social
disapprobation for those who use it. One effective method of doing this is to get a
discussion of this into pre-tournament “briefings”, especially at major tournaments
where trends are set. This takes only a few sentences, perhaps even limited to the
printed briefing material, telling judges how they should deal with this (as outlined
briefly above and in detail below). Several years ago, there was a concern about
the potentially abusive “place setting” of motions by the opening government
team, but this issue was dealt with quite quickly by clear announcements at major
briefings about the appropriate limits on this practice. Because this was done
before inappropriate place setting became too popular, the problem was easily
managed, and this is what needs to happen with the BTB strategy. A little action
taken now can prevent the (now mostly potential) problem from growing into a
real problem that is entrenched in practice and much harder to solve.

HOW SHOULD JUDGES PUNISH?
The most difficult problem in this discussion is how judges should go about
punishing teams that use the BTB strategy. In fact, the problem of how debate
judges punish transgressions is generally underdeveloped, so most of the
remainder of this essay will be devoted to arguing for a particular approach to
punishing BTB assertions and related infractions.

12 A “BTB assertion” is just shorthand for the potentially very brief statement that an opening team might make that
potentially limits future arguments on the same side of the bench, even if they would be consistent with the arguments
offered by the opening team.
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There are two varieties of punishments, organic and artificial. In an organic
punishment, the sanction is directly related to the infraction and its magnitude is
determined by the context of the situation. For example, if two teammates make
claims that clearly contradict each other, then an organic punishment would be
to totally ignore both claims. The point of this example is not that this is the right
punishment for this infraction (it may or may not be), but rather that this would be
an entirely organic punishment. The sanction is directly related to the infraction
and the magnitude is determined by the specific context. If the contradiction
were about a trivial matter, the magnitude of the sanction would be minimal
because ignoring both trivial claims will not affect the persuasiveness of the team’s
arguments. If the contradiction involved claims that were central to the logic of
the team’s advocacy, then the magnitude of the sanction would be quite large. In
contrast to this, an artificial sanction is not directly related to the infraction and
the magnitude is generally either unclear or arbitrary. For example, if a debater
takes no points of information during a speech, one might say that the judges
should downgrade to some degree their actual estimation of that team’s overall
persuasiveness, or one might say that this debater should be punished by having
two points deducted from his speaker points.13 The former is an unclear sanction;
how much persuasiveness do they lose? The latter is arbitrary; why deduct two
points and not one or three? Either of these sanctions might be entirely acceptable
if there were no better option, but as a general matter, organic sanctions are
definitely preferable if they exist.
So, we should first look for an organic punishment for BTB abuses. The obvious
candidates include telling judges to: 1) simply ignore the BTB assertion made
by the opening team; 2) give extra weight to (ie, count as more persuasive)
the arguments made by the closing team that was potentially limited by the
BTB assertion; 3) register a holistic dissatisfaction with the ethos, and so the
persuasiveness, of the team that make the BTB assertion. The first is essentially
no punishment at all. The second seems to give unjustified credit. The third seems
much too vague and inadequate – perhaps not even qualifying as an organic
sanction. This problem is difficult because there is a clear dilemma in finding
an organic solution. On one hand, the BTB assertion is almost certainly such a
fleetingly small part of an opening team’s speech that a judge’s attitude toward
this sentence or two will seemingly have very little impact on her impression of
that debater’s persuasiveness. On the other hand, it seems inappropriate to give
positive credit to the closing team that is directly harmed by the BTB strategy
because this could be unfair to the teams on the other bench who are essentially
bystanders in this infraction. Given this, perhaps we are left with no option but to
endorse an artificial sanction like reducing speaker points or otherwise adjusting
the value of the teams’ contributions in the minds of the judges.

13 Endorsing the former sanction is very different from saying that judges don’t need to do anything extra to punish a
debater’s failure to take any points of information because this failure automatically diminishes that debater’s credibility
and persuasiveness without additional intervention. That perspective would be very organic. (Of course, it seems based
on a premise of wishful thinking about the consistency of this organic sanction in these situations and among all judges,
but this aside is not the point now.)
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Despite the apparent dilemma in devising an organic sanction, there is an attractive
organic sanction that is based on a particular model of how to understand and
sanction knifing. There is no consensus on when it is acceptable to knife or on how
to punish knifing when it happens. However, Shengwu Li has recently offered the
following standard for how to handle knifing:14
Closing teams that contradict a claim made by the opening team should be
treated as though they had conceded entirely the opening team's claim. The
degree to which they are penalized should depend precisely on how that
changes the overall persuasiveness of that team’s case. (Li, 2012)
This certainly has the virtue of being an organic sanction, but let’s consider how it
would work with a couple examples.
Consider this typical example of a bad knife. The OG argues persuasively that
by allowing legal and institutionalized torture, a society degrades the moral
values of its ordinary citizens and that this constitutes a significant harm. The
CG then argues that there are no objectively better or worse moral values, in
clear contradiction of the OG claim that allowing torture makes a society’s moral
standards worse. In this case, according to Li’s standard, the judges should:
interpret the CG as having conceded to the opposition bench an argument that
had been a winning point for the government bench; assess that the CG has gained
little in persuasiveness by making this claim; make no adjustment at all in their
assessment of the OG team. If we take the standard approach of ranking each
team depending on their relative contribution toward convincing us that their side
is correct, then the CG will receive an appropriately significant sanction for this
knife because of the damage they did by totally conceding a winning argument
and gaining little or nothing (in persuasiveness) in return.
Next consider a case that would be considered a good knife by this standard.
In a debate about airstrikes against rebels in Mali, the opening opposition (OO)
argues that intensified French airstrikes would not harm any civilians at all and so
can safely be used. This argument is substantially refuted as implausible by the
government teams. The closing opposition (CO) team then argues persuasively
that although there will be civilian deaths as a direct result from aerial bombing,
the total number of civilian deaths will be dramatically reduced by the bombing
campaign. The CO team has clearly knifed the OO team, and judges should
evaluate it by the same standard. The CO has fully conceded the argument about
civilian deaths directly from bombing, but because this was already a losing
argument for the opposition bench, this concession does very little harm to the
opposition side. At the same time, by offering the new inconsistent argument
about indirectly saving civilian lives, the CO team has substantially improved
the persuasiveness of the opposition bench. The judges’ assessment of the
persuasiveness of the OO team would be unaffected. So, in the end, this knife
seems like a smart move on the part of the CO team.
14 It might seem odd to say that knifing is ever appropriate, but it is not unusual for well-respected debaters and judges
to claim that it is sometimes the right thing to do and should not be punished. Everyone agrees that these cases are, and
should be, rare.
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Now, returning to our earlier discussion, the BTB strategy can easily be seen as
a pre-emptive knife by the opening team against their closing team. If we ignore
the temporal order, the BTB assertion is essentially a knife of an argument that
the opening team can reasonably expect the closing team to make. So, the
appropriate punishment is the same organic sanction that we should use for
knifing.15 To be precise, in responding to the BTB assertion, judges should: 1) assess
the contribution that the burned arguments would have most likely made if they
were offered by this closing team; 2) punish the opening team as if they had fully
conceded that argument (e.g., by knifing it) after it was made,16 3) assign no extra
credit toward the persuasiveness of closing team’s advocacy, whose arguments’
persuasiveness should be assessed as if the BTB assertion had never occurred. In
cases where the closing team actually does extend into the burned argument, this
standard is quite easy to apply, since judges can hear how persuasive the burned
argument was from this team. However, in cases where the closing team does not
extend into the burned argument, judges should assume that the closing team
was deterred from doing so by the BTB assertion and use their best judgment to
determine how persuasive this team would likely have been in making the burned
argument. Note that an excellent feature of this approach is that it allows for
opening teams to burn weak or useless arguments with little or no punishment,
which is how it should be.
One might argue that there is something inelegant about how this standard has
judges determine the sanction when the closing team does not extend into the
burned argument. Judges are then required to imagine how the team would have
argued this point if they had chosen to. This imaginative exercise is potentially
difficult and, perhaps more to the point, it is surely imprecise. So, one might
object that there is no reason to include this step. There are a few points to be
made here in reply to this objection. First, without this mechanism, the sanction
either completely disappears or is entirely inconsistent with the sanction when the
closing team does extend into the burned argument. Second, it is entirely possible
that the closing team was dissuaded from making the relevant extension by the
illegitimate BTB assertion, and it is unfair not to punish the opening team because
they successfully bullied the closing team. Third, there is a principle of fairness that
the appropriate punishment for an infraction should be independent of factors that
are not relevant, and whether the closing team actually extends into the burned
argument has no impact on the actions of the opening team that are already in the
past. Finally, although it may seem odd to require this imaginative exercise, it is
seemingly the best way to maintain a consistent sanction. Regardless of whether
the closing team extends into the burned argument, the punishment is based

15 As with ordinary knifing, the team perpetrating the knife is punished without directly rewarding the team that was a
victim of the knife.
16 A heuristic exercise for judges trying to apply this rule would be this. Imagine the opening team did not make any BTB
assertion in their speeches, and instead imagine them conceding the burned extension after it was made by the closing
team. (For example, they could do this in a point of information offered to the opposing closing team). So, it is as if the
opening team was recognized for a POI and simply got up to say, “We fully concede that this extension made by the
closing team on our side is utterly false and useless!” and then sat back down.
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on the same thing, which is the persuasiveness that the burned argument would
have if it were made. It is obviously easier to make this assessment if the closing
team does actually try to make this argument, but the underlying standard for the
sanction is identical. So, despite a degree of inelegance, this standard for punishing
BTB assertions seems to be the correct one.
Of course, as stated earlier, one must be very careful to recognize the difference
between a BTB assertion and cases where the opening team is making a real
argument that is inconsistent with some arguments that the closing might have
wanted to make. Such situations are unavoidable and should not be punished by
judges. If the opening team makes a very bad argument that limits the arguments
of the closing team, then we get into a situation (as discussed above) where it
may actually be smart for the closing team to knife the opening team, because
their bad argument is getting in the way of making a much better argument. So,
even after being “punished” for the knife (the judges see them as fully conceding
a point), they may come out ahead because they will be rewarded even more for
the good argument that they are now able to make. Any argument offered by the
opening team will close off some potential arguments, but regardless of whether
these arguments are strong or weak, they differ from a typical BTB situation in
which potentially consistent arguments are gratuitously disparaged. In any case,
the goal of the judges is to assess how well each team advanced the advocacy of
their side of the debate. Using the standards for knifing and bridge burning that
have been articulated in this essay allows judges to do this with maximum fairness
and accuracy.
To conclude, let us quickly return to the example from the start of this essay
regarding the motion about torture, so we can see how this standard would
work in that case. Before offering their arguments about why we should prohibit
torture, the opening government disparaged all arguments based on inherent
human rights, not because they couldn’t be made in such a way as to complement
their other arguments, but for no apparent reason at all. When this appears to
happen, the judges should first double-check to see if the rights arguments were
jettisoned for a good reason (e.g., incompatibility with other arguments being
made). Assuming no good reason is found, the judges should interpret the opening
team as having essentially knifed the closing team by cutting off their ability to
make these important arguments about human rights. The sanction for doing so is
to interpret the opening team as having asserted that the rights arguments were
completely mistaken, and to punish this just as if this were said after the closing
team made them. The magnitude of this sanction against the opening team would
likely be significant, because this concession significantly undermines the advocacy
of the government bench. The judges’ assessment of the closing government’s
arguments will entirely ignore the existence of the BTB assertion. By using this
standard, teams will be treated fairly and effectively deterred from using the BTB
strategy, leading to better debates.
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ABSTRACT
Communication demands placed on language learners have led to an increasing
awareness of the need to integrate meaningful language use across the curriculum.
In response to this need, content-based instruction (CBI) is finding its way into
increasing numbers of higher education settings. CBI is flexible and can be
translated in a variety of ways depending on the educational context. Debates
can play an important role in content-based instruction because these tasks easily
integrate content, language, and strategy objectives. Debate activities require
students to master content and gain conceptual knowledge, while using language
in meaningful ways. These tasks require critical thinking, emphasize research skills,
enhance public speaking skills, promote autonomous and collaborative learning,
and promote positive assessment. Utilizing debate in classroom contexts has many
advantages, and debates can easily be adapted to a number of content areas.
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TEACHING ENGLISH THROUGH DEBATE IN CLASSROOM
CONTEXTS
In modern societies, individuals critically weigh issues, form opinions, and express
their ideas through dialogue and debate. Public speaking, debate, and critical
thinking play an important role in the classroom, where instructors are working
to help prepare students for their future language needs. The communication
demands placed on language learners have led to an increasing awareness of the
need to integrate meaningful language use across the curriculum. In response to
this need, content-based instruction has found its way into many higher education
settings.
Content-based instruction (CBI) integrates language and content in the classroom.
There are several approaches to content-based instruction (see Crandall and
Kaufman 2002), demonstrating a continuum between language and content focus.
According to Stryker and Leaver (1997), there are three vital characteristics of
a CBI program: The core of the course is based on content, the course includes
authentic text, and the course is adapted to the needs of a particular group of
students. This adaptation is what makes content-based instruction useful in a
wide range of language learning contexts. Content-based instruction combines
language, content, and strategy objectives to assist the learner in accomplishing
his or her goals. Tasks, or the lessons and activities used in the classroom are
a fundamental component of content-based curricula (for further description
see Stoller and Grabe 1997), and are used to implement these objectives daily.
Instructors prepare each lesson with objectives appropriate to the setting and
goals of their class. These objectives may range from the learning of specific
vocabulary to broad conceptual content. In many CBI classrooms, one of the
objectives often explicitly stated is critical thinking development. While more
specific goals are still important, many teachers strive to teach their students
learning skills they can take with them to future settings. Beyond the teaching of
isolated skills in the language classroom, we are looking to support autonomous
learners, ready to manipulate and manage language as well as content in
meaningful articulate ways!

THE PLACE OF PUBLIC SPEAKING, DEBATE, AND CRITICAL
THINKING IN THE CBI CLASSROOM
The purpose of this article is to discuss the role of using debate activities in the
CBI classroom and to highlight some of the numerous advantages. Additional
public speaking activities can be used as building blocks to debate, and therefore
are included in the discussion. Critical thinking is developed throughout the
debate process. Let me first describe what I mean by public speaking and debate
activities. Public speaking includes any task where the participant addresses an
audience orally. This may include: informative and persuasive speeches, panel
presentations, public interviews, and debates. Debate is an interactive public
speaking activity that usually requires a greater degree of organization than
other speech tasks. Debates can be held with two or more students, and range
from casual to highly structured. This chapter will focus on debate tasks in
classroom contexts. Additional public speaking activities involving role-play (ie,
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mock trials, model UN) are beyond the scope of this chapter. Debate relies on
authentic language use and communication toward an audience. The inclusion of
these activities in content-based instruction aids in meeting stated objectives for
language, content, and strategy use, and integrates these objectives in meaningful
ways. Below is a partial list of core language objectives supported through debate
activities.

CORE LANGUAGE OBJECTIVES
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Students will increase academic vocabulary
Students will improve academic writing skills
Students will improve listening as well as note-taking skills and strategies
Students will learn to skim and scan readings for relevant information
Students will read articles on topics of interest in-depth
Students will incorporate critical thinking skills
Students will receive a great deal of input of authentic material
Student output will be meaningful and contextualized
Students will improve public speaking and communication skills

Debate tasks may cover some or all of these language objectives, depending
on the nature of the task. In addition, these activities naturally support content
learning goals because the content is the focus of the task. Debates require
students to master content and gain conceptual knowledge of a topic as
they sort through information and make decisions about what to include in
their presentations. Conceptual knowledge is developed as students decide
what information is most important, and how this information relates to their
background knowledge. There are several advantages to using debate in the
language classroom. Here, I have highlighted only some of the most noteworthy.

CRITICAL THINKING SKILLS
Debate promotes a variety of critical thinking skills, as well as specific language
skills and strategies. While preparing for debate, students are asked to develop
a perspective, explore beliefs and theories, analyze arguments, evaluate the
credibility or bias of a source, and distinguish between relevant and irrelevant
information. Students are encouraged to question deeply, develop and assess
solutions to problems, compare and contrast, make inferences, recognize
contradictions, and explore implications and consequences. The insights gained
throughout the process allow students to approach materials with a critical eye,
and these skills can be transferred to new materials and contexts.

LISTENING, SPEAKING, READING, AND WRITING
Debate reinforces all four language skills. Students will become involved listeners
and more effective speakers through their presentations, and they will develop
strong reading, writing, and note-taking skills during debate preparation. Students
must skim and scan a wide variety of sources during their search for information,
and read key materials in depth in order to prepare for debates. Writing practice
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is highlighted as students take notes, and complete argumentative essays can be
assigned during the preparation phase. Students then practice careful listening
during debates because participants are required to take notes and respond to
the speeches of others. There is a strong focus on speaking, and language is the
key to delivering a clear, coherent speech. Individual presentations can be used as
building blocks for debates, and contribute to this integrated skills practice.

PUBLIC SPEAKING SKILLS
Oral presentations have become increasingly required in university classrooms,
and students will benefit from the practice of demonstrating knowledge
and participating in this type of exchange. Many universities now include an
introductory public speaking class as part of their undergraduate requirements,
and with communicative language learning there has been an increased emphasis
on student presentations and oral participation in classroom lessons. Debate
activities push students to develop their public speaking skills and help prepare
them for academic work, while boosting their confidence and language learning.

RESEARCH SKILLS
Debate helps teach students to conduct research and develop support for their
arguments. In my classrooms, I usually utilize a prepared debate format, meaning
that the students know the issue that they will debate well ahead of time. Once the
topic has been identified, students must conduct an extensive search of materials
using library and online search tools. Then they must skim, scan, and read select
articles in depth to expand their knowledge base. This process promotes strong
organizational skills and encourages students to discriminate between primary
and secondary information. They can also learn about bias in reporting and the
difference between interesting trivia and important facts. As students bring several
sources of information together, they must synthesize their findings into cohesive
arguments with logical support. In addition, new information will need to be
integrated with existing knowledge so that learners can make sense out of what
they find in order to develop clear and consistent arguments.

AUTONOMOUS AND COLLABORATIVE LEARNING
Debate activities promote autonomous learning by requiring students to do
independent research. Students are given the freedom to explore topics or
arguments that are meaningful to them and take on an increased role in their own
learning. This helps increase student motivation and interest, and creates more
responsible learners.
Debate also reinforces collaboration and co-operation by having students work
in pairs or teams to share ideas, resulting in a dynamic learning environment.
Research in Concept-oriented reading instruction has shown that social
collaboration increases learning through the sharing of ideas and background
knowledge (Swan, 2003). Taken together, the autonomous and collaborative
learning opportunities in debate offer the best of both worlds, making students
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capable of responsible independent learning and able to reap the benefits of rich
information exchange.

POSITIVE ASSESSMENT AND IMPROVED LEARNING
Debate is an ideal way for students to display their knowledge because they are
provided with the opportunity to demonstrate what they have learned rather than
focus on shortcomings. This form of assessment pushes students to synthesize
knowledge from a variety of sources and take on a teaching role; they choose
the focus and explain their position to the rest of the class. This type of selfexplanation has been found to correspond with higher levels of comprehension
and conceptual understanding (Chi et al 1994). Students learn more through
having to explain information to others. Additionally, planning for debates and
preparing for questions from their peers leads to deeper processing and a more
complete understanding of the content. It has been proposed that tasks involving
planning lead to more complex and fluent language use (Wesche and Skehan
2002). Debate is a method of performance assessment which taps many of the
instructional goals of the language classroom (Yamashiro, 2002).

PREPARATION
The debate activities described above require planning and involvement but are
well worth the effort. Debate activities provide extended input, meaningful output,
and feedback. They also teach critical thinking skills as students learn to develop
and evaluate arguments, compare and contrast ideas, support positions, identify
contradictions, synthesize information from multiple sources, and respond to
opposing viewpoints. In preparation, students practice reading and note-taking
skills and construct written arguments. Debate preparation requires extensive
collaboration and co-operation among teammates as they collect information and
develop ideas. The preparation and participation in debate addresses the issue
of opposing viewpoints and helps to create ‘positive tension’ (Stoller 2003). This
happens when students are encouraged to approach topics critically and integrate
new information and perspectives into their knowledge base. Students will learn
that there is more than one way of approaching or viewing an issue. Whether you
choose to integrate basic public speaking or debate into your curriculum, your
students will certainly reap the benefits of enhanced critical thinking, language,
and content learning. Students will gain confidence in speaking and learn to
express themselves in clear and articulate ways.
Nevertheless, there is no minimum requirement necessary for including public
speaking and debate into your curriculum. If researched debates feel overwhelming
at first, oral presentations can be used as a formal culminating activity in thematic
units, or at the end of a single lesson to sum up information and make connections
with previous work. Presentations can also be used to prepare students for later
debates. Some teachers may be intimidated by the amount of organization and
planning they anticipate with class debates. I have had several instructors ask
me “how do you start”, and my answer is “just do it”. Debates only need to be as
formal and extensive as you want them to be, and your students can help shape
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the project. You can use a prepared debate to conclude a thematic unit and
synthesize information, or you can begin a class with an impromptu debate to get
students to tap their background knowledge and start thinking about a topic. You
can also put students in pairs for unstructured mini debates as a class warm-up.
Debate may be central or supplementary to your lessons; there are advantages to
including debate at all levels. Of course, the planning and organizational phases of
formal debates provide more extensive opportunities for a wide range of learning.

WHAT DOES DEBATE IN THE CLASSROOM LOOK LIKE?
It is important to adapt debate activities to the specific needs and level of your
students. You need to ask yourself questions that will guide the integration of these
activities. Debate activities are flexible and can contribute to a variety of different
learning environments, but it is important to first identify core language and
content goals. It is easy to incorporate debate activities into thematic units. The
preparation involved in debate requires students to analyze, synthesize, and utilize
content (Mack, Stuller, and Tardy 1997), which leads to better conceptual learning.
Students need to analyze information in order to determine what is important and
what is secondary. Then, they must synthesize information from multiple sources
and integrate it with what they already know about the topic. This conceptual
knowledge is then used to present the information in an organized fashion. These
steps lead to a deeper understanding and better retention of the content material.
In order to illustrate the use of debate in the classroom, let me describe these
activities within a thematic unit on tolerance. It is important to note that debate
can be used with a number of different themes and are not limited to any specific
content. The following activity is well suited for high intermediate to advanced
language learners studying at university level, but you can easily adapt these
lessons for your specific learner population.

TOLERANCE
Debate activities are well suited for thematic units involving tolerance. As students
practice looking at issues from various perspectives, they learn to become more
tolerant of other viewpoints. In this way, the content of the lesson can be fully
integrated into the activity. Examples of broad topics that can be explored in depth
include: cultural differences, religious expression, diversity, and peace education.
The topic areas will be determined by the specific content of your course. You
can introduce the class to any controversial issues faced in society that produce
opposing viewpoints, and require us to recognize perspectives different from our
own. It is very important to select topics that have fair ground to debate on either
side. An example of a controversial and debatable topic would be to question
whether the United States should seek global hegemony (see Rourkela, 2002). As
long as you can find evidence to support both sides of the issue, the topic will help
promote the understanding of your tolerance theme. Assign students to either side
of the issue and ask them to research the arguments for and against their side.
Introduce a format for the debate ahead of time that specifies a set amount of time
for arguments and questions. Students can collaborate and share ideas in groups
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in order to identify the strongest arguments as well as the crucial weaknesses to
the position. A variation of this activity is to have students switch sides half way
through the debate. Students will soon realize that there is no absolute truth and
that are multiple sides to any issue. Debating a controversial topic encourages
students to look beyond their own beliefs and recognize other viewpoints.
Participating in a debate over the topic incorporates lessons on tolerance in a very
meaningful way. Students need to critically analyze all the information presented
and provide responses to counter arguments. Following the debate, students
should be asked to reflect on what they have learned, as well as the ways their
opinions may have been reinforced or changed during the task.
Debate can be used with many different content areas including: literature,
science, history, and current events. The idea is not to focus on the specific
rules of debate, but rather to approach public speaking and debate tasks with
much broader educational goals. These tasks integrate critical thinking skills and
promote a deeper understanding of material in any subject. If you choose to use
these activities with literature, you may have students debate a central conflict
in the novel (ie, human vs nature, human vs human, human vs society), support a
character’s position, or speak on a related issue in their own lives. In history and
current events, students can compare past dilemmas to current issues, debate
actions than must be taken from two opposing perspectives, or support/reject
a current or proposed policy. A science debate might include support for and
against genetically modified food, pesticides, genetic cloning, or space exploration.
There is no limit to what you can do with public speaking activities and the ways
you can use these activities to increase student’s engagement with the material.

CONCLUSION
Debate can be a valuable inclusion in content-based instruction. You will find that
debate is an easy way to integrate content, language, and strategy objectives, and
that students develop an increased motivation and engagement with the content.
Language skills will improve because students are using language for specific
purposes and working toward personal goals. Students develop research skills and
synthesize information. Debate empowers students as they make decisions about
their learning and display their knowledge in meaningful ways.
The degree of teacher control is up to you. Debate can be highly structured or
open and flexible. You can develop a specific format and guidelines, walking
students through each step, or you can provide a starting point and allow the
activities to evolve according to student interest. Consider what works best for
you. In order to implement these tasks successfully, you must take your individual
teaching context into consideration.
Debate contributes to content-based instruction by emphasizing critical
thinking skills, developing discrete language skills, teaching public speaking
and research skills, promoting autonomous and collaborative learning, and
providing opportunities for positive assessment. There are many advantages to
using these activities in any language classroom, and they are ideally suited to
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support the objectives of content-based instruction. Debate tasks are CBI tasks.
The opportunities for dynamic and integrated learning are limitless in CBI and
enhanced through classroom debate. I hope that you agree that there are clear
advantages to using these activities in content-based instruction and that you will
consider incorporating debate in your next theme-based unit.
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ABSTRACT
Perception Analyzer® dial-meter technology has been increasingly deployed to
track and display aggregate plots of focus group members’ real-time responses
to argumentation in televised political debates convened in Australia, Germany,
the US, and elsewhere. This paper examines data cited to establish the Perception
Analyzer’s reliability and validity; traces the tool’s historical roots to a Cold
War machine nicknamed “Little Annie”; explores recent public controversies
surrounding the tool’s use; and reflects on how real-time dial-metering shapes
the political terrain through a hidden curriculum that teaches contestable notions
of public debate spectatorship and citizenship. The global focus of analysis
frames these topics against the backdrop of the 2013 “Doha Declaration,” a call
to position youth-led argumentation and debate as a motor force for bottom-up
transformation of the Middle East.
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LITTLE ANNIE’S HIDDEN CURRICULUM: THE PEDAGOGY
AND POLITICS OF DIAL-METERING PUBLIC DEBATES
The 2012 presidential debates conducted in the United States and Egypt featured
moments of intense verbal confrontation that alienated many in the television
viewing audience. Both debates were also marked as profit-driven products
marketed by major media corporations. And while the strong tradition of televised
presidential debates in the US likely assures that a new round of such debates will
be renewed in the 2016 election cycle, could the 14 May, 2012 debate between
Egyptian presidential candidates Abdel-Moneim Abul Futoh and Amr Moussa,
aired on two private Egyptian television channels, ONTV and Dream, wind up being
the “first and last” (Abdul-Latif, 2013) such debate in the post-Arab Spring Middle
East?
The question invites us to delve deeper into the argumentative dynamics driving
the respective events, and to reflect on how emergent patterns of argumentation
and technology-driven debate practices circulate mimetically (see Goodnight &
Green, 2010; Pfister, 2011) in the global “network society” (Castells, 2000). The
occasion of the Fourth International Conference on Argumentation, Rhetoric,
Debate and the Pedagogy of Empowerment (hereafter “Fourth ICARD”) convened
11-13 January, 2013 in Doha, Qatar, yielded fertile opportunities to pursue precisely
these types of questions, as simultaneous translation resources provided by
the Qatar Foundation enabled more than 300 argumentation scholars from 38
different nations to converse seamlessly across the Arabic-English divide. Further,
the Fourth ICARD’s location in Qatar afforded a future-looking perspective on the
question of televised political debates in the Arab world, as one near-term window
for such debates may well open when Qatar holds its first-ever national legislative
elections scheduled for the latter part of 2013.
The “Doha Declaration”- an ambitious call to position East-West, youth-led
argumentation and debate as a motor force for bottom-up transformation of the
Middle Eastern political terrain (see “Building international,” 2013; Qatar News
Agency, 2013; Varghese, 2013) - cues attention to the fact that the Arab world’s
pursuit of argumentation is occurring on multiple levels.1 Not only are journalists
and political leaders integrating debate practices into nascent democratic
processes on institutional levels; at the grassroots, thousands of teachers and
students are embracing study and practice of argumentation and debate to
cultivate the next generation of Arab political leaders. As Her Highness Sheikha
Moza bint Nasser (2013) explained in her opening address to the Fourth ICARD
conference in Doha, “That is why our vision for education and development in

1 Text of the Doha Declaration: “We, delegates participating at The 4th International Conference on Argumentation,
Rhetoric, Debate, and the Pedagogy of Empowerment – having convened in Doha from 11 to 13 January, 2013:
• Bear in mind the various challenges facing researchers, academics, and educators,
• Recognize the need to spread the culture of dialogue and debating and promote the values of the pedagogy of
empowerment, being the best remedy for the world’s woes today,
• Adopt the “The Doha Declaration” and call upon all relevant international and government organizations, decision
makers, politicians, intellectuals, scientists, and media intelligentsia, and the civil society and NGOs to:
1.
Invest the human heritage in the fields of debate and dialogue and globalize the principle of “dialogue as a thought
and practice.”
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Qatar includes educational curricula and teaching methods based on debate,
deepening the culture of dialogue, developing the dialogue capacity of students,
stimulating the critical thinking they have and promoting the spirit of innovation in
the industry of ideas, in order to prepare them for leadership roles in the present
and the future.”
In what follows, a brief review of youth-led public debating initiatives in the West
(part one), paves the way for recap of the ways that different technologies have
served as tools for measuring audience responses to political debates (in part
two). Part three engages scholarly literature addressing the Perception Analyzer’s2
internal and external validity, part four frames relevance of the analysis in the
context of recent and unfolding political debates in the Middle East, and part five
synthesizes these strands in commentary that links the Perception Analyzer’s
“hidden curriculum” to emergent pedagogical practices flowing from the 2013
Doha Declaration.

YOUTH-LED PUBLIC DEBATING
The study of televised political candidate debates from the vantage point of
argumentation and debate is especially appropriate given the strong tradition
of youth-led public television debates in the West. For example, the Flashpoint
debate series broadcast by the University of Vermont Debating Union has
produced over 440 student-driven discussions on controversial topics such as gun
control, health policy, and terrorism over the past decade (Flashpoint Television,
2013). This program is particularly noteworthy for its ability to navigate deftly the

2.

Rationalize the theoretical efforts and invest these efforts in practical programs that build dialogue and
communication bridges between nations and countries, irrespective of their language, religion, culture, or
civilization.
3.
Use/Adopt dialogue as a means of/ mechanism for affirming the right to be different while recognizing the need
to manage difference in a peaceful and civil manner and to create the necessary space for free discussion and
exchange of ideas.
4.
Build a network of international institutions that promote dialogue and debate, utilizing the media and commination
[sic] technologies to achieve this goal.
5.
Integrate debate and dialogue into the educational, cultural and media curricula as these are the incubators
through which people are taught the values and skills of dialogue; and establish relevant centers to achieve this
goal.
6.
Establish partnerships with civil society and public organizations that work in the area of dialogue and debate and
supporting their efforts in the field of upbringing and training the youth on the values of debate and dialogue and
their ethics and manners.
7.
Make the International Conference on Argumentation, Rhetoric, Debate, and the Pedagogy of Empowerment a
periodic gathering event that underscores the values and culture of dialogue in different counties across the globe.
8.
Heighten the value of an Olympiad on dialogue and debate, so that it becomes a widely recognized international
tradition.
9.
Develop studies and research on the culture of debate and dialogue.
10. 10. Reinforce dialogue between different intellectual and cultural schools through specialized academic seminars
and forums, and embrace the youth in environments that aid in enhancing and developing their dialogue and
debate sills [sic].
2 We, delegates representing researchers, academics and educators participating at the 4th International Conference
on Argumentation, Rhetoric, Debate, and the Pedagogy of Empowerment, express our appreciation and thanks to Qatar
Foundation for the resounding and successful organization and hosting of this conference. We also highly appreciate the
high level of professionalism exhibited by the organizers and the excellent infrastructure that was made available for the
hosting of the conference.
Issued in Doha on 13 January 2013. (QatarDebate, 2013; see also Business Wire, 2013).
The term “Perception Analyzer” refers to a specific continuous audience response measurement tool, marketed, and
distributed by Dialsmith, Inc. See http://www.perceptionanalyzer.com/
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delicate balance between argumentative friction and co-operative discussion (see
also Kahn and Murphy, 1929; Howes, 1931). 3
During the early days of US network television, NBC worked with the intercollegiate
debate community to produce Championship Debates, a seven-week series of
public debates broadcast live from Radio City, New York. The debates featured
intercollegiate students debating both sides of resolutions such as “Subsidies
for College Athletes Should Be Abolished”; “The Federal Government Should
Undertake a Fallout Shelter Program”; and “The United States Should Adopt a
Program of Compulsory Health Insurance for All Citizens” (see Fig. 1).

3 On the perennial tension between “discussion” and “debate” in the history of American communication pedagogy, see
Keith (2007). A comparable distinction, in the Arab context, rests between hiwar (dialogue) and monodara (debate); see
Maarafi (2013).
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Figure 1. Championship Debates Television Program. Source: NBC
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James McBath, moderator of Championship Debates, went on to convene the
intercollegiate policy debate community’s first national developmental conference
in 1974, the so-called “Sedalia Conference.” The conference proceedings, edited by
McBath (1975), anticipated many themes that would be echoed later in the Second
National Conference on Forensics (Parson, 1984), as well as the Wake Forest
National Debate Conference (Louden, 2010).
Numerous papers and workshops presented at the Fourth ICARD conference
connected and extended the developmental themes that were prominent at these
earlier American conferences. For example, Mahmood Zaki Alani’s (2013) paper
reflected on pedagogical efforts in Iraq to develop a computer-assisted program
for teaching argumentation skills. Writing from a Saudi Arabian perspective,
Abdullah Khalfan Alayesh (2013) analyzed “Debate Style and Applications in
Islamic Educational Thought.” Bibi Msaitir Alajmi (2013), of Kuwait University,
convened a workshop on “How to Discover Personal Styles for a More Effective
Debate.” Qatar Foundation’s commitment, punctuated in the Doha Declaration,
to use the establishment of a network of debate centers across the Arab world as
a strategy for bottom-up political change in the region, represents perhaps the
most ambitious developmental program for debate in modern history (Qatar News
Agency, 2013; Varghese, 2013).4
The history of student exchange debating tours provides yet another strand of
debate practice that helps contextualize study of televised political candidate
debates from the perspective of argumentation pedagogy. Numerous tours have
linked British, American, Irish, Russian, and Japanese debaters in collaborative
efforts to produce public debates (see, e.g., Woods & Konishi, 2008). One
particular debate serves as an especially salient example for the present study—the
Oxford-Northwestern public debate, conducted during the 1988 British debating
tour of the US. This debate, sponsored by the Annenberg Foundation, brought
leading student debaters together with noted experts to debate a motion that
explored the tradeoff between political candidates’ right to privacy versus the
public’s right to know (C-SPAN, 1988; see Fig. 2).

4 The broader themes and political analyses featured at the Fourth ICARD conference also position it firmly within the
family of the four major argumentation conferences that have spurred global scholarly exchange over the past several
decades. These conferences are the Alta Argumentation Conference (convened in the US biennially, beginning in 1979);
the Ontario Society for the Study of Argumentation Conference (convened in Canada biennially, beginning in 1995);
the International Society for the Study of Argumentation Conference (convened in the Netherlands quadrennially,
beginning in 1986); and the Tokyo Argumentation Conference (convened in Japan quadrennially, beginning in 2000).
A comprehensive overview of the scholarly trajectories shaped by the four different schools of thought driving
the conferences listed above can be found in Fundamentals of Argumentation Theory: A Handbook of Historical
Backgrounds and Contemporary Developments (van Eemeren, et al, ed., 1996).
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Figure 2. Frank Luntz, Moderator of 1988 Oxford-Northwestern Annenberg Debate.
Source: C-SPAN.
The debate format encouraged audience participation, with moderator Frank
Luntz (1988), himself a former Oxford Union debater, explaining at the outset,
“the purpose of tonight’s debate is for you in the audience to get up and to
participate. And that means you have to get up out of your seats and intervene on
the speakers when they are in the process of speaking.” As Luntz (1988) further
exhorted, “because if the audience doesn’t participate – if you just sit here and
watch and you don’t get involved –you will not get the most out of this program.”
The 1988 C-SPAN debate serves as an intriguing artifact for understanding
how the training of students in the art of debate can facilitate translation of the
argumentation skill-set into professional settings. For example, Oxford student
debater Michael Gove went on to be elected as a British Member of Parliament,
and he is now serving his second term as Secretary of State for Education.
Northwestern University student debater Scott Maberry adapted his debating
skill set to the legal profession, where he now is international trade partner at the
Washington, DC firm Sheppard Mullin. Perhaps most salient for the present study
is the fact that over 20 years later, moderator Frank Luntz continues in his role
on national television, where he frequently convenes focus groups of undecided
voters to watch political candidate debates, studying their responses and sharing
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his analysis on live national television. For these efforts, he has been called the
“Nostradamus of polls,” and a “master of words” (LuntzGlobal, 2013). Key to
Luntz’s notoriety is his clever utilization of advanced communication technology,
especially the “Perception Analyzer” dial meter tool for measuring audience
response to live speech. Before we explore further this specific technology,
however, it will be useful to step back and frame the tool in an evolutionary arc
vis-a-vis earlier instantiations of similar technology.

THE “HUMAN-MEASURE” CHALLENGE
An enduring challenge in the Western rhetorical tradition concerns the extent
to which the influence of speeches can be discerned by measuring audience
responses. Protagoras’ famous “human measure” fragment laid the foundation
for this challenge in 5th century BC Greece. Provided with sufficient deliberative
opportunity, Protagoras (1972) suggested, humans could work together
co-operatively, through argumentative give-and-take, to reach reliable judgments
about the relative value of things (see also Mendelson, 2002; Schiappa, 1991). This
was extended in a formal debate setting to Roman Senate, where human bodies
themselves served as measurement tools, with legislators registering their votes by
rising from their seats and exiting through a certain door designated to count their
vote.
In the early 20th century, use of paper ballots proved popular for measuring shifts
of audience opinion before and after student-led public debates (see Fig. 3).
During the same era, communication researchers developed devices, such as the
“psycho-galvanometer,” to measure audience responses to stimulus in a fashion
that bypassed notoriously unreliable self-reporting procedures (Malin, 2009, 2011).
A similar scientific impulse drove the “Program Analyzer” project, led by American
sociologist Paul Lazarsfeld and Columbia Broadcasting System executive Paul
Stanton. Working together, Lazarsfeld and Stanton developed and refined “Little
Annie” (their informal moniker for the “Program Analyzer”) as a tool for measuring
audience responses to radio programming in content areas such as music, drama,
and political news (Hollonquist & Suchman, 1944). Early versions of Little Annie
featured three push buttons, which study participants would press every second
or so to register the degree of their satisfaction with programming content under
investigation, with the pushbutton data from study participants aggregated later to
form detailed response graphs.
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Figure 3. Audience Shift Ballot, circa 1930. Source: William Pitt Debating Union
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Subsequent versions of the Program Analyzer substituted Little Annie’s threepushbutton interface with a more sophisticated and granular dial meter device that
enabled researchers to harvest audience feedback on a nine-point, or even 100point scale (with the middle setting on each device indicating a neutral standpoint,
and both extremes representing intense approval or disapproval of content under
consideration).
While the Perception Analyzer has long been used for studies of audience
responses to myriad types of content, 2004 marked an important transition point
for integration of the technology into the political candidate debate process. In
the Gore/Bush US presidential debate, for the first time, continuous response
measurement results displayed in real-time to the public viewing audience, were
overlaid on the live video feed of the debate. This practice would gain popularity in
2008, and blossom dramatically in 2012, with multiple networks using continuous
response measurement (CRM) technology in overlay (hereafter “CRM overlay”)
mode (Schill & Kirk, 2009).
By way of comparison, Arab television stations also integrated live overlays
accompanying debate broadcasts in 2012, yet they used different technology.
For example, Al Jazeera, the Doha-based network, overlaid a live Twitter feed of
audience reaction to US presidential debates between candidates Mitt Romney
and Barack Obama. In Egypt, television stations scrolled, below the live video feed
of the May 2012 Abul Futoh/Moussa debate, results of instant polls conducted on
their sister internet sites (Abdul-Latif, 2013). It is revealing to highlight differences
between the various technologies utilized in this respect. Namely, CRM dial meter
results report a continuous stream of audience reaction from a handful of voters
being dial-metered in a remote location. These voters can’t “turn off” the dials,
as each of their devices transmits a steady stream of input data to an aggregated
data pool that is used to generate a continuous graph that appears overlaid below
the live video feed. In contrast, live Twitter feed and instant poll results incorporate
reactions from viewers who make deliberate decisions to weigh in and offer their
responses, on a time schedule that they control.
The temporal difference in the recursive feedback loop here will become important
in our later analysis. For now it is sufficient to underscore the distinction with two
examples from the Fourth ICARD conference. In the opening session, moderator
Jassim Al Azzawi, a television commentator and talk show host at Al Jazeera,
deployed a deft maneuver to prime the audience question-answer portion of the
conference’s opening panel discussion. Near the end of the opening segment,
Al Azzawi addressed the audience and said, “in five minutes, you’ll have an
opportunity to ask questions of the panelists, so be thinking of your questions.”
In doing so, he opened the time window for reflection that distinguished the
ensuing exchange from an “instant response” genre of feedback produced by dial
meter technology. Al Azzawi was so successful that the quality of dialogue was
sufficiently engaging to spur Her Highness Sheikha Moza to turn to the audience
and ask for a show of hands in response to her own question: “How many of you
accept the principles of debate at home?”
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There was some confusion in the ensuing reflection period regarding the results
of Sheikha Moza’s intervention. At one point, Her Highness asked Al Azzawi
directly for results of the informal poll, to which he replied, “about 80 percent
raised their hands.”5 Some 24 hours later, an opportunity presented itself to
extend the discussion. Using the TurningPoint® Audience Response System, the
author reprised a version of Her Highness’ question to the audience gathered
for a keynote address at the Fourth ICARD, inviting audience members to key
in their responses to the question on a five-point scale (see Fig. 4). The results
yield an intriguing, yet unscientific, sample of audience reaction to a question,
falling somewhere in between the rigor of an informal hand vote in a scientific
poll. But they also illustrate a method of sampling audience opinion that opens a
temporal window for reflection—the initial question was asked 24 hours before, so
the audience had time to think. Indeed, Sheikha Moza’s original question was the
topic of much conversation that evening’s discussions following the conference’s
opening session.

Figure 4. TurningPoint Audience Response System Results.

LITTLE ANNIE GROWS UP
As we learned from the previous section, Frank Luntz owes much of his
current standing as a leading political pundit to his innovative use of dial meter
technology. Indeed, LuntzGlobal promotional material trumpets, “Other research
methodologies provide information. Our use of Instant Response guarantees
perfection . . . And our dial technology allows you to reach into the very hearts
and minds of the people you are trying to reach in a measurable, scientific fashion.

5 The theme of women’s empowerment raised by Sheikha Moza’s intervention echoes broader trends in Qatar relating
to the state’s enfranchisement of women (see Lambert, 2011). Sheikha Moza’s riposte, “I want 95 percent but not 99.9
percent” represents a subtle critique of fraudulent elections conducted previously by Arab sheikhdoms.
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Their opinions are compiled and displayed instantly right on the screen, moving
in real time right over your own words.” Majestic MRSS (2013), an Indian firm
marketing the Perception Analyzer to Middle Eastern markets, claims among
the advantages of using Perception Analyzer: “It provides honest and unbiased
feedbacks” and can “can capture participants’ true opinions, feelings, and
perceptions.”
These dramatic statements mark a pivotal point in the historical evolution of
technological tools for measuring audience response. They are certainly claims that
would have raised the eyebrows of Protagoras, original progenitor of the “human
measure” doctrine. But how well are these marketing claims supported by scholarly
research? One useful way to explore this question is to consider the work of Dan
Schill and Rita Kirk, two US professors of communication at Southern Methodist
University. Not only did the Schill-Kirk tandem play a key role in successfully
convincing top CNN management to pilot Perception Analyzer technology as
part of that network’s coverage of primary debates in the 2007 election cycle
(see Cantu & McGraw, 2008); their initiative resulted in CNN eventually embracing
full-blown integration of Perception Analyzer overlays into all of their subsequent
presidential debate coverage (Schill & Kirk, 2009):
CNN thinks dial-testing has boosted its debate ratings, helping it reach 9.2 million
viewers [for the second debate], more than any other cable news channel, and
giving it the highest percentage of 25- to 54-year-old viewers (the age group
advertisers are most interested in). That suggests that dial-testing is likely to play
an increased role in the coverage of future debates. (Boyd, 2008)
Schill and Kirk’s chapter in the 2009 edited collection, Real-Time-Response
Measurement in the Social Sciences shares further details on this process and lays
out the scholarly literature base supporting their project. In a key paragraph, they
argue:
One issue that should be put to rest is the notion that RTR is an inherently unsound
methodology ... Ignoring the large body of research finding strong reliability
and validity of the RTR methodology (Baggaley 1987; Biocca et al 1994; Boyd &
Hughes 1992; Fenwick & Rice 1991; Hughes 1992; Hughes & Lennox 1990; Maier et
al 2007; Hallonquist & Peatman 1947; Hallonquist & Suchman 1979; Pham et al 1993;
Schwerin 1940), these critics mistake the real time response reaction of the dial
focus group with a large scale public opinion poll which relies on equal probability
random sampling to estimate the attitudes of a larger sample. (Schill & Kirk, 2009,
168) 6

6 Real-time response (RTR) and continuous response measurement (CRM) are used almost interchangeably in the
relevant scholarly literature.

148

MITCHELL

Schill and Kirk’s distinction here between a dial focus group and a large-scale
public opinion poll warrants further reflection. Focus groups that generate
audience response data to an event using CRM technology lack the sampling
control features that large-scale public opinion polls use to generate valid
generalizations regarding public opinion. Notably, Schill and Kirk deploy this
distinction to counter criticisms of dial focus groups, arguing that such criticisms
are founded on the mistaken premise that the focus groups function as public
opinion polling tools. This distinction will figure prominently in our later analysis.
But for now, it is useful to observe that in offering this caveat on the one hand,
Schill and Kirk gloss over a related, yet perhaps even more important caveat, on
the other - the distinction between the use of CRM as a study tool in laboratory
settings, and the use of CRM as a technology to generate real-time graph overlays
for live viewing audiences of political candidate debates. Schill and Kirk made their
mark by working with CNN to deploy the tool in the latter mode. Yet, each of the
11 studies they cite to establish that there exists a “large body of research finding
strong reliability and validity of the RTR methodology” (Schill & Kirk, 2009, 168)
assesses the CRM technology in the controlled laboratory mode, not the live graph
overlay mode. The upshot of this aporia can be explored in two dimensions that are
differentiated by a fundamental distinction in this area of social science research
between internal and external validity. This distinction has deep roots in empirical
scholarship, but in the CRM context, Marcus Maurer and Carsten Reinemann
(2009, 10) explain, “Internal validity concerns the question whether RTR really
measures what it is supposed to measure... External validity concerns the question
of whether the results of studies using experimental designs can be generalized to
natural settings.”

CRM’S INTERNAL VALIDITY
How well do the studies cited by Schill and Kirk support their claim that the CRM
tool has strong internal validity? A closer look at the list of studies beginning with
the very first citation in their key paragraph (cited above) reveals some surprising
findings. John Baggaley’s 1987 paper surveyed a series of case studies on CRM
tools deployed to measure various audiences’ continual responses to artifacts,
including a televised US presidential debate, a documentary film, a video cartoon,
and an educational video. Given that Schill and Kirk cite the Baggaley paper
to establish CRM’s reliability and validity, it is perhaps surprising to note that
Baggaley’s survey raises a wide-ranging number of questions regarding CRM’s
performance in the areas of noise filtering7, undershooting, and overshooting 8 ,

7 “In educational media research, for instance, the extent to which a measure such as moment-by-moment appeal can
actually predict overall learning is debatable. Similarly, little is known about the criteria by which a meaningful shift in
response can be distinguished from a random one” (Baggaley, 1987, 219).
8 “The manufacturers of dial-based systems commonly suggest that this is an attractive feature of their technology.
However, greater freedom of response and a potentially infinite response scale do not ultimately yield more reliable
measures of psychological impact, for they are subject to constant over- and undershooting errors known as habituation
and anticipation bias respectively (Woodworth & Schlosberg, 1961)” (Baggaley, 1987, 228).
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psychometric error9, and construct validity 10. Baggaley even relates an anecdote
concerning his own attempt to correct a dramatic, knee-jerk overreaction to CRM
results that transpired during one of his studies: “In one case, the writer had to
restrain a TV producer from summarily firing the program presenter in response
to low rates of audience reaction that were observed during his appearances. It
was pointed out that a low rating for visual appeal did not necessarily disqualify
the presenter as a good educator. Conversely, a program or program presenter
may receive a consistently high moment-by-moment rating, and yet be obviously
failing in its attempt to fulfill the main program objective” (Baggaley, 1987, 227).
Summarizing all his concerns, Baggaley (1987) says, “the validity and reliability of
continual response data are open to question” (217).
Several other citations in the Schill and Kirk list come from the 1940s-era analyses
of the Stanton-Lazarsfeld “Program Analyzer,” the machine nicknamed “Little
Annie.” This should cue our attention to the fact that deeper historical analysis of
Little Annie may be warranted in order to come to grips with the contemporary
issues of “Perception Analyzer” dial meter technology. With respect to internal
validity, it is useful to note caveats accompanying this early research. For example,
the study by Horace Schwerin (1940), cited by Schill and Kirk (2009, 168), utilizes a
small audience sample to explore Little Annie’s validity as a tool to measure radio
listeners’ responses to different types of programming.
As an advertising executive, Schwerin was clearly a cheerleader for Little Annie,
yet his findings hardly inspire robust enthusiasm for the nascent product: “In view
of the size of the sample none of these results can be accepted as conclusive but
their general tenor is at least encouraging.” Regarding capability of the tool to
yield reliable data measuring audience reaction to news items, Schwerin (1940)
concluded, “for programs consisting of rather similar items, a larger group of test
persons will be needed to get reliable results” (745).
A brief look at two of the representative studies cited by Schill and Kirk put
forward to provide empirical support for claims of the dial meter’s reliability and
internal validity as a measurement tool yield a mixed bag of results. Perhaps the
evidence is sufficient to “put to rest” the notion “that RTR is an inherently unsound
methodology” (Schill & Kirk, 2009, 168), yet it seems quite a stretch to conclude

9 “Considered in isolation, the inferential value of continual response data is actually very low. In common with other
forms of data gathered in sequence, they are subject to various types of psychometric error. When the continual ratings
of a program are generally positive, for instance, a momentary lapse in program quality may not elicit the negative
responses that it would otherwise: the segment will seem better in the sequential context than it would when judged on
its own merits. When one program segment follows others which are highly unpopular, on the other hand, its momentary
ratings may suffer by association: it will seem worse than when judged on its own merits. These tendencies to over or
under-estimate in a continual response task are identified as ‘series’ and ‘time-order’ effects (Woodworth & Schlosberg,
1961). The significance of sequence effects in PEAC system studies of reactions to advertising has been established
empirically by Fenwick & Rice (1987): when advertisements were presented at the beginning of a test sequence, they
were virtually always evaluated more positively than when screened later in the sequence” (Baggaley, 1987, 227).
10 “The data provided by continual response technologies can be both graphic and beguiling. Peaks and troughs in
the moment-by-moment response profile invite instant interpretations of, for example, ‘high visual interest’, ‘medium
program appeal’, ‘low presenter credibility’ - and so on, depending on the response measure used. Such interpretations
may be quite invalid (Baggaley, 1987, 227).
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that the data warrants the opposite conclusion, namely that the internal validity of
RTR technology has been definitively established. Nevertheless, Schill and Kirk’s
invocation of Little Annie presents an opportunity, pursued in the following section,
to explore a second dimension of the tool’s validity, its external, or “ecological”
validity. As we shall see later in the paper, this dimension of validity may be
even more important, as it corresponds to the mode in which CRM technology
is increasingly deployed - as a live graphical overlay accompanying real-time
broadcast of televised political debates.

CRM’S ECOLOGICAL VALIDITY
Studies of the CRM dial meter tool designed to assess its internal validity focus
on the extent to which the measurement technology accurately captures the
preferences and opinions expressed by a small group of research subjects in a
controlled laboratory setting. Yet these studies largely defer questions regarding
the extent to which data generated from dial meter focus groups can be
generalized to support broader conclusions about how public audiences react to
live speech events. As Carsten Reinemann and Marcus Maurer (2009, 28) point out,
“external validity concerns the problem of generalization, ie, what inferences can
be drawn from the study’s results to persons, settings, treatments, and outcomes
outside the context of the specific study... One aspect of external validity is
ecological validity, ie, whether stimulus, setting, and measurement instruments
resemble the real life situation and whether a relationship found in a study can be
generalized to real-world situations.” Regarding the literature base on the topic of
the CRM tool’s external validity, Reinemann and Maurer (2009, 28) observe, “there
has hardly been any study investigating such concerns.”
One remarkable exception not noted by Reinemann and Maurer in this context
is the series of studies conducted by Frankfurt school theorist Theodor Adorno,
as part of his work with the Princeton Radio Research Project from 1938-1941. As
noted previously, the Princeton Radio Research Project was an empirical research
initiative led by American sociologist Paul Lazarsfeld and CBS executive Frank
Stanton. That Adorno joined the project at all is a surprising historical accident,
given his strident critiques of commodity capitalism and antipathy for reductive
social science research methodologies. Yet Adorno did indeed join the project, in
part out of deference to Frankfurt School Dean Max Horkheimer, who arranged the
appointment (see Adorno, 1998, 215-244).
A central concept in Adorno’s oeuvre is reification, a process whereby things come
to be measured purely on the basis of their exchange values as commodities in
the capitalist marketplace. Adorno (1998, 223) saw, in Little Annie, one of the
purest forms of reification he had yet encountered in his new life in the US. He
described this phenomenon via reference to a “methodological circle: in order
to get a grasp on the phenomenon ... one would have to use methods that are
themselves reified, as they stood so menacingly before my eyes in the form of that
program analyzer.” Adorno’s shop in the Princeton Radio Research Project dealt
specifically with studying audience uptake of CBS Radio’s music broadcasting. In
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characterizing the Program Analyzer-approach to measuring audience response to
radio programming, Adorno pulled no punches:
Some would approach the problem of radio by formulating questions of this
type: If we confront such and such a sector of the population with such and
such a type of music, what reactions may we expect? How can these reactions
be measured and expressed statistically? The guiding interest behind such
investigations is basically one of administrative technique: how to manipulate
the masses. The pattern is that of market analysis even if it appears to be
completely remote from any selling purpose. It might be research of an
exploitive character, ie, guided by the desire to induce as large a section of the
population as possible to buy a certain commodity. Or it may be what Paul F.
Lazarsfeld calls benevolent administrative research, putting questions such as,
“How can we bring good music to as large a number of listeners as possible?”
Adorno (1945, 211) turned to a popular culture metaphor to elucidate this critique,
comparing the Lazarsfeld-Stanton recipe for measuring audience reaction using
Little Annie to quick-mix cooking: “It is the ideal of Aunt Jemima’s ready-mix for
pancakes extended to the field of music. The listener suspends all intellectual
activity when dealing with music and is content with consuming and evaluating
its gustatory qualities — just as if the music which tasted best were also the
best music possible.” It can be challenging to unpack this metaphor for readers
outside the West, who may not be familiar with ready-made pancake mix. Yet
two comparable products widely available around the globe may provide useful
points of reference: spray-dried instant coffee and instant falafel mix.11 A common
thread tying these products together is that they can all be mass produced on an
industrial scale, prepared and consumed with speed and ease, and packaged and
sold using powerful advertising techniques. Adorno’s critique of Little Annie, as a
tool exhibiting many of these same qualities, proved prescient. Similar objections
have been voiced about the Perception Analyzer, Little Annie’s direct descendant.
Consider how American political analyst Nate Silver’s (2008) commentary on the
perils of the Perception Analyzer echoes Adorno’s earlier remarks about Little
Annie:
The presence of on-screen results from dial-testing groups is something
that needs to be reconsidered during future presidential debates. It’s not
that the squiggly lines aren’t fun to watch. Rather, they’re too much fun to
watch. It’s hard to avert your eyes from them. It’ s hard to separate your
own, independent reaction from theirs. . . .The problem is that the squigglys
may give thirty random strangers from Bumbleweed, Ohio just too damned
much power to influence public perception. The squigglys influence the
home viewers, the home viewers participate in the snap polls, the snap polls
influence the pundits, the pundits influence the narrative and – voila.

11 “For helping to refine cross-cultural extension of this metaphor, thanks are due to Dima Mohammed and Dany Samy
Badran.
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CRM’S HIDDEN CURRICULUM
Schill and Kirk counter Silver’s critique with the assertion that “the broadcasting
of RTR graphs is essentially democratic in purpose and method and an approach
that cultivates a healthier public sphere and citizen engagement” (Schill and Kirk,
2009, 165). In making this claim, Schill and Kirk acknowledge that in live overlay
mode, the CRM tool surpasses mere measurement functionality and begins to
operate pedagogically, teaching the live mass audience certain things about what
they are witnessing, and suggesting, through subtle normative cues, how they
ought to engage debates as learning opportunities. Considering the Program and
Perception Analyzers’ “hidden curriculum” can yield more granular understanding
of this dynamic. The hidden curriculum concept, drawn from educational theory,
posits that each pedagogical act carries, in addition to its surface lessons, a
deeper structure of “non-academic but educationally significant consequences
of schooling that occur systematically but are not made explicit at any level to
the public rationales for education” (Vallance, 1974; see also Illich, 1971). Given the
paucity of studies that have explored the impact of CRM technology in overlay
mode, it is difficult to assess definitively Schill and Kirk’s claims regarding the
“essentially democratic” character of the tool’s hidden curriculum. Yet the four
such studies that have engaged precisely this question point toward some startling
implications.
One study, led by Emory public health professor James Weaver, was inspired by
the “the emerging concern - that the convergence of a computerized research
tool with political news reporting might compel, bias, or distort public opinion “
(Weaver, et al, 2009, 51). To explore this phenomenon, Weaver’s research team
“simulated computerized continuous response measurement (CRM) graphics
overlaid onto apolitical video content to produce three (negative, neutral, positive)
experimental manipulations” (Weaver, et al, 2009, 52). Their findings, that “CRM
graphic displays proved to be a relative effective means of audience manipulation”
(Weaver, et al, 2009, 54), supported a concluding hypothesis that “presentation
of a CRM graphic unambiguously showing others’ perceptions may result in a
homogenization of audience opinion toward congruence with the CRM data
although such data may be derived from an unknown, invalid, and/or reliable
sample . . . The display of CRM graphics may, for example, stimulate the bandwagon effect phenomenon” (Weaver, et al, 2009, 51).12

12 “This tendency is reinforced by what might be called a validity slope—journalists slide down the slope as they let
ratings drive programming. Initial caveats regarding the limited generalizability of CRM focus group data gradually give
way to bolder claims. The slope is evident as one progresses from the sterile laboratory applications for the Perception
Analyzer, to overlay mode, to polling mode, to finally, use of the measurement tool to “judge” the verdict of a presidential
debate. For example, consider CNN journalist Erin Burnett’s comments interpreting CRM overlay data generated during
the first Romney/Obama US presidential debate in 2012: “The overall takeaway here, though, is that of those moments
that scored incredibly high, Romney had more of them in our audience of 39 undecided voters, than Barack Obama
did — seven of them, and only about four for Barack Obama” (Burnett, 2012). CNN’s Soledad O’Brien (2008) exhibited a
similar slide down the validity slope, when she called her network’s CRM focus group a “microcosm” of society during the
2008 US Vice-presidential debate.
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This “bandwagon effect” was even more pronounced in a similar study of audience
response to a video recording of the 1984 Reagan-Mondale presidential debate.
Rather than hook up viewers to dial meters for the purpose of measuring their
continuous, real-time responses to the debate, psychology professor Steven Fein
and colleagues generated fake CRM graphs overlaid on the Reagan-Mondale
debate recording. One graph was heavily tilted in favor of Reagan, seeming to
show an aggregate plot of CRM data that spiked when Reagan spoke and dipped
during Mondale’s speaking turns. A different arm of the study was exposed to the
same video recording of the debate, but with the video accompanied by another
fake CRM overlay that appeared to show enthusiastic audience responses to
Mondale, with tepid approval of Reagan’s argumentation. Even though the two
study arms viewed the same debate, the different CRM overlay data cued the
two groups to evaluate the debate differently, with a whopping, 36-point swing
in difference of opinion (see Fig. 5): “As can be seen in Figure 3, participants who
saw a graph suggesting that their peers saw Reagan as winning the debate rated
Reagan’s performance more than 15 points better than Mondale’s, whereas they
rated Reagan’s performance more than 20 points worse than Mondale’s if they
saw a graph suggesting that their peers saw Mondale perform better, resulting in
a net difference of about 36 points, F(1, 92) = 51.74, p <.0001” (Fein, Goethals, and
Kugler, 2007, 180).

Figure 5. CRM overlay audience effect. Source: (Fein, et al, 2007)
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A third study, by British psychologists Colin Davis, Jeffrey Bowers, and Amima
Memon, generated similar data regarding the impact of CRM overlays on live
viewing audiences gathered to watch television coverage of the 2010 Brown/
Clegg UK election debate (Davis, Bowers and Memon, 2011).13 As they concluded,
“our data indicate that viewers exposed to the worm [CRM overlay] are subject to
social influence processes which later form the basis of their opinions. Thus, the
responses of a small group of individuals could, via the worm, influence millions of
voters. This possibility is not conducive to a healthy democracy, and therefore we
argue that broadcasters should avoid the simultaneous presentation of average
response data with televised election debates” (Davis, Bowers and Memon, 2011, 7).
The most comprehensive study of the impact of CRM overlay technology on
audience reception to date is Barbara Wolf’s (2010) doctoral dissertation,
Beurteilung politischer kandidaten in TV-duellen effekte rezeptionsbegleitender
fremdmeinungen auf zuschauerurteile [“The evaluation of political candidates in TV
debates: Effects of third party opinions on viewer reception”]. For this study, Wolf
recruited 100 German subjects to view a video recording of the 2006 Austrian
presidential debate featuring candidates Heinz-Christian Strache and Alfred
Gusenbauer. Using a modified version of the Fein and Weaver study designs, Wolf
created fictional CRM overlay graphs that favored one candidate over the other,
then measured how different study arms, exposed to the different fictional graphs,
evaluated the debate. Wolf’s (2010) findings largely confirmed the “bandwagon”
effect originally detected by Fein and Weaver, with her detailed analysis
contributing several original insights regarding the influence of CRM overlay
technology and possible implications for the democratic process in a televisionsaturated media environment. Regarding the influence of CRM overlays on public
opinion in the context of televised political debates, Wolf concludes:
CRM displays clearly have an effect. The viewers of a TV debate are influenced
to a greater extent by the perception of a CRM display when evaluating the
third-party opinion climate than when personally judging who might win the TV
debate . . . . [such displays] could also possibly determine the basic tenor of the
media coverage. (Wolf, 2010, 232)
These findings are out of sync with Schill and Kirk’s (2009, 167) sanguine
perspective that the CRM overlay is “just one more piece of information for viewers
to consider.” Further, Schill and Kirk (2009, 167) offer no data to support their
claim that the “bandwagon effect” would not apply to CNN’s use of CRM overlays.
Indeed, Schill and Kirk’s warrant for this claim, that the Fein and Weaver studies’
use of college students as research subjects limits relevance of their conclusions,
seems curiously at odds with the fact that elsewhere, Schill and Kirk themselves
rely on studies of college students to support their assertion that CRM tools have
strong internal validity and reliability in laboratory settings. Additionally, Schill

13 Thanks to Dominik Daling for calling existence of this study to my attention.
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and Kirk (2009, 167) offer no evidence to support the warrant undergirding their
critique of “bandwagon effect” studies, namely that college students “do not have
the interest, motivation or ability to process the message, so they instead look to
the graph as a heuristic cue as to how to respond to the message.”14
But even if one discounts any possible “bandwagon effect” produced by CRM
overlays, careful reflection on the subtle interpretive cues conveyed to viewers
by real-time Perception Analyzer graphs during presidential debates yields some
troubling implications. Such understanding can be cultivated by turning to a
separate strand of social psychology research—those studies that explore how time
compression insidiously shapes the human decision-making process.
One such study investigated the effect of police officers to cognitively control
their racial stereotypes in an ambiguous threat setting. Psychologist Keith Payne
and colleagues (Payne, Lambert and Jacoby, 2002) found that when placed under
progressively increased time pressure to make judgments regarding whether black
or white subjects in a potential threat environment were wielding a gun, subjects
tended to lose “cognitive control” of their own decision-making process. Facing
added “deadline pressure,” they tended to rely more on psychological biases
to make decisions, for example leading them to “stereotypically misidentify”
ambiguous objects as guns when held by black suspects in a threat environment.
Malcolm Gladwell notices a similar phenomenon, “thin slicing,” occasionally at
work in political contexts: “Many people who looked at Warren Harding saw how
extraordinarily handsome and distinguished looking he was and jumped to the
immediate-and entirely unwarranted conclusion that he was a man of courage
and intelligence and integrity. They didn’t dig below the surface. The way he
looked carried so many powerful connotations that it stopped the normal process
of thinking dead in its tracks. The Warren Harding error is the dark side of rapid
cognition. It is at the root of a good deal of prejudice and discrimination” (Gladwell,
2005).
Gladwell’s dramatic warning, highlighted in the context of an ecological validity
framework, foregrounds troubling dimensions of the Perception Analyzer tool
when that tool is deployed in CRM overlay mode during televised political debates.
Results from four scholarly studies converge to suggest that such use of the instant
response technology produces substantial effects on live viewing audiences.
Erroneous statements by journalists, who tend to interpret data generated by
CRM overlays as public opinion polling results or evidence of a “public verdict” on
the debate winner, may inadvertently amplify these effects. Further, and perhaps
more insidiously, Adorno’s Frankfurt School critique of the original Little Annie
technology reminds us to consider the subtle effects of the CRM overlay’s “hidden

14 The two studies cited in this essay regarding CRM overlay effects published after appearance of Schill and Kirk’s
(2009) chapter feature general population research subjects (Davis, Bowers and Memon, 2011; Wolf, 2010), while the UK
study (Davis, Bowers and Memon, 2011) measures audience reaction to a live political debate conducted in the home
country of the research subjects. These study design features address both of Schill and Kirk’s criticisms of earlier CRM
overlay studies finding “bandwagon” effects.
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curriculum,” especially its tendency to teach citizens that judgments regarding
political speeches can be formed almost instantaneously following initial exposure
to an argument, with little or no time for reflective deliberation.

REIFICATION OF CULTURAL TECHNOLOGY AND POST-ARAB
SPRING PUBLIC DEBATING
American argumentation theorists Ronald Greene and Darrin Hicks’ (2005)
formulation of debate as a “cultural technology” is closely tied to the preceding
section’s analysis of the “hidden curriculum” embedded within Little Annie and
her technical descendants, such as the Perception Analyzer. According to Greene
and Hicks, specific forms of debate can be interrogated for how they construct
participants as citizens. Focusing on mid-1950s American switch-side policy
debating, Greene and Hicks suggest that this style of debate training functions
as a cultural technology that produces “liberal citizens” predisposed to accept
principles of “American exceptionalism.”
Greene and Hicks’ ingenious approach to analysis of the cultural entailments
associated with debate practices has much to offer, yet their critical reading
strategy is limited by a tendency to drift toward technological determinism
(English, et al, 2007; cf. Hicks and Greene, 2010). Every tool can be fashioned and
deployed differently, in ways that produce different effects and consequences
(Sclove, 1995). For example, consider that while American television networks
were deploying CRM overlays to supplement live video coverage of the 2012 US
presidential debates, Al Jazeera covered the same event by coupling the live video
feed of the Obama-Romney debates with a scrolling text box on the bottom of the
screen, featuring selected Twitter comments submitted by viewers. While Twitter’s
format encourages quick and short comments, the technology does not encourage
audience “thin slicing” in quite the same way that CRM does. The Perception
Analyzer dial meter primes audience members to make judgments literally every
second, and by way of comparison, viewers who formulate and submit tweets do
so within a less compressed temporal window, one in which they control the timing
and trajectory of feedback.
A further illustration of how various instantiations of audience response tools
teach different models of deliberation concerns the author’s use of TurningPoint®
Audience Response System “clickers” to reprise Her Highness Sheikha Moza bint
Nasser’s question regarding argumentation in the home.15 As discussed previously,
that question was originally raised during the Fourth ICARD’s opening session;
a similar question was then repeated, with responses measured using clickers,
the following day. The temporal window separating initial exposure and resulting
judgment shows how deployment of audience response system technologies do
not deterministically enact “thin slicing” and promote snap judgments. Rather,
the point is that different forms and styles of judgment can be encouraged by

15 TurningPoint is an interface, developed and marketed by TurningTechnologies, designed to gather inputs from
audience response system “clickers”; see: http://www.turningtechnologies.com/
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attending to the hidden curriculum embedded within each strategy for deployment
of a tool. While this insight has emerged from discussion of different audience
response system technologies, Adorno’s theory of reification suggests how forms
of debating itself can be analyzed for the degree to which they commodify and
objectify the ideas and practices associated with argumentative exchange. A
dramatic case in point here involves the May 2012 presidential debate in Egypt.

THE 2012 EGYPTIAN DEBATE DEBACLE
Egypt’s first-ever televised presidential debate, and indeed the first debate of its
kind in the history of the Arab world, was held in 2012. By late afternoon in Cairo
on May 10, cafe seats near television sets were packed as an electric sense of
anticipation filled the air, with citizens counting down minutes prior to the 7:00pm
p.m. start time for the event (see Fig. 6). In the first round of the inaugural postArab Spring Egyptian presidential election, 13 candidates were vying to continue
their campaigns in a final session that would match the top two candidates against
each other in a national vote. Preliminary plans discussed in media circles called for
a series of one-on-one debates in the first round of the election, enabling voters to
see a wide slice of the field in action on television. As an early front-runner, AbdelMoneim Abul-Futoh, was pitted against another candidate performing well in the
polls, Amr Moussa, in Egypt’s first-ever election debate (Abdul-Latif, 2013).

Figure 6. Egyptians Watch their Nation’s First-Ever Televised Presidential Debate, May
10, 2012. Source: Edam Abdul-Latif
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By 8:00pm, it became clear that the Abul Futoh/Moussa debate was being
packaged as a corporate media spectacle, with start of the arguments pushed
back by wall-to-wall advertisements. “The debate was aired concurrently on
two satellite channels belonging to prominent Egyptian businessmen Naguib
Sawiris and Ahmed Bahgat,” explains Abdel-Rahman Hussein (2013); “It was not
aired on national television and was full of ad breaks, giving it a Super Bowl-type
atmosphere and leading to criticism that it was a money-making endeavor as much
as it was a historic occasion.” US comedienne Tina Fey even received a cameo
role in plugging the event: “Beforehand, the presenters discussed debates in the
US and Europe, and while talking about the debate between Joe Biden and Sarah
Palin of 2008, footage was aired of Tina Fey impersonating Palin on the satirical
television show Saturday Night Live” (Hussein, 2013).
By 8:30pm, the advertisements finally gave way as Abul Futoh and Moussa
entered the studio to make their opening statements. If the 90-minute advertising
barrage delaying the start of the event was not enough to punctuate the debate’s
Americanized imprint, its Crossfire-style16 format firmly cemented it. In a marathon
debate that ended after 2:00am, Abul Futoh and Moussa peppered each other
aggressively and repeatedly with ad hominem attacks (Abdul-Latif, 2013).17
According to Emad Abdul-Latif (2013), one of Egypt’s leading commentators on
political communication and assistant professor rhetoric and discourse analysis
at Cairo University, many Egyptians interpreted the televised spectacle as an
exhibition of rudeness, with the frequent interruptions and ad hominem attacks
viewed as unseemly and out of step with traditional Arabic cultural values. The fact
that the debate started 90 minutes late and wore on deep into the night added to
the sense that, for a large swath of the viewing population, what the Egyptians had
just witnessed was an alien form of communication delivered to them by a largely
Westernized media complex. Perhaps, then, it should not have been much of a
surprise that in the immediate aftermath of the debate, Abul Futoh and Moussa
tumbled dramatically in the polls, taking them out of contention for consideration
as final candidates for the election’s second session.
The media conglomerates that arranged the event scrapped plans to convene
additional debates between other first-round candidates. And as if pulling their
hands away from a hot stove, key election decision-makers also declined to
arrange a televised debate between Mohamed Morsi and Gen. Ahmed Shafiq, the
two candidates who surged into the final session, leapfrogging past Abul Futoh
and Moussa following their debate debacle.
Egypt plunged into political turmoil shortly after Morsi prevailed in the final
vote. While Western media largely characterized the uprising as a response to

16 Crossfire was a popular US television talk show that was known for its hard-hitting style of argument and counterargument, what CNN president Jonathan Klein called “head-butting debate shows,” after deciding to cancel the program
in 2005 (see Carter, 2005).
17 Generally on ad hominem argumentation, see Walton (1988). For additional commentary on Egyptian political
argumentation in the post-Mubarak era, see Dima Mohammed (2013).
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the Morsi government’s ham-handed handling of soccer protests, the preceding
analysis elucidates broader dynamics at work. The corporate-driven, spectacularly
antagonistic May 2012 televised presidential debate that knocked two candidates
out of contention in Egypt’s first post-Arab Spring presidential election, may well
have primed polarization the electorate and sow seeds of post-election discord.

THE DOHA DECLARATION’S POLITICAL TRAJECTORY
The opening sections of this paper reviewed briefly the historical role of student
debaters in leading televised public discussions of controversial issues facing
Western societies. The lessons of this history may take on added salience in the
context of the Doha Declaration’s commitment to a strategy that positions youth
debating as a key motor engine driving transformation of the Arab world. Indeed,
the ambition and scope of the Doha Declaration project is breathtaking. At a
press conference held during the Fourth ICARD, QatarDebate executive director
Dr Hayat Maarafi announced plans to expand her organization’s debate network
to include a newly-established debate center in Kuwait, adding to similar centers
currently operating in Dubai, Iraq, Morocco, Tunisia, and elsewhere (see Varghese,
2013). The capital resources behind such initiatives are immense. The State of
Qatar’s oil- and gas-fueled budget surplus swelled to $26 billion in late 2012
(Associated Press, 2013), with the state-funded Qatar Foundation awarding some
$5 billion per year in construction contracts alone to build “Education City,” Doha’s
hub of higher learning (Middle East Economic Digest, 2011).
Yet how could more debating, as called for in the Doha Declaration, possibly
counter the corrosive trend of cultural reification, the process that Adorno says
reduces people and ideas into objectified commodities, a process that was
palpably evident in the 2012 Egyptian presidential debate? To glimpse a possible
answer, it may be necessary to engage in what argumentation theorists Chaim
Perelman and Lucie Olbrechts-Tyteca (1969) call “dissociation”—the splitting of a
concept largely perceived to be a singular whole into two constituent parts. In this
context, dissociation enables us to retrieve ancient perspectives such as Isocrates’
(key distinction between debased types of debate like eristic (“wordy-wrangling”
or “verbal jousting”) and the more constructive synercheste (“coming together
deliberatively”).18 A similar dissociative move underlies Her Highness Sheikha
Moza’s elucidation of the debate’s proper rooting in a pedagogical space, where
it stands in opposition to many of the debased cultural entailments of reified
commodity culture and the chaos of militarized antagonisms: “It is specifically
there, where students learn, that the logic of argument vs argument becomes
the civilized alternative to the chaos of weapon vs. weapon, that the dictions of
debate, dialogue and logic are the principles of peace as opposed to aggression,
repression, oppression, and exclusion” (bint Nasser, 2013).
Her Highness Sheikha Moza’s soaring themes are couched in the framework
of a what G Thomas Goodnight (1986) calls “generational argument”—an

18 On “wordy wrangling,” see Isocrates’ (1945) Helen; for discussion of synercheste, see Isocrates’ (1929) Panathenaicus.
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epochal moment that announces new patterns of discourse and communicative
orientations: “The ability to dialogue, to debate and to use rhetoric are among
the most important conditions in these roles that help develop young people to
become representatives of a generation, of an era, of a vision of the future. The
challenges and conditions of the future require confident youth … youth with
strong personalities … youth who have the acceptance of the other… who believe in
dialogue and its logic… who use critical thinking as a means” (bint Nasser, 2013).
Contextualizing the Arab Spring protests as instances of technologically savvy,
youth-led debating, Her Highness Shekha Moza (2013) highlights the power of
argumentation to alter the trajectory of history: “The people’s revolutions in our
region showed us that when the Arab youth could no longer accept the despotism
that set their reality, they took to the alternative reality of social media to conduct
their debates and dialogues. Eventually they succeeded in influencing their
conditions and led the processes that changed their realities.” She continues to
argue that going forward, similar dynamics have potential to propel youth-led
debating as a motor force of bottom-up social change: “The tremendous impact
of technological advances on the nature, form and space of debate now allow
for lively and continuous debate between people all across the world. Our young
people have levels of awareness and education that allow for a structure of
awareness to be built from bottom to top, not vice versa” (bint Nasser, 2013).
Commenting on this palpable sense of forward momentum at the Fourth
ICARD Gala Dinner event, Dr Mohammad Fathy Saoud, then President of Qatar
Foundation for Education, Science and Community Development, remarked that
publication of a specialized dictionary on “Debating Terms” in both Arabic and
English, coupled with the energy of the conference, reminded him “of fifty years
ago, when Arab youth embodied a spirit of debate, but then it waned” (Saoud,
2013; see also ME Newswire, 2013). Saoud’s reference hearkened back to his
experience as an academic in Cairo, Egypt, during a time when the Arab peoples’
imagination was captured by a vision of peaceful pan-Arab co-operation.
On first blush, the prospect that student debaters could assert such prominent
roles in shaping the wider political terrain may seem incongruous. Yet as the
first section of this paper reviewed, Western student debaters, such as Oxford’s
Michael Gove, have an impressive track record of translating their debating skill set
into political leadership positions. Other student debaters successfully use their
debating experience as a springboard to leadership positions in business, law, and
education (Achison & Panetta, 2009; Parcher, 1998).
One short-term challenge facing Qataris will be to figure out precisely how the
QatarDebate Center will fit into the state’s unfolding democratization plans. His
Highness Sheikh Hamad Bin Khalifa Al Thani, Amir of Qatar, has called for
Qatar’s first-ever national legislative elections to be held in June 2013. On this
count, Egypt’s rocky experience during its recent electoral campaign raises red
flags of caution. Yet perhaps Qatar’s electoral glidepath to national elections could
be smoothed by creation of a formal institutional structure, such as a student
parliament, that would provide a vehicle for Qatar’s debating youth to participate
in the state’s new democratically-inflected governance structure.
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Direct youth input into national discussions about formats, timing, and television
coverage of campaign debates, for example, could enable policy-makers and
media leaders to tap the deep well of scholarly knowledge about argumentation
and debate generated by the Fourth ICARD and the Doha Declaration. In the CRM
overlay context, such direct youth involvement into key societal decision-making
might dovetail with Reinemann and Maurer’s recommendation, seconded by
Wolf, for establishment of an “independent organization” tasked with providing
advice on how to design “professional, high-quality” television debates, and also
to generate “appropriate standards with regard to the presentation of conveyed
third-party opinions [eg, CRM overlays] in the accompanying media coverage”
(Wolf, 2010, 237).

FUTURE OF THE DEBATING SPIRIT
The preceding analysis has foregrounded two interlocking questions facing
scholars of argumentation and debate: 1) How can communication technology
be developed and used to best promote the values embodied in the notion
of “argumentation as empowerment”; and 2) How can students learn and
practice public debate in a fashion that redeems argumentation’s promise as an
emancipatory cultural technology?
As the Fourth ICARD conference revealed so dramatically, answers to these
general questions can be pursued via myriad trajectories of analysis. Engaging
such questions via a specific point of departure, this essay has focused on the
recent trend to incorporate Perception Analyzer technology into television
coverage of political debates. Such a vector of analysis is particularly salient,
given that the Perception Analyzer tool is spreading vertically (gaining depth in
US market as more television networks and news organizations incorporate CRM
overlay features into their live political debate coverage) and horizontally (as
corporations such as LuntzGlobal and Majestic MRSS continue to market CRM
technology to new customers in Asia, Europe and the Middle East).
As the scope of CRM applications continues to expand, journalists tend to ignore
scholarly caveats and frame CRM overlays as real-time public opinion polls (eg,
CNN’s Soledad O’Brien, 2008) or debate verdict tools (eg, CNN’s Erin Burnett,
2012). Yet, the technology has not been validated as a polling or debate verdict
tool—only Davis, Bowers and Memon (2011); Fein, et al (2007); Weaver, et al (2009)
and Wolf (2010) have studied CRM technology in overlay mode. Their startling
findings regarding CRM overlay “bandwagon effects” on the formation of public
opinion counsel caution.
Aiming to sketch richer context for understanding such scholarly research, this
essay gestured to earlier studies by Frankfurt School theorist Theodor Adorno.
In his work with the Princeton Radio Research Project, from 1938-1941, Adorno
developed a critique of “Little Annie”—the original CRM technology—that has
proved prescient. As Adorno argued, and as contemporary pundits such as Nate
Silver and others have echoed, CRM overlays teach citizens to form snap-judgment,
error-prone and prejudiced opinions, even though this pedagogy remains
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submerged in what I have termed a “hidden curriculum.” Social psychology
research on how time compression alters the process human judgment elucidates
possible pathways through which this hidden curriculum works. Placing the larger
political stakes in high relief, Malcolm Gladwell suggests that widespread and
uncritical acceptance of such a “thin slicing” approach to political judgment courts
repeat of the tragic “Warren Harding Error,” where the candidate vetting process,
so crucial to democracy’s success, can break down in dramatic fashion.
Practiced well, argumentation and debate can open minds to previously unseen
vistas of possibility. Such a hopeful and future-oriented spirit animates the
ambitious Doha Declaration, the Qatar Foundation’s sweeping call for widespread
pursuit of argumentation pedagogy throughout the Middle East. Looking ahead,
such a wave of bottom-up critical thinking not only carries potential to prepare a
new generation of political leaders, transform social relations, and lay groundwork
for a “dialogue between civilizations” (Khatami, 1997), as opposed to a “clash of
civilizations” (Huntington, 1992). Such blossoming of the spirit of youthful debating
also presents novel opportunities to integrate the energy and critical insight
borne from argumentation into post-Arab Spring political institutions throughout
the Middle East. One modest, yet important step in this direction might entail
endowing the new Qatari Student Parliament with formal advisory powers to
implement Reinemann and Maurer’s recommendation regarding citizen oversight
of televised political debates. In the Arab context, there may be no better group
than young debaters and argumentation scholars to carry out this important role
as guardians of the new democracy. And as QatarDebate’s impressive track record
documents, they are more than up to the task.
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A FEMINIST CRITIQUE OF THE
UNIVERSAL AUDIENCE
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York University, Toronto, Canada

ABSTRACT:
This paper argues that the concept of the universal audience introduced by
Chaim Perelman and Lucie Olbrechts-Tyteca in their book, The New Rhetoric:
A Treatise on Argumentation, depends on a patriarchal type of rationality.
Perelman conceives the universal audience as rational, competent, and capable of
recognizing and adhering to valid and universalizable argument, which depends
on a particular type of rationality that excludes women. The limits of the universal
audience become apparent in light of feminist critique of the maleness of reason
provided by Genevieve Lloyd’s book The Man of Reason. As Lloyd shows, since the
beginnings of philosophical thought, women have always been associated with
unreasonableness and excluded from the realm of rationality. Reason has been
developed with male ideals that exclude women, that devalue femaleness and ways
of knowing associated with women. Our concepts of competence, rationality and
reason are encoded with gender bias and female exclusion. Since our conception
of reason reflects male dominance, then the same can be said about the universal
audience as it relies on a western conception of male reason. I conclude that the
universal audience fails to accommodate women into the arena of argumentation.

Keywords:
Argumentation, feminist critique, particular audience, Chaim Perelman, reason,
rationality, Genevieve Lloyd, universal audience.
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INTRODUCTION
The paper begins with an exploration of the role of audience, particularly universal
audience as used in Chaim Perelman’s rhetorical model of argumentation. In the
second half, a critique of Perelman’s universal audience in light of feminist critique
of the maleness of reason is given; showing the limits of the universal audience.

THE PARTICULAR AND THE UNIVERSAL AUDIENCE
According to Perelman the purpose of argumentation is to increase people’s
adherence to the arguments presented. However, the audience is not merely
the concrete audience, those who are being explicitly addressed or those
reading the argument, but rather those whom the speaker wishes to influence by
argumentation (Crosswhite, 1989, p.158). In The Realm of Rhetoric, Perelman (1982)
explains that this audience encompasses “…all of humanity, or at least all those who
are competent and reasonable—those whom I would call the ‘universal audience’,
which may itself be made up of an infinite variety of particular audiences” (p. 14).
In explaining Perelman’s universal audience, Crosswhite (1989) further writes that
“….constructing a universal audience is not really much different from inventing
arguments to defend one’s conception of universality” (p. 163). In other words,
argumentation which appeals to the universal audience appeals to universalizable
claims. It is important to note that by the universal audience Perelman did not
necessarily mean a concrete existing audience. As Barbara Warnick (2011) points
out, this tendency to view the universal audience as a “ materially existing group
of potential listeners or readers” is a misconstrual of the universal audience, which
should be viewed rather as a “moderating construct in the composing of the
arguments” (p.22). That is, Perelman uses the universal audience to distinguish
between values and facts, which is essentially a distinction between the particular
audience and the universal one. The particular audience assents to values, whereas
the universal audience assents to facts. Perelman employs this distinction to show
which agreements stand firm and persist in argumentation. The move from a
particular audience to a universal one is a move from values to facts, values which
gain greater agreement and become facts. Thus, Crosswhite (1989) explains by
universal values Perelman means “values that have attained the status of facts
or truths—that is, the adherence of the universal audience” (p. 165). Facts and
truths are the result of the agreement that is achieved by the universal audience
for according to Perelman facts and truths are defined by the agreement of the
universal audience. The universal acceptability of something is what makes it
a fact or truth. Hence, arguments aimed at the universal audience must avoid
arguments that are only valid for a particular audience; ie, arguments aimed at
the particular audience will only be valid and are limited to those composing the
audience, whereas arguments addressed to the universal audience will have a
universal appeal (Aikin, 2008, 240). As Scott F Aikin (2008) succinctly states,
an explanatory slogan for the universal audience is “the everybody in anybody”
(p. 240). Accordingly, the universal audience is the “regulative ideal of maximal
intersubjective agreement” (Aikin, 2008, p.239). It is the criterion of how and
when an argument is given credence and becomes acceptable (p. 239). Hence, it is
through the vast commitment and unanimous acceptance of a premise/argument
that the universal audience is reached.
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The difference between the particular audience and the universal is that discourse
addressed to small groups (specific audiences) aims to persuade, whereas
discourse aimed at larger groups, ie, the universal audience, aims to convince
(Perelman, 1982, p. 18). This distinction, explains Perelman, is not about the
numbers of the members of audience, but rather depends on the intention of the
speaker, “Does he want the adherence of some or of every reasonable being?”
(p. 18). But what does it mean to convince the universal audience? And what is a
convincing discourse? Perelman (1982) answers that “a convincing discourse is
one whose premises are universalizable, that is, acceptable in principle to all the
members of the universal audience” (P. 18). An important point to be made here is
that Perelman equates the competent, reasonable, and rational audience with the
universal audience.
Alan Cross (1999) points to the importance of the rational and the reasonable
audience, which comprise the universal audience. He notes that when a speaker is
addressing the universal audience he is not addressing them as Jews, Catholics,
or Republicans but as rational human beings (Cross, p. 206). As such, the
difference between the universal audience and the particular is that the particular
audience is addressed to segments of humanity such as Americans, Republicans,
Medicare, etc, whereas the universal consists of all rational beings (Cross, p. 210).
Further, according to Perelman (1982) the philosopher’s discourse is addressed to
everyone, the universal audience who comprises everyone that is willing to hear
him and follow his argumentation. The philosopher, unlike the scholar or priest,
does not have a collection of philosophical theses accepted by all members of
his/her audience, rather the philosopher “searches for facts, truths, and universal
values that, even if all members of the universal audience do not explicitly adhere
to them - an impossibility - are nevertheless supposed to compel the assent of
every sufficiently enlightened human being” (Perelman, p. 17). As such, Perelman
makes clear that a discourse that appeals to reason is one that is appealing to the
universal audience because such an audience is a reasonable and rational one
(p.17).
The distinction between the particular and universal audience is essentially a
distinction between types of arguments: the former is argumentation that appeals
to particular audience, with particular characteristics and situations occupying
a particular space and time; whereas the latter relates to argumentation that
transcends all those particularities and makes a broader appeal (Crosswhite, 1989,
p. 158). Crosswhite explains that Perelman developed this distinction to further
clarify the difference between merely effective and genuinely valid argumentation.
Arguments that appeal to a particular audience may be effective and persuasive,
but they are not valid and, as such, validity resides in the universalizable capacity
of the argument.
All construction of the universal audience begins with the particular and moves
toward the universal by performing “certain imaginative operations on [the
particular audience] in order to give it a universal character” (Crosswhite, 1989,
p.163) for it is always the universal of the particular (Crosswhite, 1989, p. 167). To
do this, one must set aside all the particular and local features of the audience and
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instead consider its universal features. Another way to do this is to exclude from
the particular audience those members which are prejudiced, lack sympathy, and
imagination, and who are irrational and incompetent at following argumentation.
This means that the universal audience includes “only those who are unprejudiced
and have the proper competence” (Crosswhite, 1989, p. 163). To have the proper
competence means to be “disposed to hear” the argument, “submit to the data
of experience”, and have the proper information and training and to ultimately
be “duly reflected’ (Crosswhite, 1989, p. 163). For Perelman, philosophy is the
ideal discipline where the universal audience is utilized by “competent assesors
of arguments” (Aikin, 2008, p.241). According to Perelman, the philosopher does
not address specific audiences but rather focuses only on those that are capable
and competent enough to follow his reasoning (Aikin, 2008, p. 241). As Aikin
highlights, competency is the “normatively significant difference” (2008, p.241)
that distinguishes the universal audience from the particular audience. Hence, this
move from the particular to the universal which is a change in understanding and
perspective, requires rational and competent individuals. What seems to allow
for the possibility of moving from the particular to the universal is that rational
human beings are compelled to do so by the force of better reason. As noted by
Loic Nicolas (2011), addressing the universal audience depends on the way the
speaker imagines the rationality of his audience. The speaker’s main challenge is to
“imagine the conditions in which the argument will be received by all competent
and honest listeners and to anticipate and examine closely every likely criticism” (p.
50). Therefore, standards of rationality must always be present in the mind of the
speaker. Perelman acknowledges that the construction of the universal audience
is not an easy task and that it requires a particular attitude towards knowledge
acquisition. But, as I shall show later, putting emphasis on rationality and the
reasonable without saying much about what he means gets Perelman into trouble
by excluding women who are pushed outside of reason and are seen as irrational
and incompetent.
As Crosswhite elucidates, another way to appeal to the universal audience or
move from the particular to the universal is by adding particular audiences
together, and by making sure that one’s argumentation appeals to not only one
particular audience but to many more or all particular audiences (Crosswhite, 1989,
p. 163). Crosswhite (1989) writes, “By adding audiences together this way, one
could eventually come to the whole of humanity…” (p. 163), which means that an
argument must appeal to not only one or a few particular groups, but to everyone,
that is, all of humanity. Another technique is to direct one’s argument not just to
the particular audience at hand, but to imagine one’s argumentation addressed
to other similar audiences at other times, with different histories and situations.
As such, arguments appealing to the universal audience appeal to history and ask
their audiences to imagine themselves in their historical roles, or outside of their
current situation, and time. Crosswhite notes that Perelman’s conception of the
universal audience is akin to what classical philosophers conceived of. He posits
that “According to classical philosophers, the most universal of audiences is the
‘timeless’ one, and the more one’s arguments have a timeless appeal, the more
universal they are usually taken to be” (p. 168).
Hence, one way to strengthen one’s conception of the universal audience is to
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test it, by letting other audiences criticize it. The more audiences can agree and
confirm the universal features of the argument the greater validity and strength
that argumentation has. If the particular audience rejects the universal audience
constructed from it then that means that the constructed universal audience
is not the right one, which would ultimately weaken the argument. Perelman
acknowledges that mutual agreement is not easily attainable and that the universal
audience can be difficult to achieve. Such is the case when audiences measure
argumentation differently, for as Crosswhite explains, “…one writer may appeal
more to the ‘competence, training, and knowledge’ criteria, and make them very
strong criteria, while another may appeal to the criterion of adding audiences
together, or letting ‘everyone’ decide” (Crosswhite, 1989, p. 164). In such situations,
Perelman recommends that argumentation be postponed until we can come to
agreement and mutual understanding through dialogue or explanatory discourse
of question and answer. As Crosswhite elucidates: “Only when a universal audience
holds sway for both interlocutors can argumentation be resumed” (p. 167).
Through this dialogue one may come to an understanding, agreement and a newer
conception of the universal audience (Crosswhite, 1989, 167). This problem is
further exacerbated when gender gets into the picture.

FEMINIST CRITIQUE OF REASON
In The Man of Reason (1984), Genevieve Lloyd offers an historical account of the
way reason has been conceived. In doing this, she surveys major philosophers
who have theorized reason, and argues that reason has been developed with male
ideals of reason, which excluded women, and devalued femaleness and ways
of knowing associated with women. Lloyd clarifies that asserting the maleness
of reason has nothing to do with claims about the relativism of reason, in that
what is reasonable and universal varies from men to women, although that might
be an implication of the man of reason and of the exclusion of women from the
realm of reason. Rather, what Lloyd refers to as the maleness of reason is a deep
philosophical tradition which delegates women to the body, to the part of the
person deemed as irrational, which in turn puts women in opposition to reason (p.
xviii). Her central point is that our ideals of reason have excluded the feminine, and
that femininity has been historically understood on the basis of this exclusion (p.
xix).
From the beginnings of philosophical thought, femaleness was associated with
what reason leaves behind, ie, the dark forces of earth (Lloyd, 1984, p. 2). Since
the Greeks, femaleness was associated with a vague and indeterminate mode of
thought, whereas maleness represented clear and determinate mode of thinking.
In Greek thought, femaleness was symbolically associated with the non-rational,
the disorderly, and unknowable, which must be set aside to attain knowledge
(Lloyd, 1984, p. 11). For example, in the Phaedo, Lloyd points out, Plato presents
the intellectual life as purging the rational soul from the follies of the body.
Reason must flee from the body and deal only with what is pure, eternal, and
unchangeable (Lloyd, 1984, p.6). Similarly, Phyllis Rooney (1991) demonstrates
that the pervasive thematic dichotomy in Greek thought aligns reason and form
with maleness and matter and formlessness with the female (p. 79). With Aristotle,
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the same picture of knowledge continued along with the distinction between
form-matter, which Aristotle revised but nevertheless maintained. With Aristotle’s
system, a dualism remained between what is sensed and what is grasped by
reason. Lloyd notes that despite Aristotle’s criticism of the division of the soul, he
nevertheless represented reason as the controlling or subduing of the emotional
part of human beings (1984, p. 51). This paradigm of knowledge continued to
portray the rational mind as free of matter (Lloyd, 1984, p. 9).
Later on, Francis Bacon argued that the task of science is to exercise the right
type of male domination over knowable nature (female). As such, Bacon described
scientific knowledge in terms of male-female distinctions where the latter must
dominate the former (Lloyd, 1984, p. 11). As Lloyd writes, “knowledge is itself a
domination of Nature” (p. 13). That is, nature is represented as female and needs to
be dominated. Lloyd, further surveys Aquinas’ ideas on reason and shows how he,
like Augustine, is committed to the idea that reason resides in man; woman is, then,
subjugated and guided by man because the discretion of reason predominates
in man (p. 36). Aquinas agrees with Aristotle that women are easily led by their
passions, describing them as “unstable of reason” and as having a “defect in
reason” (Lloyd, p. 36).
Lloyd argues that this male bias in reason is more than just misogynist attitudes in
philosophical thought (p. 37); it is in fact the way reason has been understood and
developed, as in opposition to and exclusive of the female. Lloyd then moves to
René Descartes with whom reason gained a special association with the realm of
pure thought. With Descartes the requirement of truth seeking became separated
from everyday life, thus reinforcing already existing distinctions between male
and female roles which perpetuated the idea of a separate male and female
consciousness (Lloyd, 1984, p. 50). Descartes’ theory of mind supports the sexual
division of mental labor, where women have been assigned the realm of the
sensuous that the Cartesian man of reason must transcend to attain knowledge
(Lloyd, 50). For Descartes, the right reasoning is a struggle away from the
sensuous, the body and a detachment from the particularities of everyday living
(Lloyd, 75).
The absence of women from the philosophical tradition meant that the
conceptualization of reason is done exclusively by men and for men, as Lloyd
points out, “There has been no input of femaleness into the formation of ideals
of Reason” (1984, p. 108). In fact, past accounts of reason have played a major
role in creating and maintaining sexual difference (Lloyd, 1984, p. 108). Although
philosophers claim that their pursuit of reason is free of historical circumstances
and social structures, philosophy, and reason alike, is greatly affected by these
contingencies, which in turn affects the social organization and structuring of
sexual difference (Lloyd, 1984, p. 108). As Lloyd writes, “Despite its aspirations to
timeless truth, the History of Philosophy reflects the characteristic preoccupations
and self-perceptions of the kind of people who have at any time had access to the
activity” (1984, p. 108).
Lloyd concludes her book, The Man of Reason, by asserting that these misogynist
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views of reason and metaphors form the foundation for the way reason has been
historically and is still currently understood. As a result, our understanding of
maleness and femaleness has been formed within structures of male dominance
over women (Lloyd, 1984, p. 103). This equation of the maleness with superiority
dates back as far as the Pythagoreans. Characteristics attributed to males have
always been valued more and seen as superior to supposed female characteristics
(Lloyd, 1984, p. 104). Such male attributes include aggressiveness and the ability
to reason, as opposed to female nurturing skills and being easily swayed by
emotions. Rationality has been conceived as the transcendence of the feminine, of
emotions, body and a move towards clarity, abstract thought and purity. As Phyllis
Rooney (1991) explains, this path of reason, knowledge and truth as involving
a transcendence of the “feminine” is a well-established theme that informs the
imagination of most philosophers conceptualizing about reason (p. 80). And even
when we do not get an explicit division of male and female, we still get some sort
of exclusion of the private from the public, of the particular and the immanent, of
the sensuous, emotional and imaginary, and “it is clear that the female is at least
symbolically, if not literally, associated with these excluded dimensions” (Rooney,
1991, p. 83). This historical gendering of reason, notes Rooney does not disappear
with later philosophers (1991, p. 83).
Unfortunately, there is no simple solution to this problem, for as Lloyd shows, it
is not enough to affirm that both sexes are equal in their possession of Reason,
and that women should have equal participation in the acquisition of knowledge.
It is not as simple as allowing women to be “accommodated into a culturally
ideal which has defined itself in opposition to the feminine” (Lloyd, 1984, p. 104).
Thus, affirming the value and importance of the feminine cannot eradicate the
underlying normative structures, because even when it tries, “it will occur in a
space already prepared for it by the intellectual tradition it seeks to reject” (Lloyd,
1984, p. 105). Lloyd concludes that our ideals of reason is a male one, and that if
there is reason that knows no sex and is common to all, then it is something that
we can aspire for in the future, and not in the current account of reason that is
carried from the traditional conceptualization of a male reason (1984, p. 107).

PROBLEMS WITH THE UNIVERSAL AUDIENCE IN LIGHT OF
FEMINIST CRITIQUE OF REASON
In explaining his conception of the universal audience, Perelman puts strong
emphasis on being the kind of person that is rational, competent, and is able
to recognize and adhere to a valid and universalizable argument. However, our
concepts of competence, rationality and reason are embedded in gender bias
and female exclusion. Concepts of reason and rationality are not gender neutral
as many feminists have shown. And since our conception of reason is a male
dominating one, then the same can be said about the universal audience as it
relies on a western conception of male reason. This is problematic because when
dealing with a female audience, it becomes difficult to move from the particular
to the universal since this leap requires competent and rational individuals which
women are not considered to be. Hence, the first problem with the universal
audience relates to the requirement of a competent and rational human being
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that is able to think in terms of universalizable ideas. The perception of women as
incapable of reason makes it very difficult to see how they can engage in universal
argumentation and move from the particular argument to the universal one. The
success of the universal audience relies heavily on the presence of rational human
beings, which is precisely the problem. And if women are not seen as competent
and capable of the same capacity to reason as men, then how can they possibly be
included in the universal audience? According to the picture drawn by Perelman of
universal argumentation, women would not be welcomed or accommodated since
they are the ones that society considers as lacking in competence, and in their
ability to think in terms of universalizable truths, outside of local and particular
situations.
Another way in which the universal audience implies the same maleness of reason
is in its discussion of the move from the particular to the universal audience, which
implies the same historical conception of reason as moving from the particular,
what’s been associated with body, to what is more universal, usually conceived
as detached from the body and everyday living, and thus aligned with women.
As such the universal implies the same historical conception of reason that
feminists critique: reason that lets go of the particularities, of everyday living,
emotions and the body. Although by universal values, Perelman doesn’t mean the
absolute eternal universality of the traditional conception of reason; nevertheless
the movement and shift away from the particular to the universal, has the same
connotation to the movement from the body to reason, thus implying a maleness
of reason. And although Perelman has, to some extent, freed himself from this
absolute universality, he nevertheless failed to detach his account from the
persistent implications of a gendered reason.
Perelman’s characterization of the universal audience and truth does not leave
much room for women’s involvement in this type of argumentation. It appears
that the most women can do is to argue in particularities, as with the particular
audience. It is my contention that women cannot be part of the universal audience,
for they cannot be part of something that has been traditionally conceived in
opposition to them. The notion of universal audience that Perelman uses for his
rhetorical argumentation relies on an account of reason that is exclusive of women.
Further, the universal audience excludes women not because of political reasons
but rather it is due to women’s ways of reasoning, or the mode of reasoning
that has been associated with women. The maleness of reason is manifested
in Perelman’s conception of the universal audience through the way in which
different styles of reasoning are treated differently, where the male’s is valued
and female’s devalued. And this is a problem that persists even with the existence
of an all women audience. An audience consisting solely of women would not
only argue differently, but also appeal to different types of evidence for they
would have different values and standards for argumentations. And although
Perelman’s universal audience makes no explicit condemnation of the feminine way
of knowing, there is still an implicit emphasis and a valorization of the masculine
mode of thought and reasoning. The universal audience relies on a particular type
of reasoning and rationality. The conception of the universal audience valorizing
reason, competence and rationality, is one that emphasizes a masculine type of
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rationality. Michael Gilbert (2007) in “Informal Logic and Intersectionality” provides
a similar critique of informal logic for its neglect of the different styles and modes
of communication. Gilbert critiques informal logic for not paying attention to the
“personal makeup” of arguers and, similarly, I argue that, Perelman’s universal
audience ignores the gender and identity of arguers. Gilbert’s critique of the linear,
logical model of reasoning that ignores context, personality, and identity can be
applied to Perelman’s conception of the universal audience. Gilbert argues that
informal logic needs to expand its boundaries and be more inclusive of groups that
are not familiar with the western logical model of argumentation. There are many
situations where it is difficult to apply the rules of informal logic, and similarly rules
pertaining to the formation of the universal audience need to be more inclusive of
people whom society deems as less rational and competent due to their style of
communication. Different situations call for different rules and procedures to be
followed. The same can be said about the rules pertaining to the movement from
the particular to the universal, with its emphasis on competence and rationality,
which are not always applicable to every group or audience. Different cultures have
unique conceptions of rationality and competence that are not the same, which
seems to be what Perelman suggests.
Because people argue in different ways, informal logic and the universal audience
are too narrow and exclusive with their rules for argumentation. Gilbert asserts
“maintaining a set of rules that are intended to be useful for all people at all
times in all situations is egregiously short-sighted. We would not suppose that
the same values or beliefs hold in all contexts, so why should the same forms of
reasoning, the same rules of assessment hold as well?” (2007, p. 5). Gilbert calls for
intersectionality in argumentation and for the incorporation of the different styles,
modes and characteristics that color a person’s identity and influences his/her
style of arguing and reasoning. Gilbert gives the example of an Anglo upper-middle
class woman, professor of philosophy and an Asian peasant woman living in the
highlands of Cambodia whose patterns of communication, argument processes,
issues, and values will be both different, and as such they have nothing in common
(2007, p. 6).
Perleman’s conception of universal audience suggests a standard notion of
rationality that applies to all rational and competent human beings. Not only is
there a problem with the notion of competence and rationality, as it excludes
women, but also the idea that there is an all-encompassing rationality that fits
all is troubling. As Gilbert argues, “Circumstances can radically alter the kinds
of evidence and rules of reasoning that will be and ought to reasonably be
applied in diverse contexts” (2007, p. 9). As such there is no one single model of
rationality that fits all categories of people and all situations. And that is precisely
the problem with the universal audience as it assumes a homogeneity of people
and arguers, with an identical competence and type of rationality. With all the
different styles of argumentation, modes of reasoning, and different standards
of acceptability and evidence, the universal audience may indeed be difficult to
achieve.
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OBJECTION AND RESPONSE
A possible objection to the idea that the universal audience relies on a gendered
conception of reason, delegating women to unreasonableness and irrationality,
is that there is no evidence that Perelman was referring to the same reason
that is male-centered. However, that is precisely the problem. Perelman should
have been more careful in his usage of rationality and competence. To say the
least, he should have qualified what he meant by rational human beings. To give
Perelman a generous reading, one might be able to say that Perelman assumed
that concepts such as rational and competent apply to everyone including women.
But as feminists have shown, such concepts cannot apply neutrally to women.
The concept of reason and rationality is packed with implicit gender bias and
domination. Of course, some may respond that Perelman can only do so much. But
if the basis of the universal audience is the rational human being, then that account
is seriously exclusive of women, and is limited only to men. Hence, the standards
of evaluation, ie, universal audience, and the ground of argumentation, is one that
is inherent with implicit gender bias that leaves women outside of the rhetorical
domain of argumentation.

CONCLUSION
As such, Perelman’s discussion of universal and true values in which all people
assent may not be as universal as he had wished it to be. Since our concept of
reason and rationality refers only to men, positing women as the other and outside
of reason, then it is fairly acceptable to claim that the universal audience is not
really applicable to a large segment of women. It appears that these values that
Perelman thinks are applicable to everyone are seen to be only applicable to men;
they are made for men to serve men. Hence, feminists’ critique of reason point to
a need for a reconceptualising of the universal audience that can give a clearer
account of how to apply the universal audience to women audiences, arguers, and
reasoners.
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ABSTRACT:
Research shows the superiority of Problem-Based Learning (PBL) in small
student teams. Being challenged by a problem that defies simplistic approaches
stimulates student engagement, deliberation, collaboration, and creativity. The
problem is that PBL requires facilitators. This makes it expensive. As a solution
to this problem, this article presents a newly developed software that can guide
and structure collaboration in fields such as ethics, decision making, and debate
preparation where the goal is to justify a position, thesis, or recommendation.
The software, AGORA-net, is an argument mapping software that guides and
structures collaboration step-by-step without the need of facilitators. AGORA-net
is an interactive, completely web-based, and freely available learning tool that
allows synchronous and asynchronous online collaboration. Although the software
can be used for distance learning, in global classroom projects, for the preparation
of debates, and for public deliberation, the focus of this paper is on face-to-face
learning in class. Besides presenting the software, this paper describes the design
of a PBL curriculum in which the software can be employed. See http://agora.gatech.
edu/.
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INTRODUCTION: A NEED FOR PRACTICE-ORIENTED
LEARNING
In 2008, The Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching published a
report on Educating Engineers: Designing for the Future of the Field (Sheppard
et al, 2008). The report was based on a multi-year study of undergraduate
engineering education in the United States that included on-site observation
of engineering programs. The report’s main message was a critique and a
corresponding recommendation:
… although the 1,740 undergraduate engineering programs in the United
States vary in their emphases and serve diverse student populations, they are
remarkably consistent in their goal: US engineering education is primarily
focused on the acquisition of technical knowledge. A jam-packed curriculum
focused on technical knowledge is the means for preparing students for a
profession that demands a complex mix of formal, contextual, social, tacit and
explicit knowledge. …
The Foundation’s reports recommend that professional schools, because
they are responsible for the preparation of practitioners, should aim for an
increasingly integrated approach to the formation of students’ analytical
reasoning, practical skills, and professional judgment. (Sheppard et al, 2008,
p.4)
The integration of “analytical reasoning, practical skills, and professional judgment”
is the key point. Focusing on an “imperative of teaching for professional practice,”
the report emphasizes in particular that “the tradition of putting theory before
practice and the effort to cover technical knowledge comprehensively allow
little opportunity for students to have the kind of deep learning experiences
that mirror professional practice and problem solving” (p. 6). The professional
practice requires especially the “development of persistence, skills in formulating
and solving problems, and skills of collaboration.” The authors hint at design
projects that would “offer opportunities to approximate professional practice …;
integrate and synthesize knowledge; and develop skills of persistence, creativity,
and teamwork.” And they emphasize the need to experience concerns “with ethics
and professionalism,” and “to explore the implications of being a professional in
society” (p. 6).
The demand for these skills is surely not restricted to the engineering professions.
These are general skills and abilities that are invaluable in modern knowledge
societies. The pace of innovation in science and technology requires lifelong
learning from everybody and collaboration across the boundaries of individual
expertise (OECD, 2013). And it requires “basic workplace proficiencies, like
adaptability, communication skills, and the ability to solve complex problems,”
as a recent survey of employers in the United States showed that had been
issued by The Chronicle of Higher Education and American Public Media's
Marketplace. Employers complain, for example, that recent graduates lack the
ability to “construct a cogent argument.” “It’s not a matter of technical skill,” a
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representative of a technology consulting company says, “but of knowing how to
think” (Fischer, 2013).
What is needed has been specified in a report by Project Kaleidoscope on
Transforming America's Scientific and Technological Infrastructure in the following
“recommendation for urgent action”: “give each undergraduate the opportunity for
personal experience with inquiry-based learning that brings him or her to a deep
understanding of the nature of science, the language of mathematics, the tools of
technology” (PCAL, 2006, p.1).

INTEGRATING THEORY, PRACTICE, AND TEAMWORK
EXPERIENCE IN PROBLEM-BASED LEARNING PROJECTS
Research on learning has long shown that the individual and collaborative skills
necessary for applying academic knowledge to the formulation and solution of
problems can best be learned in team projects that realize so-called “problembased learning” (PBL; see, for instance, Barrows & Tamblyn, 1980; Duch et al, 2001;
Hmelo-Silver, 2004; Hmelo-Silver & Barrows, 2008; Newstetter, 2005; Woods,
1996). As Cindy E Hmelo-Silver puts it:
Problem-based learning (PBL) is an instructional method in which students
learn through facilitated problem solving. In PBL, student learning centers
on a complex problem that does not have a single correct answer. Students
work in collaborative groups to identify what they need to learn in order to
solve a problem. They engage in self-directed learning (SDL) and then apply
their new knowledge to the problem and reflect on what they learned and the
effectiveness of the strategies employed. (Hmelo-Silver, 2004, p. 235)
However, it is important to note that Hmelo-Silver talks about “facilitated” problem
solving. This is not about what Richard Mayer criticizes as “discovery learning”
with “little or no guidance” in his review of 50 years of “constructivist” approaches
in education (Mayer, 2004, p. 14). It is just the opposite, as becomes clear when
some in the PBL community compare problem-based learning with a “cognitive
apprenticeship” (Collins et al, 1989; Newstetter, 2005). Just as the novice in
traditional apprenticeship learns by engaging in activities that are supervised and
corrected by an experienced practitioner, research on PBL stresses the need of
facilitators who “scaffold” expert problem-solving strategies in groups of learners
(Hmelo-Silver & Barrows, 2008; Newstetter, 2006). There seems indeed to be
a widely shared agreement—and that is what Mayer rightly highlights—that the
effectiveness of learning environments that provide opportunities to practice
scientific inquiry depends on support and guidance (see also Gijlers & de Jong,
2009; de Jong & van Joolingen, 1998).
Providing small teams of students with facilitators, however, is obviously expensive.
In the Georgia Tech course “Problems in Biomedical Engineering,” which is taken
each semester by about 160 undergraduates, one facilitator usually takes care
of two teams of eight students (Newstetter, personal communication). It is, thus,
not surprising that there have been many attempts to use specifically designed
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software tools to provide the guidance and support that a facilitator should
provide (Quintana et al, 2004; Clegg et al, 2011; Clegg & Kolodner, 2007).

ARGUMENT VISUALIZATION SOFTWARE
The approach that I suggest here focuses on software that guides the construction
of “arguments” in the philosophical sense of the term, and of “argumentations.”
Here, an argument is defined as a set of statements - a claim and one or more
reasons - where the reasons jointly provide support (not necessarily conclusive) for
the claim, or are at least intended to support the claim. An “argumentation,” on the
other hand, is defined as a set of arguments in which a main argument is supported
by further arguments, or criticized by objections or counter arguments.
Arguments and argumentations are crucial both in science and in social interaction.
In science, every knowledge claim and every thesis has to be justified, and the
same is true in democratic deliberation for every decision and recommendation. As
Habermas emphasizes, it is an ethical obligation being ready to justify by means of
an argument whatever one claims in communication (Habermas, 1990 <1983>). The
ability to argue, to produce clear and well-structured arguments, and to participate
in argumentations and argumentative deliberations is thus crucial for everyone,
both as a professional and as a citizen. There is widely shared agreement that
providing and training these skills must be an essential component of education
(Kuhn, 1991, 1993; National Research Council, 2008; Osborne, 2010; Schwarz & De
Groot, 2007; von Aufschnaiter et al, 2008).
Using what has been dubbed “computer supported argument - “visualizations” (CSAV) for teaching argumentation is recommended for two different reasons. The
first one has to do with the function of external representations—“visualizations”—
for cognitive processes, and the second with the role of those representations for
collaboration.
The cognitive function of external representations was first described by Charles
S. Peirce more than a hundred years ago in his concept of “diagrammatic
reasoning” (Stjernfelt, 2007; Hoffmann, 2004, 2011). Peirce was mainly interested
in understanding how creativity and reasoning in mathematics is possible. Since
there are no objects or things to study in mathematics, “all mathematical reasoning
is diagrammatic” (Peirce, NEM IV, p. 47-48). That is, the mathematician constructs
diagrams according to the rules and conventions of a certain representational
system (e.g., the axioms of Euclidean geometry), experiments with these diagrams
according to the same rules, discovers certain regularities, and tries to determine
these “in general terms” (ibid.). In mathematics, creativity, learning, and reasoning
would not be possible without “diagrams” or external representations; the same
seems to be true with regard to arguments because these are as abstract as
mathematical proofs.
External representations are crucial for creativity and learning. The main idea of
diagrammatic reasoning is that we can learn something new when we represent in
a diagram what we already know. Any representation of our knowledge offers the
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possibility to gain new insights about this knowledge. This possibility results from
the following considerations:
1.

2.

3.

4.

5.

6.

As Kathleen Hull observed in her analysis of what she called “Peirce’s logic of
creativity,” diagrams introduce a certain duality in our reasoning. “The diagram
becomes the something (non-ego) that stands up against our consciousness”
(Hull, 1994, p. 281-2). This “standing up against our consciousness” is a
precondition to reflect critically on what we put into the construction of this
external representation. It opens up the possibility of reflection because
studying a diagram that represents how we think about an issue means thinking
about our thinking.
External representations allow us to see what is missing in our reasoning.
Marjan van den Belt (2004), for example, hints at the fact that stakeholders
in a conflict usually have a certain “mental model of reality” and a set of data
supporting those mental models. However, when these data become visible
in external representations it often turns out that the data do not support the
original mental model. In such a situation, the original “beliefs and [now visible]
facts are confronted, thereby presenting an opportunity for learning” (p. 57).
Since any external representation presupposes the use of a certain
representational system, we are forced to “translate” - so to speak - our
thinking into this system’s language. In this way, we are forced to clarify, first of
all, our thinking.
Such a clarification is important especially when we are facing so-called
“wicked problems” (Rittel & Webber, 1973; van Bruggen et al, 2003, pp.
26–27). Wicked problems are ambiguous and incompletely specified; they
lack clear-cut criteria to evaluate whether a solution has been reached; and
they don’t have a predetermined path from an initial state to a goal state.
Any attempt to represent a wicked problem leads quickly to the observation
that there are many ways to do so, fostering the insight that any problem
representation is, first of all, a problem construction which is, as such,
changeable.
Especially graphical representations facilitate the reduction of complexity
since their emphasis on relations makes it easier to distinguish between what is
essential and what is peripheral.
When we successfully construct a visualization of our thinking, we can
“experiment” with it. We can think about possible implications of our thinking,
about tensions and contradictions between elements of our diagram, and
about alternative structures and elements.

Besides these cognitive functions of external representations, we can distinguish a
set of functions they have for collaboration:
1.

External representations help to maintain focus and coherence by “putting
something in the middle” (Palus & Horth, 2001; Selvin, 2003; van Bruggen et al,
2003).
2. Collaborative visualization creates dialogue. It initiates a “negotiation of
meaning” and motivates argumentation: constructing a shared representation
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forces group members to argue for additions and modifications (Suthers &
Hundhausen, 2003).
3. Collaborative visualization helps to see and to explore the multi-perspectivity
of a problem (Kanselaar et al, 2003). Any attempt to construct a shared
representation of a conflict, for example, quickly reveals that there are different
ways to do so, different interpretations of what has to be taken into account
and what relates to what in which way.
4. Constructing a shared representation allows groups to connect the expertise
distributed among participants. This way, “different aspects of the problem
to be solved” can be brought into a dialog, “making effective problem solving
more a social process than a cognitive one” (van Bruggen et al, 2003, p. 29).
5. Diagrams serve as an external memory. We can simply hint at a certain element
to evoke all those meanings and interpretations that were negotiated earlier.
Both the cognitive and the collaborative functions of external representations
could also be realized by mapping out arguments on paper. For this, however,
students would need to already know what an argument is and how more complex
argumentations can be structured. The advantage of computer supported
argument visualization tools can be that they provide guidance and structure. This
support is necessary for student teams that work more or less autonomously on
problems.

A PROBLEM-BASED LEARNING CURRICULUM
The key innovative idea of my proposal is to confront small student groups with a
problem or case they perceive as a real challenge. Students should be motivated
both to acquire the content knowledge they need and to try various strategies to
cope with difficulties. The problem or case should be of some complexity so that it
allows a variety of equally justified approaches and ways to frame it. The idea is to
motivate collaborating students to explore this variety of options, and to challenge
them to reflect critically on their own framing, implicit assumptions, and the
effectiveness of the strategies employed.
One way to get this kind of motivation is to focus on controversial issues so that
learning is motivated by a competition for the best argument. Another is to focus
on emerging technologies whose implications—both positive and negative—are
hard to predict. This is what Roberta Berry suggested in her approach to problembased learning with her concept of “fractious problems.” A fractious problem is
“novel, complex, ethically fraught, unavoidably public, and unavoidably divisive”
(Berry et al, 2012). By confronting teams of students with such a fractious problem
and challenging them to develop a policy recommendation that determines how
society should deal with it, Berry motivates both research activities about the
problem in question and deliberation about how to deal with it. Here are a few
examples of those “fractious problems”:
•
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•
•
•

Should we use newly developed DNA technologies to resurrect extinct species
of humans such as the Neanderthal?
Should it be possible to issue patents on human genes?
Should existing DNA databases be expanded, perhaps even to include
information from DNA samples taken from everyone who is born in or who
enters the country?

Whether the problem is controversial or fractious, the approach that I suggest
adds to the work that has been done so far by focusing on the reconstruction of
arguments that can promote students’ ability to understand the legitimacy of a
broad variety of stakeholder positions. This approach starts from the assumption
that a key competency of future decision makers is the ability, as Jason Borenstein
and I put it in another publication, “to analyze complex decision situations in a way
that the involved stakeholders can be identified and their varying perspectives and
values understood” (Hoffmann and Borenstein, 2013). Students should learn to
appreciate the needs, interests, values, and ideological positions of other people,
especially if they do not share these positions. Such an appreciation, however,
presupposes the ability to grasp the arguments that justify these positions.
Thus, the overall idea is to challenge students to identify a broad variety of
different stakeholder positions, and then to try to understand their legitimacy by
constructing, or reconstructing, the arguments that can justify those positions. In
this context, the AGORA software is used to guide students step by step through
a process of “argument mapping.” The software is designed so that it can provide
the sort of guidance and scaffolding that a facilitator would otherwise contribute
with his or her interventions.
In order to demonstrate in some more detail what students are supposed to do
in the proposed learning environment, let me list here a general version of the
instructions students get in my classes (together with a more specific description
of a fractious problem).
1.

List all the individuals and groups who are either affected by, or have an
interest in your decision. These are called “stakeholders.”
2. What are the interests, needs, world views, and values of all these
stakeholders? Based on your answer to these questions, formulate for each
of them one (or more) of their positions in form of a statement that says very
specifically what should be done. Statements that specify what “should” be
done are called “normative statements.”
3. Create for each stakeholder position an argument map in AGORA-net that
justifies this position. The goal is to understand this position as plausible and
legitimate. Investigate the case from each stakeholder’s perspective (take
especially care of those positions that you do not personally share), search for
material that allows you to understand each stakeholder’s position, and quote
this material in your maps.
Design the reasons in your argument map so that they reflect input from the
following considerations:
a. What is the current status of scientific knowledge available for this case?
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b. What are the ethical principles and values on which your normative
statements are based?
c. Are there any historical precedents to the case? Are there historical
analogies to similar or related problems, including past and current policy
resolutions? What was their rationale?
d. What might happen if your stakeholder’s suggestion of what should be
done becomes realized? What are possible consequences and impacts?
4. Whenever a reflection on the points in step (3.) changes your understanding
of the stakeholder’s perspective on the case or suggests another position
that you find more convincing, change the main conclusion of your argument
(which presents what should be done according to the stakeholder in question)
and revise your argument accordingly. If additional stakeholders come to your
mind, add them to your list in (1.), formulate their position (2.), and develop
another argument map to justify their position (3.)
5. Based on a reflection on all the stakeholder positions you discussed, develop a
position on what should be done that you think is more convincing than any of
the stakeholder positions individually. Consider the question of whether there
are options that you did not see so far and which would allow you to deal with
the problem in a way that takes a broader variety of stakeholder positions into
account.
6. Develop an argument map to justify this position. Refer to those ethical
principles and values that you think are more broadly shared.
7. Add conflicting positions to specific reasons and assumptions in your argument
map—as they might be provided by certain stakeholders - as objections to
these reasons and refute these objections by counter arguments.

THE AGORA-NET SOFTWARE
The name “AGORA” has been chosen in reference to the “agora” in a Greek city.
The “agora” is an open place in the heart of town where citizens come together
for all kinds of public purposes. The famous Agora of Athens was the place where
Socrates engaged his compatriots in discussions that revealed how full of beliefs
and opinions they were, but without any real knowledge. AGORA-net is a public
place on the web where everyone can propose arguments for his or her positions,
recommendations, or theses, and other people can start debates about these
arguments by adding objections and counter arguments. But AGORA-net also
provides protected spaces for “projects” that are only accessible for members.
Those projects should be used in educational settings.
AGORA-net has been developed - supported by a grant from the US Department
of Education, and by the Georgia Institute of Technology - as a “Computer
Supported Argument Visualization” (CSAV) tool (Andriessen et al, 2003; Kirschner
et al, 2003; Okada et al, 2008. For an overview of about fifty such tools see
Scheuer et al, 2010). It has been designed to fulfill both the cognitive and the
collaborative function of external representations that I discussed above in Section
3. Through the process of visualizing what they think would be a good justification
for a stakeholder position on a controversial issue, students are challenged to
reflect critically on these positions and their own reasoning about these positions.
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At the same time, the evolving argument maps focus their activities - they are “in
the middle” of their collaboration - and they stimulate a “negotiation of meaning.”
In order to facilitate synchronous collaboration from students’ own computers—
either in distance learning or in class projects where each group member
contributes to an evolving argument map from his or her own laptop - AGORA-net
has been developed as a web-based argument mapping tool (it is usable for free
at http://agora.gatech.edu/). Every entry is stored on a central server. The only way
to save something on a personal computer is by exporting an argument map in the
form of a PDF file. In order to provide the kind of guidance and scaffolding that
is necessary to replace - at least partially - the facilitator that would otherwise be
necessary to keep student teams on track, the software employs an interactive
user interface that is designed for this purpose. In this case, AGORA-net prompts
the user step by step to provide certain input so that students are guided through
the process of argument mapping.
Let me show you with a few screen shots how AGORA’s user interface works.
Figure 1 presents the view the user sees after selecting “Create a new argument
map,” and after providing a name for this new map. The following pictures
demonstrate then how to continue.
In contrast to all CSAV tools I know of, AGORA-net focuses on the construction
of logically valid (deductively valid) arguments. There are two main reasons for
this design decision. The first one is that in a deductive argument, not only are the
reasons visualized in the form of premises, but also the relation between reasons
and conclusion. A modus ponens argument, for example, does not only state
“[reason], therefore [conclusion],” but it includes besides the reason the second
premise “if [reason], then [conclusion].” In AGORA-net, this second premise is
called the “enabler” because it “enables” the reason to produce the conclusion.
The truth of the enabler has to be accepted to infer with necessity the conclusion
from the claim. Visualizing the relation between reason and conclusion by means
of the enabler should stimulate reflection on its acceptability, and motivate the
ongoing improvement of arguments if there is doubt about their acceptability. An
additional consideration in this context is that something like the enabler needs to
be explicitly visualized in an argument map in order to provide an entity to which
either further supporting arguments or objections can be added.
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Figure 1: AGORA-net screen that prompts the first step in the argument mapping
process. The software is a Flash application that runs in every internet browser. In rare
cases the Flash player needs to be downloaded from the Adobe website and installed.

Figure 2: After the user entered the argument's conclusion on the left and clicked
"Done" or "Enter" on the keyboard, a second prompt appears on the right.
The second reason for using logically valid arguments is that these arguments
challenge the user to reflect on something that is usually not explicit in everyday
communication: the distinction between dependent reasons in an argument and
independent arguments for the same claim. If reasons are mutually dependent
in an argument, all of these reasons must be true to guarantee the truth of the
conclusion. If only one of these reasons can be defeated, then the entire argument
is defeated. However, if there are independent arguments for the same claim, then
defeating one of them leaves still the other(s). This distinction is important because
sometimes we can infer a conclusion only from a set of reasons that all need to be
true, whereas in other circumstances the same position can be defended by are
arguments that are completely independent.

188

HOFFMANN

Figure 3: Every argument needs to be completed with the selection of an argument
scheme. AGORA-net offers only logically valid argument schemes (see the discussion
in the main text). Since every argument can be transformed into a logically valid form
by adding an additional premise, the user only needs to select one of the argument
schemes that are provided in the box on the left and a language form on the right
that fits to his or her formulations. AGORA-net then creates the additional premise
automatically. This premise is called the “enabler” because it enables the reasons
provided by the user to guarantee with logical necessity the truth of the conclusion.
The yellow box on the right shows the selected argument scheme in algebraic form.
Argument schemes and language forms can be changed at any time by clicking on
the name of the scheme as it appears underneath the “therefore” of the argument. By
playing with different schemes, the user learns how they work.
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Figure 4: A first completed argument in logically valid modus ponens form. “Particular”
means “particular statement.” By clicking on the term, statements can be transformed
into “universal statements.” The distinction is important to distinguish different forms
of objections against a statement. The difference will be explained in a pop-up menu
when the user hovers with the mouse over these terms. “AU” indicates the “author”
of a statement; it is important to know who claims what. The plus symbol allows the
user to add further “co-dependent reasons.” “Co-dependent” means that only the
combination of all the reasons provided can guarantee - if they are true - the truth of
the conclusion. Defeating only one of several co-dependent reasons - and the enabler
counts as a reason as well - is sufficient to defeat the argument. Further independent
arguments for each statement, but also objections and things like comments and
questions, can be added by clicking on the white triangle at the bottom of text boxes.
By means of the double-arrows, statements and everything that depends on them
can be moved around. Since the conclusions of logical arguments are necessarily
true if all the premises are true, users are challenged to provide further arguments for
everything that leads into the “therefore.” Thus, arguments should evolve from the left
to the right into networks of arguments.
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Figure 5: Someone opened a debate by questioning the enabler of the argument. The
enabler is always a universal statement because it connects reason(s) and conclusion
in the form of a law-like relation. To defeat a universal statement, it is sufficient to
provide one counter example. In this case, the objection should motivate the author
of the original argument to add another co-dependent reason to the argument
saying that Paul was free to decide what to do, if that is the case. Objections should
always motivate an improvement of the argument. In educational settings, providing
objections and counter arguments is the main task of the instructor, but it should also
be fostered when teams present their argument maps to the entire class.
Overall, the AGORA-net software realizes the following features and functions:
•

•

•

AGORA-net allows the construction of arguments and more complex
argumentations - ie, arguments with supporting arguments, counterarguments,
and counter-counterarguments, etc - in the form of graphical, two-dimensional
representations, that is, in the form of so-called “argument maps.”
AGORA-net is an interactive, completely web-based, and freely available
learning tool that allows synchronous and asynchronous online collaboration.
Being web-based does not mean that the software should only be used for
distance learning. Quite the contrary: the online ability is rather crucial for faceto-face interaction in small groups where everybody contributes to what he or
she can see on his or her laptop.
AGORA-net provides three levels of “openness” or “privacy”: argument maps
are stored, by default, in a private folder to which only the creator of the map
has access. But they can be moved into restricted “Projects” that everyone
can create and to which other users can be added as “members.” Or they can
be published in the “World of Arguments” to which everyone on the web has
access.
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Projects can be defined as either “collaborative” or “adversarial.” In “adversarial
projects” - as on public maps - statements can only be modified or deleted by
the user who created them. (Others, of course, can add further arguments or
objections.) In “collaborative projects,” by contrast, everyone can delete and
modify everything. This simplifies collaboration but works only if people can
trust each other.
Everyone can see public maps, but in order to participate in debates by adding
objections, comments, or further arguments to existing statements, or to
create new argument maps or projects, one has to register. Registration is
required in order to differentiate between people who participate in debates or
collaborations. Every textbox in an AGORA argument map shows the username
of the “Author” because it must be clear who claims what.
Registered users can copy every map they have access to under a new name.
By doing so, they gain ownership of every statement on the map - including
objections - and can modify and delete everything. If a statement has a
“previous author,” this will be indicated in the respective text box (“PA”), and
this author’s user name becomes visible when hovering with the mouse over
“PA.” The map from which the copy has been created is always accessible, for
everyone to see, through the button labelled “History.”
If the user provided the URL of a homepage during registration, this URL will
be visible and accessible for others when hovering over the username. This way
users can contact each other outside of the system. But AGORA-net also offers
a chat function so that instantaneous communication among users during
argument mapping is possible.
AGORA-net provides access to a virtually infinite number of argument
maps and projects through a system of categories that are divided into subcategories, and so on. (In the final version, users should be able to create
further sub-categories on their own so that dynamic management of a large
number of maps and projects is possible.)
Every map and every project can be moved around. Maps can be published in
the World of Arguments or moved into projects, and projects can be moved
into a different category or into another project.
It is possible to export argument maps of any size in Portable Document
Format (PDF) via “Print” so that they can be either published in online
repositories or printed as posters.
At the moment, the AGORA-net user interface is available in English, German,
and (partly) Russian. Further languages can easily be added if someone
translates the entire user interface (about 7,000 words right now, but still
growing). However, since logical relations are presented in ordinary language—
not in symbolic form—and since the system creates statements automatically
without using any artificial intelligence, it is not clear whether the system
produces grammatically acceptable formulations in other languages as well as
in English.
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CONCLUSION
A multitude of studies show that problem-based learning (PBL) is the most
promising approach to motivate student-driven inquiry in an environment that
provides, at the same time, opportunities to gain problem solving skills and
the ability to collaborate autonomously in teams, and to train persistence and
creativity when facing obstacles. Reacting to the problem that PBL usually requires
experienced facilitators, this contribution showed how the newly developed
computer-supported argument visualization tool AGORA-net can be used to
overcome this problem in fields where the goal is to develop justifications for
positions, theses, and recommendations. In a PBL environment that focuses on the
reconstruction of argumentations for stakeholder positions on controversial issues
or “fractious problems” (Berry et al, 2012), argument maps focus student teams’
attention, and they motivate reflection and learning as external representations of
what the students think.
To summarize, using AGORA-net in problem-based learning environments;
•

•
•

•
•
•

deepens the understanding of stakeholders’ needs, interests, beliefs, and values
by challenging students to identify stakeholders, consider their positions, and
to reconstruct arguments for these positions
provides step-by-step guidance to create arguments for stakeholder positions
in graphical form
guides and structures collaboration so that teams can work autonomously
without the need of facilitators. According to my experience, one instructor can
manage up to nine teams simultaneously, both by monitoring the development
of argument maps on his or her computer and by walking from table to table to
provide support and input
helps to foster teamwork and problem solving skills
trains students in analytical and logical reasoning
allows synchronous and asynchronous collaboration over the internet, for both
face-to-face collaboration and distance learning

According to my experience of using AGORA-net in college classes, I can
recommend the software as a tool to facilitate interaction and communication
among teams of about four students. For the students it is a highly satisfying
experience to see that they are able to achieve something based on their own
research and collaboration. For the teacher, however, it is important to know that
she or he has to overtake many of the responsibilities that otherwise a permanently
present facilitator would provide to student teams. This is especially important with
regard to monitoring the dynamic and possible conflicts in groups. In principle it
is easy to observe the creation of many argument maps simultaneously because it
takes time for the groups to develop them whereas for an instructor the structure
and problems of maps are immediately visible. But it is not only important
to provide a lot of feedback to the students—both by adding objections and
comments to the maps and by walking from table to table to answer questions and
discuss options—but also to observe if problems are evolving in the groups.
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For me it turned out that a good way to take care of group dynamics is to require
from each student after every group meeting an entry in a personal learning
journal in which they are asked to list and discuss problems they experience in
their groups. These learning journals need to be submitted on a regular basis.
According to my experience students write about these things when they think,
for example, that the workload in their group is not equally distributed or if other
group members are seen as too “bossy.” As teachers we have a responsibility to
guarantee the safety and well-being of our students in class. Even though it is
important - and this is indeed one of the unique opportunities provided by
problem-based learning - that students learn how to deal with conflicts, sometimes
we need to intervene and help students to manage these things.
It is recommended to give each group an opportunity to present and discuss
their final argument map (or maps) in class. For larger projects, that is when
students work over several weeks on a problem, there should be an intermediate
opportunity to present their approach and to discuss problems they are struggling
with. In the presentations students learn that there are still other perspectives
that need to be taken into account. Most important, however, is the fact that a
presentation at the end provides an excellent motivation to do the best they can.
This contribution focused on using AGORA-net as a tool to guide and structure
collaboration in problem-based learning. It should be mentioned, however, that the
software can be used for other projects as well, in particular for those in which the
main challenge is to structure a lot of information in a dynamic way. For example,
when debate teams do their research argument mapping can help to organize the
knowledge they develop. “Knowledge,” according to a well-established definition
in philosophy, is justified belief. Since argument maps represent justifications
for hypotheses or recommendations, the process of argument mapping allows
debaters not only to structure the information they gather in a way that leads
finally to a justification of a position, but also to refine such a position in an
ongoing effort. Learning happens when people change their mind. According to
my experience, argument mapping is indeed one of the most powerful tools to
change your mind. The reason is that being challenged to provide reasons for what
one thinks is true is an excellent opportunity to realize that those reasons often are
not sufficient to justify the initial position, and that a reformulated position - or a
qualified position, or a position that includes certain conditions - could be much
more convincingly be defended. Such learning is possible when you have some
time for yourself - either individually or in a group of collaborators - to think
through an issue. Visualizing the relations between a multitude of ideas and pieces
of knowledge by means of AGORA-net can help to organize your thinking.
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ABSTRACT
Debating is an extremely time-consuming activity in which extensive preparation
and long, intensive tournaments and championships may even endanger both
students’ grades and scholars' research. The teaching of fallacies, which is an
important part of debating training, is also very time-consuming, because fallacies
are very numerous and their theories complex. Therefore, for debate training,
it is indispensable to have criteria to optimize the teaching of fallacies in terms
of effective methods and speed of instruction. However, when one surveys the
literature on debating, such criteria seem sometimes unsupported, irrelevant
or, even if relevant, affected by incompleteness. The purpose of this paper is
to elaborate on these criteria to assist debate coaches in designing thorough,
relevant, and quick fallacy didactics, and thus to optimize it and avoid the negative
impact authors often ascribe to the fallacy approach. Therefore, a comprehensive
framework to highlight which fallacies are more relevant in competitive debating
is developed by reviewing argumentation and debate literature related to fallacy
didactics. Examples and tables are provided to explicate the conclusion and
outcomes of this study.

Keywords:
Fallacy didactics, debate training, debate fallacies
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INTRODUCTION
Competitive debating is a type of dialogue, with strict rules. In debating, opposing
parties try to beat their opponents by convincing the audience, the judges, or
the referees through advancing, disputing, and defending arguments relevant to
the issue debated. Since debates are rigorously conducted under the direction
of educational institutions, which exploit and consider competition as a means
and not as an end in itself, this activity is designed to provide students with
educational opportunities (Freely, 1966). Debating is time-consuming. It requires
extensive preparation and participation in long, intensive tournaments and
championships. Inoue and Nakano (2011), in intercultural research, compared the
results of empirical surveys conducted in Japan and the United States. They found
out that time is the most frequently cited disadvantage, leading, in some cases,
to jeopardizing students’ grades. Similarly, Worth (2002) declared that forensic
scholars, because of traveling to tournaments, are unavailable for research and
writing several weeks of each semester. Consequently, this caused them to publish
less frequently, or publish papers that are not thorough (pp. 66-67).
Among the opportunities debate practice provides, an especially relevant one is
fostering critical thinking skills. Considering controversies regardless of prejudice
and developing an attitude to examine and compare opinions before reaching
a reasoned decision are the elements of open-mindedness derived from debate
practice. John Stuart Mill and Karl Popper also ascribed these attitudes to debate,
although Mill and Popper were referring to debates less strictly regulated than
competitive ones. Nonetheless, teaching critical thinking also means teaching
the theory of fallacies, a term which refers to arguments that seems sound,
but are actually not 1 . The theory of fallacies is considered one of the most
important components of critical thinking training (Blair, 1995; Zeidler, 1997), but
as with debating, it is very time consuming. Indeed, teaching fallacies—which
are numerous and refer to different theoretical frameworks (Hitchcock, 1995)—,
requires an enormous amount of time to ensure that they are not taught in a trivial
fashion (Blair, 1995; Ulrich, 1993). However, when we surveyed the debate literature,
we rarely found reasonable criteria for developing a thorough and quick fallacy
didactics and even when these criteria were plausible, they did not seem suited for
an accurate teaching of fallacies.
After analyzing the benefits and the disadvantages of fallacy pedagogy and
didactics, and after showing the strength and the flaws of the debate literature
related to such a subject, we decided that the main purpose of this paper is to
provide the criteria for a sound, thorough and, above all, quick way to teach
fallacies, so as to bridge this gap between theory and practice.

1 The definition of fallacy assumed here, being one of the most familiar, has an only preliminary purpose to clarify the
subject under inquiry. The discussion on what a fallacy is will be developed thoroughly in the section of the paper A
framework for fallacy didactic.
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PROS AND CONS OF FALLACY PEDAGOGY AND DIDACTICS
The positive impact of teaching fallacies
To deceive and avoid being deceived seem to be the intrinsic, but opposing, goals
of learning about fallacies since ancient Greece. Aristotle, in his On Sophistical
Refutations, develops his treatise, saying, “those, then, who would be sophist are
bound to study the class of arguments aforesaid” (Soph. Ref. 165a, 27-29). Such
arguments should help sophists to show an apparent, but unreal wisdom so as
to make money (Soph. Ref. 165a, 20-26). Otherwise, in The Art of Controversy
Schopenhauer, even if he assumes for the sake of science that the aim of the
dialectic is victory and not objective truth, is mainly concerned about tabulating
and analyzing dishonest stratagems so that, in a real debate, they may be at once
recognized and defeated.
Currently, some still advocate committing fallacies deliberately to win debates,
or as a legitimate response to a fallacious maneuver. However, training in fallacy
theory to prevent being deceived by others is one of the most important aims of
the pedagogy of fallacy. In debates, debaters are expected to identify weaknesses
in opponents’ arguments and to reject them (Ulrich, 1993). Debaters can
accomplish this task by doing research, before they debate, on both sides of the
issue. By doing this, the debater can guess at what reasoning the opponent is likely
to use, and, thus, which fallacies the opponent is likely to rely on.
Furthermore, fallacy didactics is useful, even to prevent one from being deceived
by one’s own belief. Referring to biased reasoning, John Stuart Mill says that in
the conduct of life, wrong reasoning is inevitable and to safeguard against it, it
is important consider which are the common types of bad reasoning. According
to Zeidler (1997), not being able to evaluate and correctly integrate counterattitudinal reasoning and evidence—which can arise in the context of controversies
on ethical or moral problems related to science—would depend on prior beliefs
that compromise the ability to evaluate evidence to the contrary and criticism.
However, one can attenuate this tendency by learning how fallacious thinking
works. Indeed, as Hitchcock (1995) reports, by learning fallacies, students will be
better at monitoring intellectual products and avoiding systematic bias in sampling
procedures (pp. 321-322), thus having useful tools for debating.
Moreover, teaching fallacies is fundamental to avoid breaking the rules of
discussion. Van Eemeren and Grootendorst (1987) clearly state that classical
fallacies and other maneuvers can endanger the level of the discussion, preventing
the dispute from being resolved. Identifying fallacies “entails establishing points in
an argument or discussion where violation of rules occur, […] the rules which must
be taken into account with a view to resolving the dispute” (p. 61).
Again, learning fallacies can be useful in another respect: One can understand
which kind of dialogue is occurring. Even if threatening in the form of an ad
baculum argument is fallacious in a critical or persuasion dialogue—whose goal
is to resolve a conflict of opinions by determining which side has the stronger
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argument to support its thesis - an ad baculum it is acceptable in negotiation
dialogue, whose goal is settlement. Therefore, we can understand the type of
dialogue or the nature of the exchange by noting the types of fallacies that most
often occur. Understanding this will enable a correct evaluation of the arguments
during the exchange.
The pros of fallacy pedagogy and didactics do not stop here. Teaching fallacies
can serve as a gateway: to argument interpretation; to promote fair play; to
understand what it takes for an argument to be accepted by a rational person as a
reasonable demonstration of the acceptability of its conclusion; to promote ethical
responsibility; and to make interactions more effective. For the purpose of this
inquiry, we will now focus on the cons of fallacy pedagogy and didactics.

The adverse impact of fallacy pedagogy
Not all the authors deem fallacy pedagogy useful. On the contrary, they seem
to consider it harmful. They believe that the fallacy approach provides a toorestrictive set of rules, resulting in hyper-criticism. Hyper-criticism inhibits students
from developing good critical thinking; it induces to focus the attention on every
little flaw (see Blair, 1995); and it diverts from the potential for repairing the
argument.
Moreover, the results of teaching fallacies are complex. To correctly identify an
argumentative move as a fallacy, a sophisticated apparatus of analysis is necessary:
The criteria for irrelevance are complex, and the analytical apparatus, sometimes,
needs to be taught before beginning with fallacies (Hitchcock, 1995). Nevertheless,
informal fallacies lack any conceptual integration with the other elements in a
course of logic, and not everybody thinks that creating a satisfying classification
of fallacies is possible, because fallacies overlap. In addition, Ulrich (1993) states
“debaters studying fallacies should be cautioned about using this approach in a
simplistic manner. […] The more one studies fallacies the clearer it becomes that
it is often difficult to distinguish between fallacious arguments and legitimate
arguments” (p. 5).
The theory of fallacy is so complex that some scholars consider separating good
proofs by fallacies as a mistake in many cases. Ehninger and Brockriede (1978)
point out that although some arguments are evaluated as good by virtually all
critical observers and others are almost universally denounced, many arguments
in the middle of the spectrum may be accepted by some and rejected by others.
Therefore, sometimes, the estimation of the strength of an argument is a personal
judgment: Even if rules may sometimes be useful, universal rules that disregard
personal judgment are not (1978).
Furthermore, learning fallacies does not help construct good arguments.
According to Hitchcock (1995), “learning the fallacies is of no help in learning to
construct good arguments of one’s own, and of little help in learning to appreciate
the merits of good arguments. […] By contrast, learning to construct good
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arguments or at least to appreciate the merits of good arguments is of great help
in learning to recognize and respond to mistakes in reasoning” (p. 326).
As much as these concerns are legitimate, some authors point out that this
negative impact could depend on bad teaching, on too-short courses, on skill or
critical reasoning not yet rooted, or on a too dogmatic and narrow interpretation
of the fallacy rules. According to Blair (1995), fallacies are so complex that to
spend a short time teaching them will distort and trivialize them and how they are
used (p. 335). For example, teaching the straw man, an apparently simple fallacy,
in a in a non-trivial way requires one, at the very least, to distinguish between a
legitimate simplification of the opponent’s arguments and a misinterpretation.
Doing this is not simple and quick. All these remarks lead to an understanding
that these harmful outcomes are not intrinsic to fallacy training itself, but depend
predominantly on shallow didactics focused exclusively on fallacies. Effectively
teaching fallacies requires a lot of time to avoid their being trivialized and to avoid
any negative impact. Therefore, the debate literature should provide useful criteria
to identify the most relevant fallacies so as to optimize didactics, given its timeconsuming nature.

DEBATE LITERATURE AND FALLACIES-RELATED CRITERIA
With respect to the relevant debate literature, the criteria provided when fallacies
are introduced are diverse, but not always reasonable, well grounded, or exhaustive
enough to effectively optimize didactics.
One of the most common criteria to establish which fallacies should be taught
first is frequency. Most debate books dealing with fallacies adopt frequency of
occurrence, or commonness, as a criterion to select the fallacies to be taught. For
example, Freely (1966) reports “many of the most common fallacies”2 (p. 156), and
Ulrich (1993) analyzes “several major fallacies that tend to appear frequently in
contemporary debate” (p. 6).
Although frequency is a reasonable criterion on which to optimize didactics, and
if we neglect how common fallacies are in debates may be a bit controversial, the
books or resources analyzed mention results that are affected by several flaws.
First, these books and resources lack empirical data or evidence to conclude that
the fallacies they introduce are the most common in competitive debates: No data,
evidence, or references are provided to substantiate their conclusion. Second, even
if no substantiation were provided, it would be possible to hypothesize which are
the most frequent fallacies, by referring to a specific theoretical framework. But
again, no specific theoretical frameworks are explicitly provided or suggested.
Third, the lists of fallacies discussed in these books and resources are so different
that doubting the effectiveness of the frequency approach is more than legitimate.

2 In the twelfth edition of Argumentation and Debate Freely substitutes the term conventional for common. Since the list
of fallacies discussed is substantially the same in the 1966 edition, common has been kept here to avoid the ambiguities
that conventional may elicit.
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Indeed, as Table 1 shows, there can’t be more disagreement on what the most
frequent fallacies are.
Another criterion that occurs in the literature, even if very rarely, is importance.
In Argumentation and Debate, by Laycock and Scales (1909), importance, for the
purposes of argumentation, is the criterion adopted to select which fallacies to
discuss. However, unlike frequency, importance is a vague criterion because it may
refer to the most frequent, useful, traditional, or popular fallacies without correctly
specifying which one it is.
A valuable fallacy selection criterion for fallacy didactics seems to be the type of
motion. Since the different analytical, argumentative, and refutational strategies
depend on the types of motions debated (Huber & Snider, 2005); which fallacies
occur also depends on these motions. Therefore, weaknesses change, depending
on the nature of the problem addressed.
This criterion is even more useful for debate fallacy didactics, whether it is
considered that debate formats are often distinguished by the type of motion they
allow to be debated as policy or value debates are. In these instances, a motionrelated criterion may allow optimizing the relevance of teaching fallacies.
Table 1 – Most frequent fallacies, as considered by authors, reviewed
FALLACIES
BOOKS

Hasty Generalization
False analogy
Ad hominem
Ad ignorantiam
Ad populum
Ad metum
Ad misericordiam
Ad nauseam
Ad lapidem
Ad judicium
Appeal to tradition
Appeal to authority
Appeal to expert opinion
Ignoratio elenchi
Complex question
Slippery slope
Red herring
False dilemma
Straw man
Beg the question
Post hoc ergo propter hoc
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Bonomo et al. Freely
(2010)
(1966)
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
w
w
w
w
x
w
w
w
w
x
w
x
w
w
w

Ulrich Cattani Ericson et al. Fedrizzi & Ellis Hen
(1993) (2012)
(2003)
(2011)
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x

x

x
x
x
x

x
x
x

x
x

x
x

x

x
x
x

x

x

x
x

x
x

x
x
x
x
x
x

x

CONTI

y
y

y

Fedrizzi & Ellis Hensley & Carlin
(1994)
(2011)
x
x
x

x

Johnson &
Johnson (1992)

Wiese
& Lewis
(2000)

O’Neill et al. Quinn Whitman
(1923)
(2009) (2001)

Falduti
(2010)

Dick
(1974)

x
x

x

x
x
x

x

x
x
x

x
x

x
x
x
x
x

x
x

x
x

x
x
x

x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x

x
x

x

x
x
x
x

x

x

x
x
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FALLACIES
BOOKS

False cause
Non sequitur
Many causes
Confusing cause and effect
Naturalistic fallacy
Non-representative sample
Affirming the consequent
Denying the antecedent
Inappropriate behavior
Incorrect obversion
Incorrect conversion
Amphybology
Four terms
Undistribuited middle
Illicit major
Negative premises
Particular premises
Ambiguous middle
Division
Simple accident
Converse accident
Unproved assumption
Inconsistency
Insignificance
Abstraction
Irrelevance
Dependent arguments
Accent
Composition
Dicto simpliciter
Equivocation
Ambiguity
Verbalism
Loaded language
Poor grammar
Fallacy of extension
Tautology
Structured response
Special pleading
Bombasting for argument
Denying a valid conclusion
Definition related fallacies

Bonomo et al. Freely
(2010)
(1966)
x
w
w
x
w
w
w
x
w
x
w
x
w
w
w
w
w
w
w
w
w
w
w
w
w
w
w
w
w
w
w
w
w
w
w
w
w
w
w
w
w
w
w
w

Ulrich Cattani Ericson et al. Fedrizzi & Ellis Hen
(1993) (2012)
(2003)
(2011)
x
x
x

x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x

x

x

A different criterion to choose which fallacies to teach is the fallacy definition
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itself. According to Trapp, Zompetti, Motiejunaite, and Driscoll (2005), a fallacy
is an argument that fails to meet any one of the standards of acceptability,
relevance, and sufficiency (p. 247). Consequently, the three basic fallacies, or
the types of fallacies they introduce - problematic premises, irrelevant reasons,
and hasty conclusions -correspond reasons, and hasty conclusions—correspond
to each one of the standards a fallacy violates. It is worth it to stress that these
categories - acceptability, relevance, and sufficiency - are referred to as an informal
logic framework for argumentation. However, McBurney, O’Neill, and Mills (1951)
consider fallacies as defects in proof or as instances of erroneous reasoning that
render arguments logically unsound (p. 219). Therefore, they discuss (even if not
exclusively) fallacies related to violations of standards of proof and formal fallacies.
The definitions of fallacy are strictly related to the argumentative frameworks
that authors adopt. As quoted previously, the definition of Trapp et al. (2005)
refers to an informal logic framework, while McBurney et al. (1951), for example,
refers primarily to a proof theory. This dependency allows one to derive relevant
fallacies that are not strictly relevant to debate, but mainly to the argumentative
framework embraced. Since this criterion is not directly related to debate and its
acceptance may lead to an extensive number of fallacies, it will not be considered
as appropriate for the purposes of this inquiry.
A more complicated and puzzling picture of which criteria to adopt to design
fallacy didactics derives from this: The four criteria reviewed here - frequency,
importance, kind of motion, and fallacy definition - are not the only ones scholars
and coaches adopt to design fallacy didactics. Meany and Schuster (2003), for
instance, focus on logical and informal logical fallacies. Ehninger and Brockriede
(1978) refer to the argument framework they adopted, the toulminian one.
Therefore, factors that may confuse teachers and coaches looking to optimize
fallacy didactics include the sheer number of criteria and the fallacies that may
derive from them, as well as the lack of reference to a single overall framework and
the variable value of the criteria adopted. Consequently, a framework needs to be
elaborated that helps design an effective and quick way to teach of fallacies by
reducing the number of fallacies to address, and keeping the merits of the valuable
criteria and avoiding weaknesses of less valuable ones.

A framework for fallacy didactics
To elaborate on a framework for designing fallacy didactics, it’s necessary to take
a step back to look at the positive impact of teaching fallacies. To recapitulate,
the positive impacts pointed out were: (i) to prevent being deceived by others: (ii)
to prevent being deceived by our own beliefs: (iii) to avoid breaking the rules of
discussion: and (iv) to be able to understand which kind of dialogue is occurring.
What is worth mentioning about this impact is that each one refers to a specific
argumentation framework and to a particular definition of fallacy. To prevent being
deceived by others refers to an informal logical framework and to a definition of
fallacy as a violation of one of the criteria (relevance, sufficiency, and acceptability)
that govern a good argument. To prevent being deceived by our own beliefs refers
to a cognitive framework and to a definition of fallacy as an argument that presents
or holds a partial perspective. To avoid breaking rules of discussion alludes to a
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pragmatic framework and to a definition of fallacy as a violation of the rules of
critical discussion. To be able to understand which kind of dialogue is occurring
is ascribed to a dialogue theory framework and to a definition of fallacy as an
argument used wrongly in the sense that it hinders or goes against legitimate goals
of dialogue.
At the same time, each of these argumentation frameworks and definitions of
fallacy is associated with diverse aspects of argumentative exchange and activity.
There will be these aspects of argumentative exchange and activity that allow both
the identification of the valuable criteria and the elaboration of a comprehensive
framework, for thorough and quick fallacy didactics.
The informal logic framework, which is related to the criteria for good argument
schemes, points out that fallacies are types of motion dependent. As Groarke
and Tindale show in Good Reasoning Matters!, some schemes of argument play a
more significant role than others, depending on the kind of motion debated. For
debating factual issues, for example, empirical schemes of argument as causal
reasoning or generalizations are more relevant than slippery-slope arguments or
arguments from analogy, which are instead more relevant when debating moral
or policy issues. The same concept is stressed by Huber and Snider (2005).
Analytical, argumentative, and refuting strategies depend on the type of motion
debated (p. 12): A policy proposition will require the greater use of arguments
related to consequences than a proposition of fact, which will require more
frequent recourse to authority. In relation to a proposition of value, arguments may
need to draw on abstract concepts, such as essence.
Consequently, if the type of motion determines which schemes of argument
are the most relevant, the type of motion determines also which fallacies are
the most relevant. Indeed, the relevant fallacies are the incorrect application of
criteria related to relevant good argument schemes. Therefore, causal fallacies,
generalization fallacies such as a hasty generalization and an unrepresentative
sample, and the ad ignorantiam fallacy, which considers a position as true because
it has not been demonstrated as false, or false because it has not been shown
as true, are relevant in fact motions. Slippery-slope and naturalistic fallacies concluding that what is natural is also good or right, or that what is
unnatural is bad or wrong - are more relevant in value motions. Slippery-slope and
generalization fallacies, due to the use of statistics, are relevant in policy motions
as well.
The cognitive framework, which is related to the partiality of perspective,
suggests that fallacies are cognitive activities dependent. According to this
framework, the cognitive activities involved in the relevant situation determine
which fallacies are the most relevant. Focusing specifically on debate, it is known
that debating implies disagreement: If the parties did not disagree, debating would
not occur. When disagreement does occur, misunderstanding the opponent’s
position is more likely because misunderstanding, in a debate context, is triggered
by false polarization, a cognitive tendency to consider the other side as more
extreme than it really is. Therefore, since misunderstanding may happen the
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straw man fallacy - attacking a different and weaker version of the opponent’s
arguments to avoid clashing - is of great concern in debate.
Involvement in a debate may lead to polarization, which is moving in the direction
of the initial tendency or attitude, strengthening the original position, or becoming
more entrenched in it. Since the more we polarize, the more we tend to be
aggressive, focusing on the ad hominem fallacy can be of great value in fallacy
didactics for debaters. Polarization may also imply bias assimilation, which is the
tendency to favor information that confirms one’s own preconception. Therefore,
if debating may ensue bias assimilation, hasty generalization (conclusions drawn
before enough evidence is considered) is a relevant fallacy to teach during debate
training.
The pragmatic framework, which refers to the rules of the discussion, helps one
realize that fallacies are rules dependent. In this case, the rules of the type of
discussion and the debate format adopted - the rules that regulate, structure, and
characterize the debate and facilitate its linear development - determine which
fallacies may occur. For instance, while in a negotiation dialogue, definitions of
terms can be negotiated during the exchange; in competitive debate settings,
definitions are strictly regulated and are not negotiable. Therefore, fallacies related
to definitions as narrow definitions (those that exclude elements to be included) or
overly broad definitions (those that include elements to be excluded) are strictly
relevant in debate.
Diverse debate formats regulate differently how to define motions. While
the Lincoln-Douglas and World School Debate formats request reasonable,
documented, and complete definitions of terms and phrases, the Parliamentary
Debate format allows for setting spatio-temporally the debate: If debaters set the
debate in a seventeenth century context, all facts and judgments must be of that
period. It is comprehensible that what a legitimate definition is for the latter format
could reasonably be a narrow definition for the former. Once again, fallacies related
to definitions are relevant in debate training , because in some formats, as Policy
one, topicality is a voting issue by rule.
Furthermore, a fallacy as the complex question (one that implies a presupposition
not accepted by the respondent), is as strictly related to a debate format as the
Cross-examination one. Actually, in the Cross-examination format, long periods
of back-and-forth questions and answers are a compulsory part of the debate.
In other types of dialogue, questioning is not so relevant, or in still other debate
formats, questions and answers have less room. Fallacies are types of dialogue that
depend on the rules and debate format.
The dialogue theory framework, which refers to the specific goals of the types of
dialogue, allows understanding that fallacies are dialogue definition dependent
and judging paradigm dependent. According to this framework, the definition
of the dialogue and the goals set by the judging paradigm help determine which
fallacies are the most relevant. Regarding the definition of dialogue, for instance,
the quarrel type of dialogue has among its goals to verbally hit and humiliate the
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opponent. Following this, the ad personam argument (to hit the opponent rather
than the opponent’s thesis,) is a legitimate move, whereas the same argument is
not justifiable in a different type of dialogue as the inquiry, where the goal of the
participants is to find and verify evidence.
There is no universally recognized definition of debate. Consequently, depending
on the definition assumed, for example, by a debate coach, which fallacies are the
most relevant in debate, and thus which fallacies should be taught first, will be
identified. For example, assuming the debate definition provided by Branham in
Debate and Critical Analysis - the process by which the opinions are advanced,
supported, disputed, and defended, which implies development, clash, extension
and perspective -relevance results from the element most correlated to the
definition provided. Therefore, fallacies related to relevance should absolutely
be taught. These are: the ignoratio elenchi, supporting a position with irrelevant
arguments so as to avoid development; the straw man, attacking a different and
weaker version of the opponent’s arguments to avoid clashing; and the red herring,
the introduction of another issue altogether, which is not related to the real issue
under debate, to avoid extension.
Unlike Branham’s definition, where a debate coach thinks of debate mainly as a
process of learning, fallacies related to evidence as unrepresentative samples, as
well as the fallacious appeals to expert opinion and to authority, are among the
most relevant for teaching. The debate format created by Fuentes and Santibáñez
(2011) is an empirical example that partially supports the previous theoretical
outcome. To facilitate learning and understanding between adversaries, Fuentes
and Santibáñez have added a third team dedicated to research. This team
introduces to the debate the omitted information the two other teams could have
neglected (pp. 125-126).
Competitive debate fallacies may depend also on the judging paradigm, which is
the way of looking at an argument, or by guiding practice, which sets the goals
of debate. For instance, the hypothesis testing paradigm, by which debate is
considered as a way of testing a hypothesis, does not impose any presumption
on the negative team, allowing it to defend multiple inconsistent positions. This
should lead to that focus that all other paradigms, other than the hypothesis
one, do not permit inconsistencies in the position, suggesting refutation by
contradiction. Therefore, pseudo-contradiction (pretending that the opponent’s
thesis is contradictory when contradiction is not certain) is relevant in all judging
paradigms, except the one that tests hypotheses. By contrast, in the advocacy
paradigm, which is drawn from the rules of the adversarial proceeding, what
it is sought are reasonable grounds for belief. In these instances, the appeal to
ignorance is not a fallacious argument, but a reasonable and accepted argument.
As in a courtroom, if the prosecution can’t demonstrate that the defendant is
guilty beyond a reasonable doubt, the defendant is determined to be innocent.
Consequently, the ad ignoratiam argument is not fallacious in such a paradigm, but
surely it is in others.

211

CHAPTER XIII - FALLACIES SELECTION CRITERIA FOR EFFECTIVE DEBATE TRAINING

DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION
The purpose of this paper has been to elaborate on criteria to allow debate
coaches to design a thorough, relevant, and handy fallacy didactics. Starting
from the positive and negative impact of the fallacy approach to argumentation,
several definitions of fallacy have been drawn from and reported in reference to
their theoretical frameworks. These frameworks have allowed us to understand
how relevant fallacies depend on the type of motion debated, the cognitive
activities involved in debating, the debate rules adopted, the assumed definition
of debate, and the judging paradigm embraced. With these criteria (and having
acknowledged the debate format, definition, and paradigm adopted), relevant and
quick didactics can begin to be designed, as Table 2 shows.
Table 2 - The most relevant fallacies for the type of debate referred to
Criteria

Style

Type of motion

Policy

Cognitive activity

Advocacy

Debate format

Cross-Examination

Debate definition

The process by which the opinions
are advanced, supported, disputed
and defended, which implies
development, clash, extension, and
perspective

Fallacies
Slippery-slope
- hasty generalization unrepresentative sample
straw man - ad hominem hasty generalization
narrow definitions - overly
broad definitions - complex
questions

ignoratio elenchi - straw man red herring

This framework may elicit many questions and the objections. It could be asked if
the fallacies that result after one has analyzed a particular kind of debate are also
the most common ones. The most relevant fallacies resulting from the analysis
through this framework are not necessarily the most common. It cannot be inferred
that they are common just because they are relevant, because relevance, in this
case, is a theoretical property, while commonness is an empirical one. However, for
empirical testing, the fallacies resulting from the analysis through this framework
can be considered, hypothetically, as the most common. This framework furnishes
a theoretical basis for empirical research on fallacies in debate contexts.
An objection to the adoption of this framework for fallacy didactics purpose could
be related to its complexity and so to it is useless. However, even if apparently
complex, a debate coach would gain in effectiveness and time by spending a
little bit of time reflecting on the characteristics of the debate project he or she is
running: A simple table corresponding to Table 2 can be easily drawn and filled in.
In conclusion, this framework helps us understand that the most relevant fallacies
taught in debate training depend: on the type of motion debated: on the cognitive
activities in debating; on the debate rules adopted; on the definition of debate;
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and on the judging paradigm. Such criteria include relevant ones, such as types of
motion, seen during the review of the debate literature, and exclude the irrelevant,
inappropriate, and unsupported ones. In addition, these criteria include ones that
have been shown to strictly depend on fallacy theories and to be fruitful when
applied to debate practice. Since this framework can be used in types of dialogue
other than debate, its effectiveness may go far beyond the stated purpose of this
paper. As long as one acknowledges the complexity of effective and thorough
fallacy didactics, this framework can be the beginning of designing effective
didactics that could be properly developed to optimize didactics itself and, thus, to
avoid the negative impact some authors often ascribe to the fallacy approach.
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This essay is based on the keynote speech given at the 4th International
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Empowerment in Qatar, on January 13, 2013. It presents several different
approaches to debate outside of its usual, competitive setting and argues that
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fight discrimination and build understanding between various groups in society.
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INTRODUCTION *
Debate, as an academic extracurricular activity, is often misunderstood. For
example, when boarding the flight to Qatar to attend this conference, the customs
officer, when presented with my heavily stamped passport, inquired about the
purpose of my travel as well as about my profession. Even though he was initially
friendly, when he heard that I travel often because I am a debate coach, he
turned stiff and retorted, “Yes, great – because what the world really needs is
more arguments.” All of us gathered at this conference know that debate, as a
formalized academic activity, is not about fighting or arguing, but about fostering
critical thinking, active listening and self-esteem in our students. I feel like the odd
one out in this room, as I am not an argumentation, communication, rhetoric or
linguistics professor. I am a political scientist, who happens to have a 16 years long
hobby of coaching debate throughout Europe. I would like to share with you in my
talk some personal experiences of coaching debate in different contexts, namely in
post-conflict and transition societies, as well as tell you about some of the applied
debate methods that I am currently using and developing in my work.

DEBATE ACROSS DIFFERENT CONTEXTS
Debating is most often perceived as originating in the Western liberal tradition.
However, this conference perfectly illustrates and embodies the fact that it is
an important and integral activity across cultures, and it plays a role in how we
communicate, persuade and resolve disputes, using reason. Research has thus
far confirmed that debate fosters critical thinking and active listening, and that
it enhances students’ ability to understand different points of view on the same
issue – these are the generally agreed upon ‘side effects’ of debate. However, does
debate have some other uses, other side effects, in contexts that are not Western,
established democracies? I will present a few hypotheses, based on participant
observation and personal experience of working in post-conflict countries as well
as in societies in transition.
I moved to Mostar in 2005 to work for the United Nations High Commissioner for
Refugees (UNHCR). A divided city, with East part belonging to the Bosniaks or
Muslims, and the West associated with the Catholic or Croats, Mostar underwent
two devastating wars in the short span of time from 1992-1996. The magnificent
Old Bridge over the turquoise Neretva river, built in 1567 and the symbol of the
city, was fully destroyed during the war and only reconstructed the year before my
arrival. When I moved there, the distrust and tensions were still high between the
two ethnic groups living in the city, and one third of the buildings still lay destroyed
and awaiting reconstruction. It was in this context that I set out to organize not

* This essay is based on the keynote speech given at the 4th International Conference on Argumentation, Rhetoric,
Debate, and the Pedagogy of Empowerment in Qatar, on January 13, 2013. The 45-minutes speech was given using
eleven cue cards. This is an attempt to reconstruct the speech and its key messages. The essay does not contain
references to other works because it is autobiographic in nature, drawing on personal experiences rather than on
existing (scholarly) research and activities
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two, but one university debating society, between the students of two universities
from the East and the West side. In my free time I contacted the student unions
representatives as well as the rectors of the respective universities, but was
discouraged from launching the initiative: all the officials warned that it would
not work and that it would only incite further frictions between the two groups.
Ignoring their warnings, I proceeded to invite students of law from both universities
for an introductory workshop in debate. It was not easy, but it worked: in the first
year of the debate society’s existence, the students debated together. After a
while, the students of Sveučilište (West-side university) proved more active and
more supported by their university administration, and in 2006, they organized
the first ever Debatijada, a regional debate competition that gathered university
students from throughout Croatia, Bosnia-Herzegovina and Serbia, countries that
mere decade ago were still at war. The winning team at the first Debatijada was
composed of one student from the Univerzitet Džemal Bijedić (East-side Mostar
University) and a student from Sveučilište (West-side Mostar University). I left the
city soon after this debate competition, and later heard that while the debate effort
at Sveučilište remained strong and continued, the activities on the East side had
waned and after a while ceased altogether. Fast-forward, to April last year, when I
returned to Mostar to adjudicate at the 2012 edition of Debatijada tournament. You
can imagine my pleasant surprise when I saw the logo of the event.1

I was also told by the organizers that they are making active steps to re-start
debate activities at the East-side University in Mostar.
This experience of using debate in post-conflict settings has taught me that debate
has the potential for conflict resolution and positive conflict transformation. The
post-conflict context is one of trauma, either primary or secondary, and debate –
or so holds my hypothesis – helps students build resilience because it provides a
safe space to talk, communicate and channel the built up feelings and emotions
about the conflict and the residual chronic sense of instability that war leaves in
people. More often than not, young people are overlooked in the post-conflict
state-building and democratization processes. Taking part in debate activities
not only enhances their understanding of the complexity of plethora of problems
plaguing their societies, but it also enhances their agency because they are using
their voices, reason and imagination to conceive of solutions to those problems.
Debate methodology, therefore, could also be seen as a form of psychosocial
assistance and a tool of assisting democratization of post-conflict areas. Additional

1 Official logo of the Debatijada 2012, designed by the Mostar University Debate Club, Sveučilište Mostar
2 Jack L. Snyder, From Voting to Violence: Democratization and Nationalist Conflict (New York: Norton, 2000); Edward
D. Mansfield, Jack L. Snyder, Electing to Fight: Why Emerging Democracies Go to War (Cambridge: The MIT Press,
2005).
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research is necessary on uses of debate in post-conflict societies, such as in
Bosnia-Herzegovina, Kosovo, and Rwanda, to further substantiate this hypothesis.
Another type of context I want to speak about is transition societies. While
transition scholars usually focus on studying post-communist transitions to
democratic system of rule, I believe that any country undergoing a very quick pace
of transformation could be said to fall under the definition of a ‘transition’ society.
An example in case could be the Arab Spring countries, where currently the
pace of transformation is quick and the outcome of the process highly uncertain.
Scholars have warned against premature introduction of democracy owing to
the tensions inherent in the liberalization and democratization processes. Jack
Snyder, for example, points out that the process of democratization is not always
smooth or conducive to peace. He shows that it can destabilize a society because
transitions create the conditions under which nationalism can flourish: freedom
of speech and media, free elections and the ‘elite persuasion’ (ie, manipulation)
of the political and public space hold the potential to make democratizations
2
turn violent. For similar reasons as in the post-conflict case and from participant
observation and informal interviews conducted with students in Kosovo, Portugal,
Macedonia and Hungary, the following findings seem to point out to debate having
the following effects or uses in transition societies:
1.

Engaging in debate assists young people in ‘digesting’ both the pace as well
as the content of the changes that are taking place in their societies. This is
important because when young people feel excluded and alienated from these
changes, and especially if there is an underlying economic instability and high
unemployment, young people are a potential source of further destabilization.
Debate can help involve them in a constructive, non-violent manner in the
transition processes, and as such, it diffuses conflict and serves as its outlet.
2. As the experience has shown in many communist and other authoritarian
regimes, the educational system had the tendency to reward and instill
passivity and obedience in its students. Furthermore, serving the students with
ready-made answers that are meant to be memorized and recited back to the
professors in form of oral or written exams ensures that critical thinking and
independent reasoning are expelled from the educational process. Debate,
on the other hand, owing to its format, research, the use of various topics,
the need to prioritize arguments and information and present it in persuading
manner, teaches a different set of skills: critical engagement, self-reliance,
independence, pro-activity.
3. Finally, one application and benefit of debate is not often discussed in the
debating community, but I believe that particularly in transition societies it
holds a particular value: teaching the students hard work and organization
skills, as well as how to be team players. As the example of the newly set
up Hungarian universities debating community shows, the students – even
though they have me as their volunteer coach – largely operate as student-run
societies. This means that last year and this year, organizing the Budapest Open
international debating tournament that attracts around 150 students from more
than thirty countries worldwide, was the result of student effort in fundraising,
PR and registration, as well as in socials and logistical intricacies that such an
event entails. In Hungary, which embodies a particular brand of Kafkaesque
bureaucracy, this meant that the students – in order to make the Budapest
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Open happen – had to knock on hundreds of doors and overcome many
obstacles that arose along the way. The Organization Committee members, as
I witnessed personally, built their stamina, organization and real-life skills, and
in this process they turned from easily discouraged individuals to a team of
ambitious overachievers who refused to take ‘no’ for an answer! In transition
societies –and even though it is little known, Hungary is in a transition of its own
alright, that I will talk about a bit later – these kind of life skills are of paramount
importance, especially for young people who are still educated in the oldschool educational systems that are pending reform. To conclude, in organizing
debate tournaments, I witnessed students acquiring the kind of life skills,
such as proactivity, teamwork, organizational skills, leadership, perseverance,
resourcefulness, go-getter attitude, and peer management skills – that are of
paramount importance, especially for young people who are exiting universities
with a diploma that in today’s unstable times that no longer guarantee a job
after graduation.

Applied debate methods
While debating is most often known for its competitive circuit, I would like to
invite your attention to the possibility of applying debate methodology and critical
pedagogy principles in different settings, aiming to generate similar side-effects
as those that occur in competitive debate: critical thinking, active-listening,
empowerment. I will present here three such methods that I involve in my work at
the Anne Frank House and in my work with various minorities.

FREE2CHOOSE-FREE2CREATE & MEMORY WALK
The human rights framework and the way it is customarily taught, I suspect,
leaves students with a superficial understanding. I see it best exemplified in
debating tournaments, when debaters argue for or against certain rights. For
example, in debate on allowing torture in special cases, such as against terrorist
suspects, you will often hear the argument, “We should not torture, ever. Why?
Because it is against human rights.” This kind of half-baked argumentation shows
that teaching human rights needs to involve the students more in their own
educational process, so that they can arrive to the conclusion on importance of
human rights on their own rather than through the dictate of a teacher who makes
them memorize the Universal Declaration. One such educational method is the
Free2Choose, developed by the Anne Frank House International Department. 3 F2C
is an educational debate program about conflicting human rights. It is designed to
encourage young people to think about the importance of our fundamental rights,
asking the key questions: why are these rights so important? Are there limits to
our human rights? What happens when these rights come into conflict with each
other? The short films that constitute the core of the F2C program always focus on
a human right dilemma in a given society, and the films end by asking the viewers
to take a stand on a question posed about a particular human right (dilemma)

3 You can find more information about Anne Frank House Free2Choose project by accessing its You Tube channel:
http://www.youtube.com/user/Free2chooseCreate
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highlighted in the film. There are no right or wrong answers, and even less correct
or more correct answers. The Free2Choose-Free2Create is a corollary of this
project, in which young people are asked to reflect on the most controversial
human rights dilemmas in their own societies. They are then sent to interview
and to film conversations with people on the streets, about these human rights
dilemmas. The results are 3-4 minutes long video films that portray different views
on the same controversial topics, and that then serve as an opening for moderated
classroom discussions across the country in which the films were made, thus
further raising awareness about human rights (violations) and promoting critical
thinking among the youth.
Memory Walk, similarly, is a project that promotes active citizenship by having
young people reflect on the process of memorialization and commemoration of
past events, in order to create a relevant link to their lives today. Who needs a
monument and why? Are the monuments contested? By whom? Who is included
and excluded in the histories and perspectives represented? As politics of
memory and historical revisionism are still relevant and present today, Memory
Walk offers the opportunity for the young people to reflect on the society they
live in, questions its historical tenets and reflect on past events. The films that are
produced feature young people interviewing passersby about the monument(s) in
their city, and offer a useful starting point for classroom discussions that debate
and deliberate on history and the way it commemorates, empowers and excludes
in its narrative.

WORK WITH ‘MINORITIES’
As a freelance consultant and trainer, I have also worked with different minorities,
most specifically with Roma in Central and Eastern Europe, as well as with women
and youth active in political parties in Southeastern Europe. Owing to their
status and treatment, these groups are sometimes referred to as “marginalized,
vulnerable and discriminated.” Using this kind of language that is so prevalent in
the civil society arena, I surmise, in fact further disempowers the said groups that
various organizations are trying to emancipate. We need to be more aware of the
limitations of language we use, and of our approaches and goals, because the
seeds of failure are sometimes inherent in the original set up and vocabulary we
often use, unaware of its debilitating side effects.
In my work with these groups, I have applied debate and developed the trainings
‘Rhetoric of Discrimination’ and ‘Rhetorical Self-Defense.’ The first training is
based on using different discriminatory and racist remarks and then explaining
what type of logical fallacy such argumentation entails. The training raises
awareness about the logical flaws inherent in such argumentation. In a role play
also used, the participants are divided into ‘human rights advocates’ and ‘persons
with discriminatory views’. The pairs receive basic background instructions and
statements that set them off in a discussion in which they are expected to convince
the other one to change their mind. The workshop seeks to build knowledge on
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logical fallacies inherent in racist discourse and to build participants’ imagination
and quick thinking in responding to them. Similarly, ‘Rhetorical Self-Defense’
training also uses debate and critical pedagogy to empower its participants
to challenge views that discriminate and oppress them and to do so in a nonconfrontational manner. At its core is the goal of claiming back the agency and
transforming oneself from a ‘victim’ or target of discrimination to an educator, or
active participant in combatting such practices.
One of the prevalent, and in my opinion somewhat counterproductive at best
and dangerous at its worst practices in the civil society sector, is the work on
empowering minorities that does not engage with the majority, ie, those with
oppressive attitudes. I would now like to present to you a method that I am
currently developing, an ongoing social experiment of sorts – and this is something
that is evolving, and that I very much need your help with.

TALKING TO ‘RACISTS’
Since 2007, I am one of the invited speakers at an international human rights
project for high school students, called Model International Criminal Court. It is
an intensive one-week long training in which young people engage with human
rights through simulating court cases from real life instances of war crimes trials, ie,
Nurnberg, Rwanda, former Yugoslavia. In doing so, they learn about crimes against
humanity, share experiences from their home countries on today’s human rights
violations and ideally become aware about various forms of prejudice, racism and
exclusion.
I was born in a country that does not exist anymore: Yugoslavia. My role at the
MICC is that of a contemporary witness of war, and I share with the participants
my life story of a childhood interrupted by the bloody death of my homeland. My
‘job’ is to explain to these high school students what war is (like), and how people
process and come to terms with it, both during as well as in its aftermath. While
I am open to students’ questions, which always open my own mind to different
perspectives, there are several speaking points that I have over time developed
as a lasting message to my young audiences at MICC. It was due to one of these
messages that my life profoundly shifted, during an MICC session in the winter of
2010/2011.
As I was explaining to the youngsters, wars do not start with bullets – they start
with words, and these words from the mouths of political elites are all about
generating separation into clearly delineated (false!) black and white dichotomies
of us versus them. The ‘us’ group, good guys, are graced with favorable qualities,
while ‘them’, the bad guys, are dehumanized to the point where their extinction
is nothing short of desirable. Political elites, I told my audience of impressionable
seventeen- and eighteen-year-olds from several European countries, will gladly use
nationalism because it is the cheapest and highly-effective political mobilization
tool. However, nationalism when combined with other flammable factors such as
an economic crisis, is a force no one can control, and once it starts burning there
is no stopping it. The talk concluded with a heated discussion about bystanders,
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and the importance of speaking up and out against injustice and discrimination
of minorities. I went to sleep that night, as always after one of these MICC talks,
exhilarated and inspired by the audience’s reactions.
Except, the next morning, as I flew back home, the following epiphany hit me: I am
no different than the nationalistic political elites that I warn my students about.
Namely – I realized that I, too, divide the world into us the good guys, liberal,
human rights respecting, ‘normal’ people, versus them, the evil, self-interested
politicians. Right wingers, radicals, populists, extremists, racists, nationalists,
xenophobes, homophobes, neo-Nazis, anti-Semites, Romaphobes, sexists – just
look at how many labels WE have for THEM!
This realization was all the more profound, because simultaneously I realized that
all my (conscious) life, I have been engaging in a profoundly damaging modus
operandi: argumentation. For the past 16 years, I have been a high school debater,
then university debater and coach, trainer and adjudicator of tournaments and
competitions. Formalized debate is a passion of mine, and I love coaching students
and witnessing their minds open up and soar through developed critical thinking
and active listening skills. However, after this epiphany sunk in, I realized that
… in the past, whenever I would come across someone whose views radically
differed from my own, I would instantly, spontaneously – debate them. Part of
it was debater’s professional deformation, I suppose – just wanting to argue for
argument’s sake; another part was smugness and challenge of devil’s advocacy,
where I would at times present views that I knew would annoy my interlocutors;
finally, part of it was a deeply seated conviction of superiority of my own (highlyliberal) views over conservative ones. The hardest thing was realizing that by
debating, I only reinforced or pushed those I was trying to convince to agree with
me – further away, precisely because I had no understanding, or empathy, for
where they were coming from.
As life would have it, soon after this epiphany of my own empathetic blind
spot, I moved to Budapest, Hungary. Since 2011, I live in the country whose
democracy has been disintegrating under the two-thirds majority rule of right
wing conservatives; a country where the third biggest party is openly anti-Semitic,
xenophobic and Romaphobic; a city where a taxi company forbids transport
to Jews and where desecration of holocaust memorials is an occurrence that
no longer elicits outrage, as it has become ‘normal’. Only few days ago, as I
was making my preparations to come to Qatar to speak at this conference, the
following words were published in mainstream media. I am about to read to you
the words of a prominent Hungarian journalist, one of the founders of the ruling
political party and a friend of the Prime Minister of Hungary. These are not my
words, and I apologize for reading them out to you, but I need you to understand
the atmosphere in the country I live in:

4 The words of Zsolt Bayer, translated and quoted in: Keno Verseck, “Hungary’s Racism Problem: Orbán Friend Says
Roma ‘Shouldn’t Be Allowed to Exist’,” Spiegel Online International, January 11, 2013, available online at: http://www.
spiegel.de/international/europe/hungarian-journalist-says-roma-should-not-be-allowed-to-exist-a-876887.html
(Accessed: January 12, 2013).
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"A significant part of the Roma are unfit for coexistence. They are not fit
to live among people. These Roma are animals, and they behave like animals.
When they meet with resistance, they commit murder. They are incapable of
human communication. Inarticulate sounds pour out of their bestial skulls.
At the same time, these Gypsies understand how to exploit the 'achievements'
of the idiotic Western world. But one must retaliate rather than tolerate. These
animals shouldn't be allowed to exist. In no way. That needs to be solved –
4
immediately and regardless of the method."
Once again, I am sorry for reading these words out to you. If they made you feel
uneasy, or afraid – I am sorry for subjecting you to it. This is precisely how they
make me feel. As result of living in Hungary, where I regularly come across people
with whose views I radically disagree with, I developed a method that I would like
to share with you.
This social experiment I engage in, I privately call Talking to ‘Racists’. I will explain
you later why the ‘Racists’ is in quotation marks, as the very title of the experiment,
or method, has an in-built reminder mechanism. Furthermore, it is simpler to use
the label ‘racist’ rather than call the method, ‘Talking with individuals whose views
are as far from mine as possible.’ The method has the acronym or mnemonic
PLEASE.
•

•

•

•

•

P stands for two things: pause, and remember not to take the conversation
personally. One of the problems of talking to people whose views we disagree
with is that we often take them personally, and immediately launch into kneejerk attack or argumentation, which only fuels the conflict and prevents any
form of dialogue from taking place.
L stands for listen. Listen to what they have to say, and ask them as many
clarifying questions as you can, in order to fully understand their views. (Being
a foreigner in Hungary, this means my Hungarian is imperfect, and I often
exploit this, playing naïve and asking them to explain how things are.)
E, at the heart of the method, stands for empathy. As hard as it though may be,
you need to find a way to empathize with your interlocutor, try and understand
what they are feeling and thinking, and where they are coming from. As
James Baldwin said, “I imagine one of the reasons people cling to their hates
so stubbornly is because they sense, once hate is gone, they will be forced to
deal with pain.” So I choose to view my ‘racist’ interlocutors as people who are
in some way suffering and who need to blame someone as an outlet of their
frustration and anger.
A stands for two things: you need to analyze what you have heard, mostly
focusing on identifying the underlying assumptions on which their opinions are
based. You need to do this, in order to understand the fallacies and weaknesses
in their argumentation.
S is a simple one, it stands for speak. So far in my social experiment, that
counts over 30 cases, this step has never failed and I have come to believe that
there is something in human interaction, a basic rule of reciprocity, that states
that if you genuinely listen to someone, suspending your judgment and trying
to understand them, they will inevitably – ask for your opinion. I make it a rule
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•

not to offer my opinion or disagree, until I am asked by my interlocutor. Often
I feel I get the question because my interlocutor is expecting a confirmation
of their views, an agreement – and this is the point in our conversation where I
engage with their views.
E in the end, stands for two things: explaining, non-confrontationally, where I
stand on the issue we discussed, and the need to manage one’s expectations
of this process. If we imagine the radicalism of views on a continuum, you will
see that there is a portion of people whose views you will never change – their
identity is too closely intertwined with those views. However, a larger portion
of this group falls into the ‘ignorant’ section – and by ‘ignorant’ I certainly do
not mean stupid, but simply lacking exposure to different lifestyles, groups
of people, experiences. We often forget that other people have different
backgrounds than our own, may not travel as often as we do, and that their
views are often informed in far more homogenous environments than the ones
we are accustomed to.

This Talking to ‘Racists’ social experiment of mine has several goals – they shift,
depending on the person I talk with. Communication, let’s be honest, is often an
act of manipulation. My goals in this social experiment, in this evolving method, are
as follows:
1.

Arrive to the lowest common denominator with my interlocutors – recognition
of each other’s humanity. Even if we do not agree on things, I need them to
recognize the similarities between us, rather than focus on the differences.
2. Sow the seeds of cognitive dissonance in my interlocutors, or simply – to
confuse them. I am afraid when people are too certain of anything.
3. Understand where they are coming from. You see, there is a profoundly selfish
aspect to Talking to 'Racists'. So selfish, that I am ashamed to come forward
and tell you about it, but I will do it, hoping you will suspend judgment. You see,
I am not necessarily striving towards peace, utopia, everyone to get along. But I
am striving towards absolution. Yes, my own. I basically...do not want to FEAR,
and I certainly do not want to hate. And I find that in the circles that I move in
(debate coaches, liberal academics, human rights activists), I am subject to and
at times take part in absolute vilification of the 'extremists', to the point where I,
too, begin viewing them as a 'problem to be solved', rather than as...people.
This is why ‘racists’ is in quotation marks. Because the very name of the
experiment, of the method, is a constant and painful reminder that I, too, otherize.
I, too, label. The true name of this method is really, Talking to People, or simply –
Talking.

CONCLUDING REMARKS
This approach, continuously evolving, is based in applied (rather than competitive)
debate, and it is thoroughly grounded in (radical) empathy. The approach is not
only helping me build a discourse of common humanity and understanding with
the individuals I meet, but it is also evolving my own thinking about the world. I
now regularly apply these insights in my work as human rights and identity de/
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construction trainer with the Anne Frank House and various other organizations.
I believe that applied debate, as I presented to you, is a powerful means for
resolving social conflicts and for generating, as the name of this conference calls
for, a better world. However, to generate a wider impact, we need to find a way
to expand (applied) debate to a wider circle of people. You, assembled here,
are my bubble. You are my comfort zone, my box, my choir – because hearing
your presentations has inspired me in improving my work, and I will leave Qatar
re-energized and invigorated by the passion you all have exemplified for your work.
However – I need to also step outside of this bubble, and outside of this comfort
zone, and this is also why I engage in Talking to ‘Racists’. For all the reasons thus
far presented, you can understand why I am exceptionally wary of purity demands
of any kind – be it racial, or academic. Inter-, trans- and multi-disciplinary research
is the way to go, and that also involves inviting to our table those with whom we
may disagree strongly.
We have heard a lot at this conference about how we need to strengthen the
critical thinking of youth, and how young people are in need of better reasoning
skills. This made me wonder, whether there are any debate programs or projects
that involve adults in debating. So, I inquired with one of the American debate
coaches present here, and they told me that the one program that comes to their
mind is debate instruction classes in prisons. While laudable, I would like us all to
think outside the box for a bit, and ask ourselves: how about developing some
(applied) debate programs for adults who are not in prisons?! I fear that in our
focus on youth, we may forget that adults need assistance in reasoning, critical
thinking and active listening as well.
Though I spoke to you about Hungary, I know that this example is not alone in
society today. It is simply one example of a heavily polarized society, and I know
that many of you here present – for example from Lebanon, Venezuela, United
States – also live in polarized societies. And do you remember what I warned about
previously, my childhood lesson about war – that wars do not start with bullets, but
with words? I need to add here another warning. You see, the phase that comes
just between the words of hate, and the bullets starting flying, is the deafening
silence – between two groups who have nothing left to say to one another. Groups
who have given up on communication.
In conclusion, PLEASE. is closely connected to my understanding of the word
‘responsibility’ – I understand it as ‘the ability to respond’. I would therefore like
to ask you all present here for help. I need you – to expand your identities. In this
room, we have people from the Arab world, from Europe, from America; we have
Qataris, Egyptians, Dutch, Slovenians, Venezuelans, Canadians. We have professors
of linguistics, professors of argumentation, debate coaches. We have women,
men, and we have mothers, sisters, brothers, fathers, husbands and wives. I would
like to conclude this speech by asking you to make space for one more identity in
you, alongside all the others: please join me, in becoming mediators, the bridge
between the polarized sides who are not talking. We need these mediators, we
desperately need this buffer zone – and I hope I have persuaded some of you, to
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help me in this endeavor. Thank you.
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ABSTRACT
This study examines the social networking behaviors of fellows from the Benjamin
Franklin Transatlantic Fellows Institute (BFTF), a Department of State sponsored
exchange program for American and European students intended to promote civic
engagement. The BFTF emphasizes debate and deliberation training grounded in
real world applications to enhance individual ownership of civic engagement. This
quantitative and qualitative study explores how fellows used the BFTF Facebook
groups before, during and after the institute. We coded each post using five
categories to assess the nature of each post. The study seeks to understand how
fellows utilized the debate and deliberation training in their social networking
behaviors. Our initial results suggest that the ownership of ideas cultivated by
debate is reflected in how fellows utilize social networking to advance civic
engagement activity.
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INTRODUCTION
As argumentation and deliberation teachers, we are committed to promoting
pedagogical practices that reconcile theoretical knowledge with practical
application. Social networking technologies offer new challenges to argumentation
and deliberation. Although a popular venue for communication among today’s
youth, social networking sites are rarely celebrations of critical thinking. At the
Benjamin Franklin Transatlantic Fellows Institute (BFTF), a Department of State
sponsored youth exchange program that invites high school aged students from
Europe and the United States to Wake Forest University to learn about debate and
civic engagement, we embrace the fellows’ penchant for social networking sites
by exploring how they can use these technologies to advance critical thinking and
deliberation. This is rooted in our underlying philosophy that individuals best learn
when they possess a sense of ownership in their civic engagement activities. The
democratic appeal of social networking sites resides in that sense of ownership
where most individuals enjoy unfettered freedom of expression.
This study explores how BFTF alumni put into practice the lessons learned about
civic engagement and deliberation. Specifically, we measured post-institute social
networking behavior of program alumni across three Facebook groups for two
years.1 The type of activity and quantity of post-institute civic engagement was
assessed and informally correlated to the assumptions of training debate as a
precursor of civic engagement events.

BACKGROUND
In 2004 and 2005, Wake Forest University hosted Southeast Europe Youth
Leadership Institute (SEEYLI), Open Society Institute and Department of State
sponsored program and precursor to the BFTF. Although Facebook was invented
after the SEEYLI program, the SEEYLI alumni, in 2008, created their own Facebook
group. The SEEYLI fellows’ generated content was primarily social, demonstrating
efforts to stay in touch and re-connect with each other. Although the Facebook
groups were populated by many of the fellows from the 2004 and 2005 sessions,
there was limited knowledge of the group’s existence. Furthermore, there was little
user driven content and the groups would remain dormant for long periods of time.
The content was largely limited to status updates and occasional calls for reunions,
and even fewer invitations to join social causes.
In 2008, the BFTF administration developed a BFTF Facebook group prior to
the institute and invited fellows to join the groups before arriving to campus. 2
Initially, these groups were used to help prepare fellows for their arrival. It was not
until 2009 that fellows began to use the groups for extensive interaction. In 2011,
the use of the Facebook groups increased exponentially as interactions among

1 This is the initial phase of a larger project which will exam Facebook messaging from seventeen main and affiliated
groups from 2006-2013 (see Appendix 1).
2 Groups were initiated by fellows in 2007 and subsequently became the official site for two parallel summer sessions.
The program management team maintained administrative control of the group.
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participants became much more frequent and in-depth, before, during, and after
the institute.
In 2007, we created “closed” groups that were reserved for BFTF fellows and
staff. 3 We created the closed groups as a “safe” space for those directly affiliated
with the program to get to know one another, to plan for their trip, to ask questions
about the program, and to serve as the avenue for internal announcements during
the program. Beginning in 2011, we also created an “open” group, allowing anyone
interested to follow the BFTF activities, such as parents and friends, to join. We
also created a BFTF Alumni group, originally used to help facilitate a 2009 BFTF
sponsored reunion in Bulgaria, for all current and former fellows. This group has
since become a meeting place for cross-generational discussions, announcements,
and project developments.
We are interested in how fellows use the various Facebook groups and to what
end. Specifically, we wish to understand how well the lessons of debate and
deliberation taught at the BFTF translate into patterns of Facebook usage. This
study offers a qualitative and quantitative analysis of the fellows’ Facebook usage
for two years (2010 and 2011) of the BFTF. Our survey incorporates the 2010 and
2011 “closed” and 2011 “open” Facebook groups, tracing how fellows used each
Facebook group before, during, and after the BFTF.

CODING AND METHOD
An overview of the posts revealed that the fellows and staff used the Facebook
groups to accomplish a variety of communicative tasks. We identified five
general types of posts, each determined by the communicative function of the
statement. Since we are studying the communicative tasks of Facebook post, we
only examined the initial posts and not the comments to such posts. Facebook
comments, as well as “likes,” have a distinctive communicative task as they express
a response to the initial post. The categories of initial posts included: social post,
invitation for discussion, program information, solicitation for social engagement,
and general information.
First, a social post includes general salutations, pictures of activities, highlights
of reunions, and assorted greetings directed toward other fellows. For example,
a Lithuanian fellow posted a picture of her at the European Parliament with the
following caption: “The European Parliament in Strasbourg, France. Picture taken
during a delightful trip across Europe (Lithuania-Poland-Czech republic-GermanyFrance-Belgium). Who thought I'd ever get here! Best wishes, international folks ;)
Miss you all!”

3 2007 and 2008 had closed groups for four institutes (two each year) but did not result in much usage by staff or
fellows.
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Second, we defined any invitation for discussion as a question, typically political in
nature, designed to solicit insights from other fellows. The following post from a
Czech fellow typified an invitation for discussion: “Hey guys! There has been a lot
of controversy about ACTA and SOPA so I wanted to ask you what do you think
about these? Do you think they will make the internet better or are you a supporter
of the Anonymous group? Do you have protests in your countries like we do here
in the Czech Republic? Do you participate in them? I know I ask way too many
questions but I hope you will share your opinions and experiences :) Miss you all!”
Third, program information posts disseminated information necessary for the
effective management of the BFTF. These posts include pre-arrival information,
meeting times, and general announcements. For example, a mentor posted:
“Tomorrow morning meet at 8:15 in front of Carswell (NOT the dorms). Make sure
you get some breakfast first (Pit opens at 7). Long pants, closed toe shoes. Spread
the word.” Such posts invite action by the fellows, but do not require any type of
Facebook response, other than questions for clarification.
Fourth, solicitation for social action category incorporated a variety of posts
that ask fellows to take some action beyond responding to the original post.
These actions included sharing information about a social matter, signing a
petition, online voting, or becoming involved in a particular cause. A fellow from
Spain posted the following request to the 2011 BFTF closed group: “This is the
description of the video, so, just by seeing this short video you can contribute to
the project, because two businesses from Barcelona have agreed to contribute
with 5 cents of euro for each click on YouTube. This is a project of one of the
Hospitals involved in my medicine studies so, if you feel like, I would be really
grateful that you see it! (it is very nice) :D thank you very much guys!!”
Fifth, general information posts incorporated posts that would be of interest to the
fellows, typically shared links and articles and information about fellows posted by
staff. These posts do not invite any specific type of response from viewers.

DATA ANALYSIS
The data presented represent the initial phase of a larger ongoing assessment of
BFTF Facebook usage. Three groups were initially coded for the message type
posted in the closed (internal) 2010 and 2011 groups and for the open group in 2011
(we did not have an open group in 2010). The increased use of social media from
2010 to 2011 was considerable with increases across all message types. Figure 1
illustrates the increase in messaging by staff and fellows. Usage in the 2011 closed
group was more than four times greater than postings in 2010. We noted that the
fellows preferred to post in the closed group, even when we encouraged them to
share with the larger audience of the open group.

230

BURG, LOUDEN, BURG, GAINSFORD

Message Types
Not surprisingly, a majority of message were social posts, ranging from
establishing connection before the institute to reconnecting after the summer
(See Figure 2). Closed groups were proportionally more concerned with social and
programming information. In 2011, categories inviting discussion, social action, and
engagement opportunities were increasingly common. The open group shared
more general information posts than other groups.
We expected an increased emphasis on continued civic engagement opportunities
to be more evident in the second year examined. This was, proportionately, not the
case. However, this may be a product of a small sample size. Including more groups
across a longitudinal period, including an Alumni Facebook group, will provide
additional insight into the different types of messages, especially into proactive
posts across the years, reflecting the changes in the BFTF curricular strategies.
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Messaging Across Time

We were interested in not only differences in types of messages posted, but also in
the reasons posting behaviors may change across a one-year time period. Message
types were assessed at five different time periods: (1) before the institute, (2) the
first and (3) the second two weeks of the institute, (4) 3 months after the institute
and (5) more than 3 months after the institute. Our results suggested that message
types shifted across time.
Two findings are of interest. First, as Figure 3 illustrates, the consistency of
messaging, in particular for the closed 2011 group, was stronger after the institute
and maintained through the year. We found posting often happens in sporadic
bursts of Facebook activity, but the aggregate numbers of messages were steady.
The open group, by contrast, received fewer and fewer posts across time and
began to wane as an outlet for the fellows. The earlier 2010 group maintained a
steady stream of messages, but with significantly less volume in total messages.
Second, we expected shifts in the types of messages across time, specifically a
decrease in program information messages that were irrelevant after completion
of the institute (See Figure 4). Furthermore, we had anticipated some variance in
proportionality from year to year among the solicitation for action messages, a
refection of changes in the institute programming. The evidence suggests greater
activity as the program emphasized civic engagement as a central pedagogical
feature of the BFTF, but not a greater emphasis on messages calling for civic
engagement from 2010 to 2011.
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For both closed 2010 and 2011 groups, post-institute messages increasingly
focused on solicitations for social action, invitations to discussion, and general
information posts (See Figure 4). The increased number of solicitations for social
action suggested that the fellows embraced the BFTF civic engagement pedagogy
even after the conclusion of the program. The messages reflected a focus on
civic engagement, indicating that the program goals remained relevant to the
fellows even after the institute. Social messages accounted for about half of the
total messages, but appear to be less prominent than earlier years. Extended data
analysis and the inclusion of 2012 groups should provide further evidence of the
relationships between the curriculum and the types of subsequent messages.

DISCUSSION
Social media expert, scholar, and consultant Danah Boyd (2008) argues that, “The
possibility of scaling is what tickles the fancy of most political dreamers who see
the Internet as a democratising technology” (p. 243). She describes “networked
publics” as different than “unmediated publics,” with characteristics that include
being “persistent...searchable...replicable,” while speaking to “invisible audiences”
(Boyd, 2007, p.10). The issue of scale is important for Boyd because as people
switch to online spaces for deliberation, their messages have the potential to reach
multiple publics, but what the “attention economy” dictates is that they often
‘speak’ only to those who already agree or care about similar issues. Boyd (2007)
acknowledges, however, that social network sites play an important role in people’s
lives, especially young citizens who feel their online presence is as real as their
daily chores.
The activity in the closed groups supported Boyd’s observations on how
individuals use social media to advance democratic deliberation. We designed
closed groups to be spaces where fellows could relish in open discussion among
themselves. We predicted the fellows would engage in personal discussions,
but the groups quickly developed into a forum of personal, political, social
deliberations that enabled fellows to ‘test’ their commitment to the program and
ruminate over specific issues. Notably, the online pre-arrival survey prompted
fellows to reflect on the purpose of the BFTF and the expectations placed upon
them. The fellows from Europe and Eurasia were selected by the US embassies in
their countries. Oftentimes, the selected fellows emerged from a pool of over one
hundred applicants and represent the most talented students from that nation.
There was an expectation that these fellows served as well-informed diplomats,
prepared to engage in healthy democratic deliberations.
In the early stages of each Facebook group, prior to their arrival, the fellows relied
on social posts as the preferred mode of communication (See Figure 4). They
quickly started to ask each other about their views on various issues, from noncontroversial yet revealing preferences over books, movies, and authors. These
discussions often moved into rather provocative questions about politics and
values. The ongoing conversation, as a mode of digital citizenship, encouraged
rather personal and detailed feedback from people none of the fellows had met
in person. As teenagers of the digital era, this may seem rather natural. While
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most fellows participated to some degree, some fellows contributed to the closed
Facebook groups more often and in greater depth.

Closed 2010

Before

1st two
weeks

2nd two
weeks

Post 3
months

After 3
months

Social Post

26

2

4

9

11

Invitation for Discussion

1

0

1

2

6

Program Information

22

4

11

9

4

Solicitation for Action

0

0

0

6

12

Information

1

0

0

2

6

Open 2011

Before

1st 2
Weeks

2nd two
weeks

Post 3
months

After 3
months

Social Post

4

80

54

25

1

Invitation for Discussion

0

1

3

0

0

Program Information

2

6

6

0

0

Solicitation for Action

3

0

0

0

3

Information

1

16

30

9

15

Closed 2011

Before

1st 2
weeks

2nd two
weeks

Post 3
months

After 3
months

Social Post

70

42

32

107

93

Invitation for Discussion

52

7

28

14

9

Program Information

30

53

40

2

2

Solicitation for Action

3

0

1

14

15

Information

11

17

12

0

26

Figure 4: Message across time by group
While the closed group served as the preferred space for fellows to inform others
and solicit participation for ongoing campaigns because of their familiarity with
one another, the open group became a way of informing a larger audience.
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The closed Facebook group served as “a group of one’s own” for fellows to
play with ideas and debating the efficacy of certain positions, a space for
creative deliberation. Certainly, the fellows did not always agree on these issues.
However, the mutual trust and closeness among the fellows seemed to drive their
solicitations of support rather some inherent agreement on the issue.
The closed Facebook groups served, and continued to serve, as a platform for
ideas, discussion, proposals, and basic updates well after the conclusion of the
BFTF. The fellows, and to a lesser certain extent staff and administration, have
shared frequent solicitations for social engagement. For example, fellows who have
developed follow-on projects, the term used to describe BFTF-inspired projects
initiated by alumni, have solicited commentary and participation from peers. Such
solicitations regularly sparked extended discussion and volunteerism. The range
of engagement was stunning, flowing seamlessly from calls for environmental
activism to educational planning. To wit, a post from January 2012 in the 2011
closed Facebook group asked about the Northern Irish independence question. A
lively discussion followed, soliciting evidence and information.
Many fellow-based initiatives utilized the Facebook groups as the preferred
site to develop institute related projects, using the site to organize, delegate
responsibility, and promote actives. All of these features were exemplified in the
“2011 Immigration Project” (See Appendix 1). Likewise, the deliberative interaction
among fellows was emulated in five major projects developed by alumni, most
notably the Youth In Charge Civic Engagement Seminar Armenia 2011 (http://
youthincharge.wordpress.com/).
The increased use of social media to recruit for and deliberate on civic engagement
was, in part, a reflection of an aptitude present within today’s youth. However,
the digital deliberative process was also reflexive, enabling the momentum of
shared interests and rapid feedback to transgress the normal temporal and
physical boundaries that often limit civic engagement. Yet, as existing scholarship
cautions us, the deliberative potential of social networking can easily devolve
into meaningless solipsism without proper attention to skills of debate and
argumentation (Von Burg, Von Burg, Mitchell, & Louden, 2012).
The BFTF Facebook groups expanded localized deliberative communities. In the
past six summers, the fellows created a confined community while on campus,
but also developed the skills necessary to move their conversations beyond their
local community. The fellows expanded the horizon of deliberation not only across
international boundaries and audiences, but also with fellows from other years.
It has become commonplace for fellows from different iterations of the BFTF to
comment on postings and projects from resident fellows, and team up following
the institute to generate extensive ongoing projects such as the three year Youth
Leadership Summer Institute in Europe (http://yasinstitute.org/).
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FUTURE RESEARCH CONSIDERATIONS
This initial study attempted to get a general sense of Facebook usage by coding
the communicative tasks of original posts. This excluded an examination of
comments to an original post. Because this study revealed that Fellows do use
Facebook for promoting discussion and soliciting social action, it paves the way
for future studies to investigate the quality of the initial post and the subsequent
comments. Expanding the study to include coding of comments to original posts,
specifically invitations for discussion and solicitations for social action, enables new
understandings of how substantive deliberations unfold in social media networks
and what types of original posts generate such discussions.

CONCLUSIONS
BFTF fellows leave Wake Forest aware that the world is not tuning in to their
YouTube videos, their short documentaries, and their Facebook pages. They do
walk away with a larger sense of their presence in a virtual, digital world and see
it as a natural, obvious place to reach out to others and start something new.
Throughout the years, we have learned and adapted to fast-developing technology
and have embraced it as a way to encourage deliberation before, during, and after
the BFTF. To date, we have identified three virtues of deliberative technologies.
First, deliberative technologies enabled fellows to use technology in ways that
legitimize their entry point into deliberation. Second, deliberative technologies
expand the possibilities for argument invention as these mediums coalesce into a
cohesive digital text. Likewise, the new digital vocabulary necessary to account for
this invention is no longer restricted to words. The fellows became fluent in audio,
video, multi-faceted productions that aim to reach audiences who share their
passions. Third, as digital citizens, the fellows’ ideas of audience became much
wider than a traditional, local (present) set of people who may be close to them.
Proximity is redefined in a digital world where fellows seem to emerge closer to
those who share a passion for their issues, not necessarily closer geographically.
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APPENDICES
Appendix 1: Catalogue of BFTF Social Networking Sites

Facebook Groups

Initiated

Last Use

Members Sponsor

*Entries

157**

BFTF

12

Benjamin Franklin Transatlantic Fellows Institute (BFTF)
2013 – Page

Feb 2013

2012 (Open)

Feb 2012

Nov 2012

286

BFTF

848

2012 (Closed)

Dec 2011

Jan 2013

90

BFTF

530

BFTF Follow Up Project PROJECT AMAZING

Nov 2012

BFTF

Dec 2012

Dec 2012

43

Fellow

4

2011 (Closed)

Dec 2010

Jan 2012

88

BFTF

780

2011 (Open)

Jan 2011

Jan 2012

210

BFTF

264

2011 Immigration Project
(Closed)

Aug 2011

Dec 2011

48

Fellow

60

2010 (Closed)

April 2010 Jan 2012

69

BFTF

130

2010 International Wear your
BFTF T-shirt day

Dec 2010

95

Fellow

50

2010 Conference Aquis’
Implementation

July 2009 Jan 2010

107

Fellow

20

One Time at BFTF

July 2008 July 2008

Fellow

5

Alumni (Closed) 2012-2013

Jan 2012

Jan 2012

490

BFTF

490

Alumni (Closed) 2008-2012

July 2008 Jan 2012

276

BFTF

140

2008 (Diplomats-Closed)

April
2008

Retired

BFTF

30

Fellow

Dec 2011

Sept 2011
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Facebook Groups

Initiated

Last Use

Members Sponsor

*Entries

2008 (Founders-Closed)

April
2008

Oct 2008

Retired

BFTF

30

2007 (Diplomats-Closed)

Aug 2007

Oct 2008

Retired

Combined

5

2007 (Founders - Closed)

July 2007

Aug 2011

Retired

Combined

10

Retired

Combined

2006 (Closed)
Benjamin Fellows 2007

Aug 2011

Fellow

10

Southeast Europe Youth Leadership Institute Facebook Groups (SEEYLI)
2005

Dec 2007

Nov 2011

Fellow

15

2004

Dec 2008

Aug 2011

Fellow

10

* Entries are independent posts, not including comments, rounded to the nearest
number; ** Page – Like #s March 2013
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PERSONALIZING EDUCATION:
CRITICAL THINKING AND ORAL
COMMUNICATION EVALUATION
AT US NEW TECH HIGH
SCHOOLS
SCOTT PANEK
Pomona College, Claremont, CA, USA

ABSTRACT
This paper analyzes United States’ New Tech high schools’ methods of evaluating
and improving “Critical Thinking” and “Oral Communication” performance.
Additionally, I note the universally positive results of this method of education,
regardless of economic status or ethnic identity. The New Tech Network’s
emphasis on critical thinking and oral communication relies less on memorization
of data derived from hierarchal society, the norm at most US schools. Through
a theoretical approach and an analysis of relevant literature, I argue that the
traditional education model accounts for the sentiments of alienation among
certain students of color in many high schools. This arises from curricula that
do not reflect student diversity, as well as broad societal sentiments that limit
identification with the educational system. In contrast, New Tech’s “Project
Based Learning” model allows for a more personal education that shows positive
results, in terms of high school graduation rates, reading and mathematics
diagnostic results, as well as college admission rates among all groups within
the Network. Through an analysis of specific project rubrics, I suggest that this
method of education encourages students to internalize and relate to subject
matter, apply individualized, creative perspectives to assignments, and to give and
receive feedback during evaluation days. These methods can be used to diminish
educational disparities at other secondary schools.

Keywords:
Collaboration, Critical Thinking, Diversity, Education, New Tech, Group Projects
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INTRODUCTION
“Every child is an artist. The challenge is how to
remain an artist once he grows up.”
- Pablo Picasso
America’s education system finds itself in a state of overall disrepair. The 2009
National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) test, commonly known as the
nation’s report card, showed that only 32 percent of students entering high school
were proficient in reading (NCES 2010). According to education writer Lyndsey
Layton (2012) of The Washington Post, our national high school graduation rate
in 2009 remained at a low 75.5 percent. American students’ poor reading ability
appears to be a primary reason for this failure. According to the New America
Foundation’s 8th Grade Reading: State NAEP Performance 2011 (2011) report,
those who score below their grade’s reading level are twice as likely to be among
the 7,000 students who drop out every academic school day than those reading
proficiently or at an advanced level.
Importantly – and most relevant to the focus of this paper – these statistics do not
extend proportionally across the racial spectrum; they are more fully explained
by the performance of specific racial groups. For example, the 2009 national
high school graduation rate of 75.5 percent. is the mean of a wide range of data.
According to the same Washington Post article, the graduation rate of white
students rests at 82 percent. while those of blacks and Hispanics are 63.5 percent
and 65.9 percent respectively. This reflects an enormous 18 percent disparity in
national graduation rates between whites and blacks.
The NAEP’s reading proficiency test reveals a large score gap as well. While the
2009 national score indicates an overall 32 percent reading proficiency among
entering secondary school pupils, when broken down by ethnicity, the scores tell
a different story. They indicate 41 percent of white students reading proficiently
and black and Hispanic students scoring much lower, at 14 percent and 17 percent
respectively. Additionally, these score gaps appear intractable over time. Between
1992 and 2009, the overall average reading scores among high school seniors,
as measured by NAEP tests, showed persistent gaps that widened from 24- and
18-point spreads in 1992 to 27- and 22-point spreads in 2009 between white
students and their black and Hispanic peers. These averages place white students’
scores approaching the Proficient level and black and Hispanic 12th-graders’ scores
closer to the bottom of the Basic level.
Flaws and disparities in American education naturally also affect college
preparation. Only 24 and 22 percent of black and Hispanic California high school
graduates fulfilled their A-G requirements, compared to 39 percent of whites.
The University of California and California State University campuses, two of
the largest public university systems in the US, require the completion of A-G
requirements, including two years of history, three years of mathematics, and
four years of English, as the basic course requisites for admission. While almost
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40 percent of white students therefore have met minimum state college entrance
requirements, less than a quarter of black and Hispanic students have done the
same (Friedlaender et al, 2007).
The sample of statistics presented here, when viewed as a whole, paints a
disturbing picture of the current state of American public secondary education.
Although the system is not functioning optimally for any demographic, it is
disproportionately failing black and Hispanic students.

COMMONLY-PROPOSED CAUSES
This level of educational inequality demands an explanation; I will offer and
question two oft-mentioned theories. University of Virginia Professor Daniel
Willingham (2012) argues that parental income directly correlates with both
reading and math achievement, as well as general educational results. This
argument is often extended to suggest that the disparity in schooling results
among blacks, Hispanics, and whites in the US is the inevitable result of entrenched
economic inequality – a logical theory supported by substantial data. However,
some evidence suggests that this does not explain the whole educational
gap. College Board data from the 2005 SAT showed that black students from
households earning more than $100,000 annually scored 139 points below the
mean score of whites from families at the same income level, for example (The
Journal of Blacks in Higher Education, 2005). Although economic inequality
between races in the US clearly explains part of the issue, there appear to be other
forces at play.
The late Professor John Ogbu proposes a second thesis. He argues that some
students of color “perceive learning […] and practicing other aspects of White
middle-class culture as threatening to their own distinct cultures, languages, and
identities” (1990, p. 46). As a result, racial peers discourage those who try to cross
the cultural boundary. This argument appears too reductionist. As Stanford School
of Education Dean Claude Steele (1992) describes in The Atlantic, many studies
show that black Americans, including poor black Americans, often value education
more than white students. Education is seen as a tool of social mobility, and
intentional rejection of the pedagogy cannot explain the full extent of the disparity.

ALIENATION THEORY
Steele (1992) provides the initial groundwork for the theory I develop in this paper,
that of the difficulty among some students of color to integrate themselves into
the hierarchal structure of the American education system. He argues that there
are many factors at play, and that the act of identifying with school is the most
causative. Unlike Ogbu’s theory of voluntary rejection of cultural integration,
Steele believes that black and Latino students who wish to fit into the standard
education structure find it difficult to do so. For example, a survey conducted at
Thousand Oaks High School in California, home to over 2,200 students, finds a
sense of alienation among the school’s growing Latino population. This includes
feeling removed from both the institution and also from other ethnic groups.
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These sentiments are not shared by white students, who are also viewed as better
integrated into the school (Day, 1993).
Significantly, sociologist Bruce Hare reports a surprising lack of correlation
between academic achievement and self-esteem for black students. While mean
test scores were lower for blacks than those of their white classmates in his study,
the groups’ self-esteem levels were similar. Hare argues that the black students
focused their interest on achievement in social interactions instead of in school,
where success was perceived to be more readily available (1985). The argument
follows that emotional alienation from academic results creates a slippery slope
toward eventual academic failure. Success at every given level is necessary for
educational progress, and the absence of a personal connection to results –
despite a belief in the overall value of school itself – causes a disproportionate
number of students of color to fail and dropout.
It is understandable that this sentiment of alienation arises from subject matter and
the overall perception of education as linked to hierarchal society. In his Huffington
Post article, “We Teach Racism, Sexism, and Discrimination in School,” educator
Nicholas Ferroni writes, “During my first year as a high school history teacher,
teaching predominantly urban and minority students, I came to one profound
epiphany: I teach white history to black kids” (2012, p.1). Ferroni’s perception
manifests itself statistically in the eight-to-one ratio of white to non-white figures
in secondary school history textbooks. This extends across the disciplines of
English, government, and economics. Although it is harder to trace this effect in
the fields of mathematics and the sciences, it should be noted that an education
is a singular, cohesive experience, not numerous disparate ones. The alienating
influence of subject material in one course does not cease at the classroom door
of another. It is necessary in a racially pluralistic society to have systems of power
and knowledge immediately present in the everyday lives of youth to reflect, to a
reasonable extent, the diversity of cultural identities. Otherwise, as Richard Warner
and James Hansen warn, students of color “develop a feeling of powerlessness.
When an individual cannot accept the norms of society he becomes normless
[…] In this milieu, the student has little opportunity to develop a self-definition”
(1979, p. 202). In the traditional school, therefore, where the system functions as
a kind of direct channel of information, students who do not directly identify with
the material may experience alienation from a seemingly neglectful scholastic
hierarchy and have poor educational results.
Some scholars in the field of New Literacy Studies make similar arguments in
regard to the outdated model of literacy education in schools. New Literacy
Studies writer, James Gee (2000), argues that the current mode of teaching
literacy in schools – reading printed documents, like books and articles, and writing
structured essays – ignores many newer forms of literacy that have emerged in the
past few decades on the internet, such as internet chat-rooms, fan-fiction websites,
and interactive social media platforms. Ignoring these types of literacy while
teaching and testing traditional forms might have disparate effects based upon
race. Research conducted by Victoria Rideout, Ulla Foehr, and Donald Roberts
(2010) shows that, every day, Hispanic and black individuals between the ages of 8
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and 18 are exposed to 13:00 and 12:59 total hours of media, and 1:49 and 1:24 hours
of internet, respectively, compared to only 8:36 hours of total media and 1:17 hours
on the internet for whites (p. 5). Ignoring the prominent place of internet literacy
in the lives of many students of color, while teaching “literacy […] as if it were some
sort of general and stand-alone thing” (Gee, 2000, p. 413), gives white students,
who engage with new media literacy slightly less and traditional literacy marginally
more, an educational advantage.

AN IMPRESSIVE OUTLIER: THE NEW TECH NETWORK
The unique New Tech Network of schools is moving toward resolving educational
inequality. I would like to discuss this new system in detail since it reduces student
alienation and produces strong academic results. The New Tech Network (NTN),
founded in Napa, California in 1996, is a unified system of 120 public charter
schools in 18 states, plus one in Australia (New Tech Network, 2012). The Network
has grown rapidly since 1996, with a $6 million grant from the Bill and Melinda
Gates Foundation in 2001, and with the addition of 26 new schools in 2010 and 38
more in 2012. The Network employs a style of education that engages students in
a continuous succession of group projects, typically lasting 3-4 weeks each, with
Critical Thinking and Oral Communication emphasized throughout the teaching
and evaluation process. For each project, students work collaboratively toward a
specific end, usually an oral presentation evaluated by a panel of judges.
Individually and across the Network as a whole, these nonprofit New Tech charter
schools create noticeably positive results, especially when compared to the
statistics of disparity presented above. Among the total student body currently
enrolled in Network schools, 57 percent are students of color and 47 percent
qualify for federally subsidized free- or reduced-priced lunch, denoting family
income close to the federal poverty line. In many non-Network schools, these
figures would predict high dropout and low college admission rates. In contrast,
during the 2010-2011 academic year, Network schools boasted an average
attendance rate of 95 percent, a 97 percent graduation rate, and only a 3 percent
dropout rate. Further, research conducted at the University of Indianapolis showed
that New Tech students in Indiana passed End of Course Assessments by a greater
percentage than students in demographically similar traditional high schools with
comparable enrollments in 2010-11, and exceeded state averages in Algebra and
English 10 in 2009-10 (New Tech 2012).
Two specific examples illustrate this success well. Sacramento New Tech, in
Sacramento, California, currently serves a student body including 77 percent
students of color, 73 percent receiving free-or reduced-cost lunch, and 25 percent
English as a Second Language (ESL). In 2009, 98 percent of students graduated,
and in 2008, fully 90 percent of graduates were accepted to college (New Tech
Network, 2012). Manor New Tech High, in Manor, Texas, graduated its first class in
2010. Its student body is 74 percent black and Hispanic, and 65 percent free-and
reduced-cost lunch. Manor New Tech students passed the Texas state achievement
tests (TAKS) in Math, Science, and English/Language Arts by margins of up to
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17 percentage points higher than the city of Manor’s other public high school.
Additionally, the school’s first graduating class boasted a 100 percent graduation
rate and was 100 percent college-bound (Zipkes, 2011).
Of course, the New Tech Network has its own particular set of struggles in
mobilizing students for success, particularly its difficulty preparing students for
college mathematics and sciences, and for the transition to the lecture-and-test
model common at universities. In a survey of recent New Tech graduates who
progressed to university studies, researcher Patrick Lee found that 9 percent of
respondents said they were “Not Prepared,” and 25 percent “Little Prepared,” for
their college mathematics courses, while 6 percent said they were Not Prepared,
and 9 percent Little Prepared, for their courses in the sciences. Furthermore, 31
percent said that they were “Little Prepared” or “Not Prepared” for the lecturestyle format of large university classes, and 31 percent also stated that they were
“Little Prepared” or “Not Prepared” for college final exams (2010, p.13). On the
other hand, interestingly, 100 percent of the respondents said that they were
prepared for their college English courses, which tend to focus more on discussion
and essays. Because New Tech schools deemphasize lectures and exams in
courses, it can be expected that graduates face difficulty adapting to the lecturebased education model and subjects, like mathematics and the sciences, which rely
most heavily on it. This deficiency in the New Tech model calls for attention and
remedy.
Many New Tech schools are currently providing students the opportunity to
enroll in classes at local city colleges and universities, and an enhanced focus
on this program may help graduates have more success in transitioning to that
education style. In Lee’s report, 63 percent of respondents who had completed a
college class while enrolled at a New Tech school found the experience Extremely
Valuable, and another 22 percent found it Valuable (p. 11). It follows that if New
Tech expands its dual enrollment programs, emphasizing (or mandating) college
math and science classes whenever possible, graduates would likely report more
satisfactory levels of preparedness in those subjects, as well as in the transitional
process to the university classroom model.

A SOLUTION FOR ALIENATION: CRITICAL THINKING AND
ORAL COMMUNICATION IN THE NEW TECH NETWORK
Thus far, I have presented two education realities. First, there exists striking
educational inequality in present-day America. Second, the New Tech Network
emerges as an exception to that rule. The question remains as to why NTN achieves
these levels of success.
I contend that they stem from the overall focus on and unique application of
Critical Thinking (CT) and Oral Communication (OC) performance, which reduce
educational alienation through student identification with the subject matter.
New Tech does not appear to suggest a radically new conceptualization of
Critical Thinking, but rather considers it as applying the following process before
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designating a claim as valid:
1. Understanding the literal meaning of the information,
2. Evaluating it for legitimacy and quality,
3. And reflecting upon its impact, significance, and relevance in a variety of
contexts.
In her essay “The Value of Teaching Critical Thinking,” Kristin Cuilla, Director
of New School Development at the Network, states that the goal of teaching
Critical Thinking is to create “a high school in which all students actively challenge
authority all the time. [A] system [that] is no longer predicated on the arbitrary
‘us’ versus ‘them’ dichotomy in which teachers and leaders always emerge as
winners” (2011). That is, a fundamental objective of these schools is to encourage
students to question and think analytically about the subject matter rather than to
absorb only the specific information passed down through the education system.
Clearly, it is the intention of those at the Network to break down the traditional
education hierarchy, given Cuilla’s rejection of the pronoun “us” for teachers and
administrators, and “them” for students.
Stating a goal is only the first step in creating a reality, of course; policy and action
must follow. Rody Boonchouy, Principal of Da Vinci Charter, a NTN high school in
Davis, California, and former School Design and Implementation Coach for the New
Tech Network, says: “When a program values critical thinking and communication,
it makes sense to directly teach and assess them” (Personal communication,
January 4, 2013). I assert that evaluation methods at New Tech schools not only
best illuminate NTN’s teaching techniques, but also demonstrate the program’s
emphasis on inclusion, elements which reduce alienation and produce student
success. As such, I will focus on assessment in this section, using several examples
from Da Vinci Charter.
New Tech schools utilize consistent techniques for evaluating students’ Critical
Thinking and Oral Communication performance. These methods include tailored
rubrics written in school syllabi, a plurality of graders selected to evaluate student
performance, and a group-oriented manner of evaluating Critical Thinking and Oral
Communication performance on projects. I will describe each and suggest how
they act to reduce alienation and academic inequality.
i. Evaluation method 1: Tailored rubrics
Because New Tech schools use a group “Project-Based Learning” instructional
paradigm, they employ rubrics tailored to assess specific elements of each
project. These rubrics, given to students at the outset of every unit, spell out in
detail the objectives for earning points in each performance category. Included
are Written Communication, Collaboration, Curricular Literacy, Work Ethic, Oral
Communication and Critical Thinking. Each category, linked to state academic
content standards, is graded separately so that a poor performance in one does
not predetermine a poor note in another.
It is helpful to view a NTN rubric in contrast to the traditional model. The following
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example of a standardized scholastic rubric – in this case, from a 2003 Advanced
Placement US History prompt and scoring guide – illustrates such an approach.
Students are asked to make connections and draw conclusions with data supplied
by the teacher or text, while usually considering specified contexts. For instance,
this Free Response prompt asks students to place the historical event within a
precise framework:
Evaluate the impact of the Civil War on political and economic developments
in TWO of the following regions: the South, the North, the West. Focus your
answer on the period between 1856 and 1900.
The 8-9 Essay
• Contains a clear, well-developed thesis and evaluates the impact of the Civil
War on political and economic developments in two regions, covering the
period 1865 to 1900
• Supports the thesis with substantial, specific, and relevant information
• Presents a reasonably balanced treatment that effectively evaluates the
impact of the Civil War on the political and economic developments on two
regions
• May contain minor errors
• Is well-organized and well-written (College Board, p.12)
The question designates the analytical context that should be used – political and
economic – while not pushing students to include their personal perspectives in
the analysis. For example, students are not asked to reflect on how the historical
precedent of the Civil War has affected their lives, or to include their own
sentiments regarding war in general.
Under the written criteria for Critical Thinking at Da Vinci Charter, on the other
hand, students’ experiences and beliefs are analyzed with the same level of
scrutiny as the rest of the subject matter in each presentation. New Tech’s inclusion
of student emotion and opinion, along with more objective material in evaluation
(see ii. below) takes a step in the direction of the ideal station of the student in
schools – as producers of knowledge.
The 11th-grade US History project, “America at War,” developed by teacher Tyler
Millsap at Da Vinci Charter (the aforementioned Davis, California NTN school),
illustrates this evaluation process well. Da Vinci students interview veterans of
US wars, add their interview results to the group project’s webpage, and then
present their research in teams to a panel of judges, including teachers, parents,
and relevant members of the Davis community. (See ii. and iii. below.) A portion
of this project includes selecting and analyzing songs with the war veterans
– songs connected to the war in which the veterans participated. The Critical
Thinking rubric for this project, written and provided by Tyler Millsap (Personal
communication, October 10) states criteria for obtaining a 9/10 or 10/10, the two
highest scores possible:
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•
•
•
•
•

Selected songs are highly relevant to project content
Message of song is analyzed in-depth
Analysis of song makes accurate and insightful connections to American
foreign policy
Analysis makes multiple, insightful connections to the project’s driving
questions
Analysis includes several insightful comparisons to personal beliefs on war,
conflict or foreign policy goals

Students are afforded a great deal of freedom in their treatment of the content
in this Critical Thinking section; there is very little presupposition of a “correct”
response, or even a particular, preferred thesis or interpretation. Instead, students
are asked to analyze the material “in-depth,” language that encourages a wide
array of possible approaches. The language of “insight,” which occurs three
times in the CT rubric, in combination with the recommendation to also consider
“personal beliefs on war,” reveals the inherently introspective nature of the
category. In order to achieve a high score, a student must make novel commentary,
and it is implied that this insight will emerge from the combination of careful
research placed within each student’s unique personal context.
I suggest that contextualizing the subject matter in terms of students’ experiences
and beliefs enables them to view the material as less foreign. It pushes pupils
to critique themselves formally and analytically, which leads to more focused
attention in efforts to process content and to evaluate it from all angles.
Putting material in a personalized context does not cause bias based upon any
demographic identity, and instead may push students to draw connections
between their experiences and academic information. This effect seems to abate
the alienating impact of the normative education system. Further, the website
component of this project engages multiple new literacies that, as suggested
earlier, create an equalizing factor among groups.
The emphasis placed on curricular knowledge and critical analysis in NTN projects
is enhanced through oral transmission to members of the academic community.
For instance, the Oral Communication rubric for “Meet the Party,” a 12th-grade
project created at Da Vinci, is presented here. The criteria for an advanced score
include:
•
•
•
•

Examples and words were creative and well chosen for target audience.
Speaker was enjoyable to hear; used expression and emphasis.
No verbal fillers used.
Speaker used voice to create an emotional response.

Like the Critical Thinking portion of the rubric, Oral Communication also
includes subjective and student-oriented elements. A “creative” selection of
words is encouraged. Students must utilize their personal resources rather than
a vocabulary set laid out by the teacher, as is the case in many short-answer
sections of exams in traditional high schools. The emotional quality of the speaker’s
presentation, as well as his ability to engage his peers, forms a significant part
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of the evaluation. This rubric encourages students to confront the material and
share their reactions with classmates. The intentionally open criteria of Oral
Communication in the New Tech Network requires that students develop a
personal interplay with the material prior to presenting before the class. Students
must choose language specifically tailored to evoke emotion from their “target
audience,” primarily academic peers in the room, who most likely share portions of
their own cultural background. OC evaluation therefore bridges students’ personal
experience with the material and the wider community in which they learn.
ii. Evaluation method 2: A plurality of graders
In most traditional schools, teachers have complete authority in the evaluation of
students; New Tech practices a very different approach. At the culmination of each
unit, students present their group project results not only to their classmates and
teachers, but also to members of the outside community. These individuals include
parents, former New Tech students, and oftentimes professionals relevant to the
subject matter at hand who come to campus to sit on panels as judges. As judges,
they join in the classroom discussion and offer both qualitative and quantitative
feedback. For example, in a Da Vinci Charter 12th-grade project entitled “Dragon’s
Den,” students create full economic and practical models for local businesses,
including overhead, location, and product revenue. Each group eventually
pitches their business plan to their Economics class as well as to members of
the local Chamber of Commerce, who join the panel of judges. At the end of
each presentation, classmates and the Chamber question the presenting team.
During the question and answer session between students, teachers, and industry
professionals, many of the Critical Thinking and Oral Communication criteria are
tested while students make connections between their unique economic vision
and various inquiries without further research or delay. Members of the class
and the Chamber then evaluate the students on their Critical Thinking and Oral
Communication performance. These scores are tallied up, along with the marks
from the teacher, and the grade is finalized.
An additional group of graders participate in the evaluation process – the students
themselves. Selected students from the class score their peers in Work Ethic, Oral
Communication, and Critical Thinking. Teachers consider this input when finalizing
students’ grades, while usually rejecting a score assigned by a student if it is an
extreme outlier. For example, if one of the student graders assigns a score of 6
in Critical Thinking, and the average for the rest of the graders is 9.3, a teacher
may exclude it, bearing in mind that the students’ interpersonal relationship
may have factored in too heavily. This assessment technique enhances personal
accountability and engagement between students.
It is important to note that New Tech teachers retain grading autonomy regarding
objectively based categories, such as Curricular Literacy, which measures
understanding of specific events and figures. On the other hand, CT and OR, given
their more subjective nature, are better suited to be put to a communal decision, based
on the judges’ assessment. This is a noticeable break from the traditional hierarchy in
which a student’s academic merit is determined solely by individual teachers.
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iii. Evaluation method 3: Group grades
Although both OC and CT performance are usually graded separately for each
individual, New Tech rubrics sometimes denote a communal grade for students in
both of these categories. The rubric for “Meet the Party” at Da Vinci, for example,
specifies collective Critical Thinking grades for the entire group. The same is
done for Oral Communication in other projects, though with less frequency.
Consequently, students understand that their individual performances influence
grades given to each team member. This method of evaluation seems a direct
response to the worrisome phenomenon noted by Professor Bruce Hare: that
students of color often retreat to social success within their individual peer groups
to avoid failure seen as inevitable in an unfamiliar hierarchal system. In the New
Tech Network, the two worlds are united in one holistic academic and social
entity. With academic performance simultaneously bound to the social world,
students cannot become alienated from one while retreating to the other; group
grades consequently seem to have positive psychological effects. Therefore, as a
direct result of this mode of CT and OC evaluation, a sense of social and academic
community unites with intellectual performance.

STUDENT RESPONSE
It is not surprising that, upon graduating, New Tech students most value the
Critical Thinking and Oral Communication abilities taught to them in school. In
a survey of recent alumni, demographically set to include a diverse range of
students, 97 percent reported that the academic focus on CT was valuable, and
93 percent said the same for OC. Further, “when asked if they had to experience
high school all over again, virtually all of the respondents emphatically said they
would return to a New Tech high school” (Lee, p.15, 2010). This appreciation of
New Tech’s teaching and evaluation tools is seen through student testimony. For
example, one graduate, also a student of color, said:
I feel the academics of Tech High prepared me better than a traditional high
school would have, simply based on my learning style [...] I don’t learn well
when people are dictating to me. Tech High, in general, and their project-based
learning style, really worked well with how I am as a student because I am
very tactile […] It’s really interesting to bring everything going on in our world,
especially in our government, and be able to sit back and question […] the
decisions authority figures made” (Lee, p. 18-9).
This student’s comments demonstrate the sense of ownership of one’s education
that is necessary for academic success. Inquiry-driven instruction encourages this
type of “self insight” as another student put it, forming an intersection between
personal and academic growth that creates a strong bond to the school system.
Pointedly missing here is the sense of alienation, of the “us” versus “them”
dichotomy that more often occurs at traditional high schools. Teachers do not
create a power hierarchy by “dictating” to the student, but rather let all “question
authority” and engage in critical debate.

249

CHAPTER XVI - PERSONALIZING EDUCATION

CONCLUSION
It is the common goal of educators to teach all students well, regardless of race,
economic status, or any other distinguishing factor. Evidence suggests that
the current state of educational inequality in the US is at least partially caused
by a sentiment of alienation from the content and the hierarchy of academia
among black and Hispanic students. Given the New Tech Network’s success in
educating a diverse body of students well, its methods of student engagement and
empowerment present themselves as legitimate models for schools in a plethora
of regions. New Tech casts a wide net in terms of its teaching and assessment
techniques, given that the methods are inclusive and flexible. The combination of
factors that produces New Tech’s success story, in terms of high school graduation
rates, standardized test achievement, and college attendance, merits further
study. All told, putting responsibility into the hands of the pupil in terms of content
selection, interpretation, presentation, and evaluation, and then placing this activity
in the context of an interactive community, creates an educational climate that
augments student empowerment and success.
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ABSTRACT
In 2011 the Daily Mail revealed that over the past three years UK geneticists had
created over 150 human-animal hybrid embryos. The creation of these embryos
validated the theory that human and animal tissues could be intertwined, creating
cells viable for genetic and pharmaceutical testing. Three years prior, the UK had
declared a national moratorium on hybrid research due to ethical and religious
concerns. The creation of these embryos under a veil of secrecy proved that public
deliberation cannot be deferred; science continues unabated when the voice of the
polis grows quiet. Taking on the notion of differential ethics between animals and
humans, this paper analyzes the arguments traditionally made in favor of animal
subjugation. Juxtaposing the works of Giorgio Agamben and Steven Wise with a
rhetorical analysis of the debate surrounding hybrid embryos, this paper argues
that this technology irreconcilably blurs distinctions between human and animal.
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Animal rights, Argument, Deliberation, Mass Media, Rhetoric of science
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INTRODUCTION
According to most Western legal systems, animals deserve protection, but such
protections may be foreclosed in the event that humans might benefit from animal
testing. Legal and social arguments in favor of acts including animal testing,
the consumption of meat, and the general domination of humans over animals
are based on the simple major premise that humans and animals are readily
distinguishable groups. This premise is supported by the warrant that animals are a
class of organisms of lesser intelligence, emotional depth, and capacity for thought
than humans. Regardless of the belief that humans are superior to non-human
animals, most people have agreed that, at a bare minimum, humans and animals
are indeed readily distinguishable. Indeed, while some forms of primates have been
granted rights above other animals, the separation of human and animal kingdoms
is generally accepted in legal systems across the globe. However, modern science
has begun to complicate this premise of human distinctiveness, shaking up the
background assumptions undergirding argumentation in this area.
Working in secret, and outside the purview of public deliberation, scientists have
conducted genetic experiments that have the potential to completely redefine
human-animal relations. The work of these scientists came to light in July of
2011 when the Daily Mail, a major UK newspaper, revealed that between 2008
and 2011, geneticists had created over 150 human-animal hybrid embryos. This
announcement came three years after a national moratorium on the development
of human-animal hybrids had been announced, due in large part to the public
outcry concerning the potential ramifications of such tests.
This paper examines the arguments and ethics surrounding the creation and
gestation of human-animal hybrids, with particular attention focused on how
the secret nature of these tests implicates the potential for public deliberation
regarding ethical treatment of animals. I begin by exploring arguments asserting
the inevitability of scientific practices, which combine human and animal
genetic tissue, regardless of public opinion towards these procedures. I then
explore the arguments that have arisen both in favor and in opposition to the
creation of human-animal hybrid embryos. These issues will be analyzed through
a philosophical lens of what constitutes a human and how humans elect to
understand and interact with non-human entities.

LITERATURE REVIEW
In the past, arguments concerning the role of animals within human society have
been based on the central premise that humans are readily distinguishable from
all other forms of life on earth. From this premise, scholars have established sets
of moral criteria situated to particular circumstances, be it issues concerning the
consumption of meat or concerns regarding the morality of animal testing. These
long-standing moral commitments have led to the establishment of a pragmatic
system wherein unknowable qualities, such as the sentience of animals, have been
deferred if and when humans may derive benefits from the subjugation of animals.
The hierarchy that neatly differentiates between human and animal, without
detailing explanation or examination of either type, has proven serviceable in the
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past, but recent scientific breakthroughs have begun to blur lines between human
and animal beings, making previous moral standards increasingly insufficient.
The role of animals in modern scientific inquiry provides valuable insight into how
non-human beings are valued within human society. Animal testing has long been
a staple of the medical industry, which is required to prove that chemicals and
treatments are safe on animals before beginning trials with human subjects. Such
testing occurs when a medication has been fully developed, but could still result in
unforeseen side effects. Animal testing, which often results in the death of the test
subject, is used in a wide range of industries from cosmetics to food additives. Only
the most extreme luddites would universally dismiss the benefits from this ethically
dubious practice. Even for those that seek to preserve the rights of animals, it
would be easy, but equally unfair, to demonize all forms of animal testing practices.
The decision calculus for exposing animals to unknown, oftentimes dangerous and
painful, procedures is simple: better an animal than a human.
In an effort to create better testing mechanisms for new medical procedures, the
UK scientists responsible for creating the recent human-animal hybrids streamlined
their experiments by avoiding public input on the desirability of their research.
Because they were only meant to demonstrate proof of concept, the human-animal
embryos developed by UK scientists were destroyed within days of creation.
However, scientists believe that the cells they created would, in theory, be capable
of fully developing into adults. While these were the first publically announced
human-animal hybrids in the UK they were not the first hybrids to have been
created. What separates the UK embryos from earlier attempts to merge human
and animal tissues are the leaps forward in the sophistication of modern hybrids,
making their creation far more practical, applicable, and financially reasonable for
modern researchers. With the increased sophistication of the UK hybrids came
increased public scrutiny of their creation.
The creation of hybrid embryos in a democratic society, which had publicly
foreclosed upon such experiments, has dramatic implications for both the scientific
community and the field of communication. Unlike the creation of technologies
which are classified due to government security, the creation of the UK embryos
was hidden purely for the sake of forestalling public outcry. Interestingly, it is
the secret nature of the UK experiments that has made them of greater concern
to the public. That scientists and politicians have willfully elected to circumvent
public deliberation is evidence of extreme corruption to the democratic model of
governance. International outcry of the UK testing was escalated by this betrayal of
democratic principles; the lack of protests against human-animal hybrids prior to
the UK announcement demonstrates the unique implications of conducting these
tests in secret.
Though the most advanced of their kind, the UK embryos were not even the most
diverse set of human-animal hybrids to be created. In recent years, scientists
have successfully created human-animal cells which have included the merging
of humans with rabbit, primate, and pigs, each animal carrying distinct attributes
which are theoretically beneficial to various future scientific tests. While critics of
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human-animal hybrid research have asserted that the practice has little scientific
value, researchers have argued that including human-based tissues in animal
testing procedures has direct benefits, stating that “the more humanlike the
animal, the better research model it makes for testing drugs or possibly growing
‘spare parts,’ such as livers, to transplant into humans” (Mott, 2005).
The potential medical benefits of human-animal hybrids have made the process
incredibly appealing to the scientific community. This medical potential is best
seen in a recent study where researchers transplanted human brain cells into
mice in an effort to study human brain diseases. Though not initially intended, this
research resulted in the genetically modified mice becoming far more intelligent
than their counterparts. Unforeseen results such as these demonstrate the
potentially unknown consequences behind hybrid research.
As this example illustrates, the science of combining human and animal tissues is
still both exploratory and in its infant stages. While the notion of hybrid creatures
might elicit an image of a walking, talking chimera, the embryos created in the UK
were far more rudimentary as each embryo was stripped of most animal genetic
material. Stephen Minger, director of the stem cell biology lab at King’s College
explains that “the practice begins with the removal of an animal egg's nucleus,
which contains all of the chromosomes, thereby stripping the egg of its ‘species
identity,’” functionally making the animal egg an “empty cell” capable of taking on
human material (qtd. in Black, 2008).
In regard to the study of public argument, the discourse surrounding humananimal hybrids has focused on generalized concerns regarding the merging of
human DNA with that of animals. The scientific community has argued that the
removal of most animal tissue makes the practice of hybridizing safe and unlikely
to produce the type of abominations seen in science fiction horror films. However,
these reassurances have done little to quell public outcry and dismay towards the
merging of human and animal DNA.

ARGUMENT FRAMING IN MASS MEDIA
Analysis of mass media reaction to the creation of human-animal hybrids provides
valuable insight into the public response towards the UK hybrids. Upon revealing
that hybrid embryos had been successfully created, many news outlets structured
their coverage of this news through a lens of science fiction. The most common
example involving depiction of hybridization with reference to the Planet of the
Ape movie franchise, in which primates walk, talk, and rule the earth. This example
was particularly salient to public discourse given the 2011 theatrical release of Rise
of the Planet of the Apes, a movie in which a scientist acts in secret, ignoring public
and government oversight and ultimately grants apes human-level intelligence.
These modified apes go on to revolt against their human captors, overpowering
all attempts to contain them as they begin to establish their own civilization. Eerily
similar to the dystopia feared by hybrid opponents, the media used the film to
quickly explain the worst-case scenario of real-world hybrid research. The Daily
Mail’s coverage of the hybrid embryos was first presented in an article entitled,
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“Beware 'Planet of the Apes' experiments that could create sci-fi nightmare,”
which argued against the creation of hybrids by juxtaposing their concerns next
to pictures from the Planet of the Apes film where apes are seen holding guns and
terrorizing helpless humans (Derbyshire, 2011).
The comparison of Rise of the Planet of the Apes to the current stage of chimera
development does injustice to the actual science pursued in UK laboratories, and
it also provides a useful example of how complicated scientific studies are boiled
down, often negatively, for public consumption. In an effort to make news stories
readable for lay audiences, news outlets often turn to popular culture and science
fiction as a means of creating knowledge through metaphor. This trend is true not
only for genetic testing, but for nearly all forms of science. Another prime example
of this trend lies in the development of high-tech camouflage, which has been
dubbed an “Invisibility Cloak,” a reference to a magical item from the Harry Potter
book series, providing audiences with a readily available lens through which to
understand real-world innovations.
While the creation of invisibility technology has been portrayed positively by many
news outlets, this is not the case for popular culture references to human-animal
hybrids. Popular culture depictions of hybrids in movies and other media have
framed the potential of real-life genetic testing in an extremely negative light.
Xinhua News Agency, the official press agency of the People’s Republic of China,
went as far as including multiple still images from Spice, a film in which a humananimal hybrid goes on a killing rampage, in their news story explaining the UK
embryo development (Danlu, 2011).
With no example of what a human-animal hybrid might actually look like and
how such a creature might behave, the possibility of uncontrollable hybrids is
impossible to evaluate. In place of such analysis, which could inform rational
public deliberation concerning human-animal hybrids, media continue to utilize
negative portrayals found in Planet of the Apes and Splice as visual and cultural
metaphors. While the use of science fiction films has created a very clear depiction
of ongoing scientific research, it is hardly a realistic portrayal. Western audiences
in particular, who are the most likely to have watched these films and have seen
their advertisements, are likely to assimilate these fictional images into their
understanding of complex scientific developments. Though they are nothing more
than computer-generated images, the images of apes holding guns and of hybrid
creatures devouring humans is frightening to audiences whom are constantly
bombarded with scientific discoveries they find difficult to understand. Realistic
images of nightmarish futures do more than entertain audiences; they make the
fears of those audiences manifest.
The use of visual argument in an effort to prove that which is yet unproven is
a parlor trick often used in mass media, providing content when substantive
analysis is lacking. In the case of human-animal hybrids, media have covered
genetic testing using eristic, a method of rhetoric wherein trivial nuances become
paramount and where a rhetor might elect to change their position randomly and
without consideration towards their previous utterances. Lazy reporting, which
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relies upon popular culture references and visual stimulation in lieu of scientific
accuracy results in a trickledown effect wherein such laziness towards scientific
understanding structures update by new consumers. The media coverage of
human-animal hybrid research results in a superficial understanding of scientific
inquiry which, in turn, results in a superficial series of arguments within public
discourse.
While most people, when engaged in argumentative analysis, would agree that
images from a feature film are not accurate depictions of a lab experiment in the
UK, public audiences which begin from a place of ignorance are often unable to
distinguish scientific surrogate for real scientific inquiry. This problematic trend was
pronounced in the UK, where the surprise announcement of this hybrid research
promoted a kneejerk reaction in public discourse at the expense of reasoned and
thoroughly-examined discourse. With little time to prepare arguments and facing
the role of a reactionary deliberators, public entities are forced to act with haste,
selecting arguments which favor pathos at the expense of logic and rationality
(Birdsell & Groarke, 2007).
The juxtaposition of images showing fully-grown human-animal hybrids next to the
announcement of secret hybrid research results in a narrative of inevitability for the
reader, insinuating the disasters to come if hybrid research is allowed to continue.
As a consequence, the fear-inducing portrayal of human-animal hybrids seen in the
media dramatically narrow the scope of public discourse as well as the timeframe
in which the public expects these hybrids to become legitimate concerns to human
civilization.
A rational discourse considering the possibility of fully-grown human-animal
hybrids would require an extended timeframe which reflected the decades it will
take to feasibly merge genetic tissue into adult life forms. Logical leaps made by
mass media outlets which ignore this timeframe are best understood as slippery
slope fallacies, in which gradual, benign moves towards a particular practice are
understood as inevitably leading to extreme circumstances which we will become
increasingly incapable of controlling.
In all likelihood, both media coverage and the public’s negativity toward hybrid
research was influenced by the seemingly nefarious nature of the experiments
which scientists conducted in secret. While most audiences will tend to view media
outlets as potentially untrustworthy, the deceitful nature of the UK testing allowed
the media to create a hierarchy, “scientists are less trustworthy than the media,”
and then use that hierarchy to remove media trustworthiness from consideration.
Having conducted their experiments in secret, the geneticists responsible for the
creation of the UK embryos are rhetorically constructed as sinister and perhaps
careless scientists more interested in playing God than developing safe and
useful technologies. However, even though their work is still in its early stages,
the potential for genetic modification between humans and animals is rapidly
developing, forcing the scientific community, politicians, and general public to
begin considering the desirability and implications of human-animal hybrids.
Had these tests been conducted transparently, they might have successfully
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contributed to an ongoing standard of deliberative democracy and its
accompanying goal of “finding a way to address concerns, resolve disagreements,
and overcome conflicts by offering arguments supported by reasons to our
fellow citizens” (Sanders, 1997, p. 347). However, as soon as the media announced
that hybrid embryos had been created, arguments against the creation of such
embryos were rendered irrelevant. The willingness of scientists to circumvent
public deliberation should be taken as a painful lesson for the public; politicians
and scientists are either unwilling or incapable of making themselves accountable
to public deliberative bodies.
With the announcement that over a hundred hybrid embryos had already been
created, arguments concerning human-animal research shifted from questions
of desirability to ones of practical application foregrounded through a sense
of inevitability. The most vocal oppositional groups, including many religious
organizations, have concluded that the continued development and perfection of
hybrids is indeed inevitable, based on the willingness of leaders and scientists to
derail public deliberation. This derailment is more than a recent piece of history; it
illustrates a dangerous trend where deliberation on public issues is circumvented,
preventing discursive practices that promote ideal citizenship and active
participation in the political system (McMillan & Jarriger, 2002).

THE INEVITABILITY OF HYBRID RESEARCH
Working in secret in order to avoid public outcry, scientists forced skeptics to
take on a reactionary role in which hybrid creation could not be stopped, but
could merely deal with its existence after the fact. Marginalizing the groups and
individuals that oppose hybrid creation not only makes these people incapable
of stopping the hybrid development, but also rhetorically silences their opinions
on the desirability of the hybrid process. The belief among public audiences that
a national moratorium against human-animal hybrids would actually stop such
research was revealed to be fallacious, lending to a failure among publics to
appreciate the lack of clear terminus.
Even for those explicitly concerned with the notion of human-animal hybrid
research, a collective, public willingness to consider a national moratorium as
proof that the matter was settled unknowingly left politicians and scientists free
to quietly push forward with their research. Even without this problem, the goal
of hybrid skeptics to stop testing was already a difficult one; a large portion of
the population is either apathetic or in favor of scientific discovery in the area of
genetics. Even when skeptics are able to develop compelling arguments against
hybrid development, this does not necessarily mean that hybrid science will be
halted. Regardless of the desirability of human-animal hybrids, modern society’s
desire for ever-improving medical science makes these and other questionable
practices inevitable. The Academy of Medical Sciences explains their logic for
human-animal hybrids by arguing that animal testing is an imprecise method of
predicting human response to medical treatments and is therefore necessary for
medical advancement (Bobrow et al, 2011).
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Working to provide the most detailed and accurate medical research makes the
merger of human and animal genetic material both publically appealing and
potentially ethically justifiable. Given that animal testing has been declared both
legal and ethical by those in power in the UK on behalf of the general public,
framing hybrids as a more accurate form of testing dramatically increases the
appeal of continued genetic research.
Even if the international community were to increase regulation on the
hybridization of human and animal tissue, or make it entirely illegal, these types
of actions would not necessarily prevent the practice from occurring. Practically
speaking, legal limitations simply cannot keep up with research which continues to
produce new technologies which, having never existed, are in no way regulated at
the time of their development.
Even if laws were able to prevent the creation of new technological means of
merging genetic material, not all nations agree on what should and should not be
legal. The collective inability of nations to regulate one another is endemic across
all fields of scientific discovery. An easy example of this trend is found in the
development of nuclear weapons technology, nations such as Iran and North Korea
continue to pursue despite outcry from the United Nations and its member states.
Similarly, genetic testing continues and is likely to continue in nations around the
world regardless of public and international consensus.
If we conclude that the creation of hybrid embryos is indeed inevitable, then we
must also consider how this type of scientific breakthrough affects the history of
argumentation concerning our social understanding of what makes animals and
humans distinct categories. The current status of hybridization is incapable of
creating creatures like those seen in the movies, but it is the first of many steps
towards completely eradicating the first distinction of human and non-human
species.
The scientific community has argued that the creation of hybrid embryos in no
way represents the first step toward the creation of new, fully-developed hybrid
species. These claims have been countered by arguments from the public that
hybrid technology, in conjunction with other recent scientific endeavors, makes
the creation of new species in the near future a near certainty. Public concern has
largely focused around the plans of scientists to move beyond embryonic research.
One example of such research is an ongoing effort to grown human organs in pigs,
creating a surplus of human organs available for transplant (Gray, 2011).
Scientific endeavors in the fields of human and animal genetics indicate a
systemic interest amongst the scientific community to repurpose animal bodies
by infusing them with human genomes. These animals are collectively identified
as “animals containing human material” (ACHM), a term inclusive of all non-human
animals infused with human genetics. The scientific community, headed by recent
reports provided through the UK, points out that currently “law forbids allowing
human embryos containing animal cells from developing longer than 14 days.
However, embryos that are ‘predominantly animal,’ but still contain human cells
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are unregulated in the United Kingdom” (Vogel, 2011). Technically speaking, this
current loophole allows scientists to create and develop specimens that are up to
49 percent human.
If the history of science and technology has taught us anything, it is that
technological advancement is ultimately inevitable. In the same way that nations
develop new weapons out of fear of falling behind their enemies’ technological
innovations, the study of genetics is unlikely to cease in the future. Assuming that
the continued development of hybridization technology is inevitable, it becomes
necessary to consider how these hybrids alter our modern conceptions of what it
means to be human and how we should interact with non-human animals.

ETHICAL GROUNDINGS FOR HUMAN-ANIMAL
DISTINCTIVENESS
Still banned in the United States, the merging of human and animal genetic tissue
has been demonized by some and hailed as a marvel of modern science by others.
Since the day the creation of chimeras became theoretically feasible, debate on
the ethical concerns of creating entirely new species that blur the line of what it
means to be human has been continuous. Over the course of history, humans have
established a set of arguments that work to differentiate humans from animals.
Examining each of these distinctions, this section examines if and how the merging
of genetic tissues negates each previously-held notion of what makes humans
unique from all other creatures.
Incapable of explicitly communicating with other species, humans have brought it
upon themselves to assign concepts of intelligence and cognition upon non-human
species. This trend is problematic as it necessitates framing animals through a
human perspective. Taylor and Signal illustrate the fault in this trend, showing “our
theories of language, sentience, intelligence, thought, reason, communication,
community, learning ability, and ethics focus on our superiority, suggesting that we
rightly exploit these ‘others’” (Taylor & Signal, 2011, p. 69).
Despite claims of animal cognition being non-falsifiable, humans continue to
assign notions of personhood upon non-human animals in an attempt to maintain
otherizing practices. Claims of authority, such as those presented by Saint
Thomas Aquinas, assert the human capacity to know how non-humans see and
interact with their surroundings (Aquinas, 1962). This trend continues in modern
discourse where many contemporary theorists claim that animals are incapable of
contemplating their surroundings (Steiner, 2005).
The continual assertion of animals’ collective incapacity to understand their
surroundings in a way that is similar or equally complex to humans is unlikely
to change without a drastic new development in the realm of human-animal
relations. While not certain, it is entirely possible that the creation of human-animal
hybrids might indeed be this exciting new development. Taking the contemporary
notion of animal cognition into consideration, we may begin by examining the
transformations taking place in human-animal studies.
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Though many of the ways humans are rhetorically separated from animals date
back to ancient times, most of these arguments continue to be supported in
modern society. The hybridization of human and animal is a frightening prospect
for people who have grown to assume separation from animals as a fundamental
truth. For this reason, many groups and individuals in society have sought to
halt hybrid research and development. Interestingly, the lines drawn attacking or
defending this new branch of science was not as predictable as readers might have
imagined.
The Roman Catholic Church was one of the first organizations to denounce the
potential creation of human-animal hybrids (Petre, 2007). The church’s arguments
against the UK experiments focused primarily on the sanctity of life and the belief
that creating new species is nothing more than humans attempting to play God.
However, what is most engrossing about the church’s role in the public discourse
concerning hybrid embryos is their position following the announcement that the
UK had conducted their research in secret.
Immediately following the announcement that U.K. scientists had successfully
created human-animal hybrids, the church became one of the first non-scientific
organizations to defend the gestation of the embryos, stating that once created
it is less moral to kill the embryo than it is to let it live (Petre, 2007). What is
more provoking is that Roman Catholic bishops in England argued that humananimal hybrids should be treated no differently than any other person since they
contained human life (Petre, 2007).
While the Roman Catholic Church was one of the more vocal organizations
arguing for an international ban on the creation of hybrids, they have also been
extremely vocal in their support for allowing hybrid embryos to live full lives once
they have been created. This developing trend is important because, according to
many theorists, the Christian church is largely responsible for initially creating a
significant rhetorical separation between human and animal (Steiner, 2005). As the
Roman Catholic Church has become increasingly accepting of creatures that blur
distinctions of human and animal, the modern development of chimeras creates
an interesting break from previously held notions of human-animal relations. Given
that the creation and development of these embryos is now feasible, society faces
a fascinating decision: how do we treat and interact with creatures that are neither
fully human nor fully animal?
The idea of human and animal separation has existed for centuries. The Bible
clearly stipulates that all animals on the Earth exist solely for the sake of humanity
and its collective needs. Aristotle voices this same rationale, arguing that:
animals exist for the sake of man, the tame for use and food, the wild, if not all
at least the greater part of them, for food, and for the provision of clothing and
various instruments. Now if nature makes nothing incomplete, and nothing in
vain, the inference must be that she has made all animals for the sake of man
(Aristotle, 1944, p. VIII).
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Claiming that all things have a purpose (and that that purpose is assuredly to serve
humans) is a sentiment echoed by Steven Wise and others, identified in modern
studies as “teleological anthropocentricism”’ This teleology stipulates that each
animal has its own purpose, but also that each purpose is specifically designed for
the benefit of humans (Wise, 2000). Modern science has applied this teleological
logic, leading to genetic modifications such as those conducted by hybrid
researchers in recent years. Whereas animals were once merely beasts of burden
and food sources, they have now become vessels for human organs and testing
sites for new medical procedures. In this way, humans and animals have become
increasingly connected. Animals, no longer merely food sources, have now become
holding reservoirs of human organs, external storage for our own bodies.
If we assume this teleology to be true, we can follow Aristotle’s logic where he
is able to justify the exploitation of animals and plant alike. At the same time,
teleological anthropocentricism begs the question: if all things are meant to be
used by humans, what is the purpose of humans themselves? Here, the claims of
Aristotle and his contemporaries fall short. Moving past this problem, Aristotle
continues by arguing, “the art of war is a natural art of acquisition, for the art of
acquisition includes hunting, an art which we ought to practice against wild beasts,
and against men who, though intended by nature to be governed, will not submit;
for war of such a kind is naturally just” (Aristotle, 1944, p. VIII). This observation
illustrates the belief that humans acting outside of social norms are to be treated as
animals, a belief that is a curious and continued trend in human-animal analysis. To
Aristotle, the human may become the animal. This potentiality of animals taking on
human-like qualities takes us to another modern separation between human and
animal: that of human-like action and interaction.
In the same way that primates are granted legal protections over other animals,
humans have been stripped of rights for the same reason: the (in)capacity to
emulate human-like behavior. One such example of this phenomenon comes
from Danielle Crockett, who was raised without any social contact for much of
her childhood and is commonly referred to as a feral child. Despite being fully
human biologically, she was considered uncivilized and somehow living between
what constitutes a human and an animal. Science might make the merging of
human-animal genetics possible, but the merging of species has taken place within
rhetoric for centuries. When animals have been represented as anthropomorphic
or humans have been depicted as animalistic, the human traits always receive
the greater emphasis and preference. These “animals” are thereby categorized
as rewarded as an honorary human; the human is punished, becoming an animal
(Wise, 2000).
The assignment of personhood and human-like traits based upon behavior
already begins to blur distinctions between human and non-human creatures by
allowing certain parties to function as token humans. This legal and social merging
complicates both contemporary and theoretical analyses concerning animal rights
since legal protections are both convoluted and poorly defined. Adding to this
issue is the varying level of rights granted to different species within the animal
kingdom. In the American legal system, certain species are protected by the
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Animal Welfare Act (AWA), regulating the type and degree of experimentation
allowed. However, certain species such as rats, birds, fish, and mice are not
protected by the AWA, indicating a social willingness to create distinctions
between different types of animal. In modern society, humans reserve the right
to dominate over all type animals, but to varying degrees. The question of how
humans might dominate an animal that is part human is a conundrum within the
modern legal system. This is particularly true when issues such as self-awareness
and intellect are taken into consideration.
Science has already proven animals such as primates, dolphins, and dogs to
be highly intelligent, but the possibility of creating an animal with a genetically
modified brain which grants the animal human-like intelligence ruptures notions of
human distinctiveness. Recognizing this issue, theorists seeking to go beyond the
duality of animal and human have explored the hierarchy of intelligence that exists
within the animal kingdom (Wise, 2000, p. 127). Escaping dualism in this context
simultaneously enlightens and troubles the analysis of humans and animals. In the
same way that primates are granted higher levels of legal protection than ‘lesser’
animals, what legal protections might be granted to a specimen that carries both
human and non-human DNA? Is a primate-human hybrid to be granted rights
according to the percentage of human tissue that constitutes their existence?
Can quasi-humans vote? Ultimately, these questions come down to the issue of
biological and mental likeness between humans and non-humans.
Determining equality based on likeness is a common statute of legal rights. Wise
explains, “If alikes are treated differently or if unalikes are treated the same way for
no good and sufficient reason, equality is violated. But likes and unalikes are not as
easy to determine as one might first think” (Wise, 2000, p. 82). Analyzing likeness
forces us to consider ethical, intellectual, and natural biology standards for what
makes humans and animals (dis)similar.
Further confounding issues of human-animal separation through intellectual
signifiers is the question of language. Primatologists are providing increasingly
compelling proof that claims of humans being unique due to their capacity for
language are inherently misguided. Examining the question of language as an
indicator for intelligence, Steiner argues that “cases of ape language and problem
solving, while controversial, are the best starting point for exploring the idea
of kinship because the cognitive abilities of apes are the most similar among
animals to those of human beings” (Steiner, 2005, p. 239). Steiner is not claiming
that humans and apes are necessarily the same, but points to claims that these
two species are not as far apart as we are led to believe. As analyses on animal
intelligence bridge the intellectual divide between them and humans, the level of
heightened abilities a hybrid might need to be deemed human, or at least nearly
human, becomes increasingly small.
This is particularly true given the continued assumption that animals are (and will
remain) a readily distinguishable set of organisms that are clearly discernible from
humans. Both in act and rhetoric, animals have become increasingly separated
from humanity. Examining how humans and non-human animals share space
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might potentially grant insight into this trend and simultaneously allow us to
approach complications that will develop once hybrids are to be allocated living
accommodations. Do human-animal hybrids live in apartments or are they housed
in zoos? There appears to be no society yet capable of answering questions
pertaining to the personhood of human-animal hybrids. With hybrid research
continuing behind closed doors, failure to find answers to these questions will
inevitably result in a social crises stemming from the lack of public deliberation
surrounding questions of genetic engineering and humanness emanating from
human-animal hybrids.
Questions of human-animal relations have become increasingly important given
the growing sense of physical separation between human and animal. With fewer
and fewer individuals producing their own food, humans have become increasingly
separated from animals in all facets of everyday life. Whereas societies based
on farming maintained a daily interaction with a wide spectrum of animals, the
modern urban dweller might go weeks without directly engaging an animal. Both
rhetorically and physically, humans have become separated from their animal
counterparts. Those animals that are prevalent in everyday life are typically
domesticated as pets, pent up in zoos, or unwelcome urbanites invading our
garbage. Even for analysts comfortable with human-animal hybrids that live within
laboratories, the idea of hybrids living in the outside world creates a perplexing
situation in which the animal other is either welcomed into our modern society or
the ‘impure’ human is relegated to the wilderness (or the zoo).
The idea of humans or human-like creatures living in a zoo is preposterous to most
modern thinkers. This concern was illustrated in Kurt Vonnegut’s SlaughterhouseFive and was further popularized in the popular TV show The Twilight Zone in
which an astronaut is tricked into living in a Martian zoo, physically barred from
leaving his cage which is decorated as a 1950s home. Humanness has become
correlated with concepts of autonomy and freedom of movement, which are not
granted to non-human animals. The logic for this binary separation, both physically
and socially, has been indicated by thinkers including Giorgio Agamben who shows
that humans are not a readily identifiable species, but rather a social construction
which is situationally convenient. (Agamben, 2003).
The rhetorical creation of the man and the non-man implies the need for binary
thought where humanity is only fully realized once it is separated from its
surroundings. The psychological separation from animals via creation of the
rhetorical ‘human’ facilitates a sense of separation from all other species. Whereas
referring to humans and animals by their species and genus creates a sense of
continuity, the creation of the human-animal binary establishes a justified sense
of separation. The creation of the hybrid potentially eliminates this rhetorical
isolation. Containing animal tissue, but rhetorically labeled as (para)human, hybrids
complicate rhetorical distinctions like those presented by Agamben.
Arguing that the act of separating the human from its animalistic existence is
more than an act based in theory, Agamben goes on to identify the question of
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what constitutes a human as a core component of modern existence, superseding
virtually all other questions found in modern society:
It is as if determining the border between human and animal were not just one
question among many discussed by philosophers and theologians, scientists
and politicians, but rather a fundamental meta-physico-political operation
in which alone something like "man" can be decided upon and produced
(Agamben, 2003, p. 6).
That this question of humanity is so important to our modern way of living points
to a potential reason why coming to terms with hybrid creatures is so difficult for
modern society. Distorting present norms of human vs. animal completely shakes
the foundation of our modern understanding of the world, forcing society as a
whole to rethink our relationship with animals, the natural world, and ourselves.
Even without rhetorically-based biological distinctions like those laid out by
Agamben and modern theorists, humans have worked diligently to maintain a
separation between human and animal by any means necessary. This trend has
been ongoing for centuries, but has been recently reappropriated to questions
concerning the distinction between human and machine. As humans find
themselves reappropriating both animal and machine to better serve their needs,
the merging of these categories appears inevitable.
Recently, technological advances have forced society, which had predominately
determined that humans were biologically unique from animals, to once again ask
what defines a human as such. Technological innovations in the form of mechanical
and digital implants have begun to blur distinctions between man and machine,
making the concept of the ‘digital’ human increasingly possible. As humans move
forward, the issue of what defines a human in contrast to an animal is likely to
become problematized by both digital and animalistic permutations of previously
human characteristics.

CONCLUSION
Over time, the distinction of what constitutes humanity will become increasingly
problematized. This analysis provides insight into the social and scientific trends
that are developing concerning not only the creation of human-animal embryos,
but also the public discourse that is (not) surrounding the issue. The implications
of human-animal embryos and the choice of UK scientists and officials to hide
their research from the public have yet to be fully realized, yet both the science
and the ways in which it is conducted will continue to be of critical importance to
individuals particularly and society in general. In regard to scientific developments
and their disruption of historic norms, citizens will need to remain ever vigilant
in their quest for knowledge. Across the board, social practices that have been
used to distinguish between acceptable forms of behavior towards humans
versus animals have begun to blur due to genetic science. As proven by the
creation of the UK hybrids, citizens of democratic societies must hold both their
political representatives and the scientists of their nation accountable to public
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pressures. Failure to oversee and reprimand both political and scientific leaders will
undoubtedly result in future causes of unhindered scientific exploration, regardless
of the desirability of such endeavors.
While the concepts of hybrid embryos and human organ development in animal
bodies might be disturbing to some readers, the rapid development of these
technologies makes the study of genetics increasingly important for rhetorical
scholars. Going forward, the arguments surrounding the use of human and
animal tissues will need to account for scientific nuances which were previously
inconsequential to the general public, having been nothing more than scientific
speculation or pure fiction. Without such argumentative development, we may
someday find ourselves surrounded by complex new surroundings that we are
both rhetorically and socially unprepared to handle. Facing such a world, the future
becomes a frightening, yet inevitable prospect. It is all too easy, facing a closed
system of scientific inquiry and development, for citizens to give in to inevitability,
relegating themselves as passive agents. David Zarefsky has tracked this trend
toward public deference, stating that public argument has been influenced by
media coverage wherein events are transient and volatile and we collectively avoid
complex subjects, simplify what cannot be avoided, magnify the trivial, and debase
political debate (Zarefsky, 1992).
If and when such sentiments develop, it will be important to recall the works of
John Dewey who states that citizens’ active participation in democracy is far too
important for us to abandon merely because deliberation becomes more difficult
(Dewey, 1927). Instead, moments which attempt to disrupt deliberative democracy,
such as the tactic of secret research employed in the UK, should only strengthen
the resolve of those who seek to engage systems of power, working to employ
logos in an effort to better society.
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THAT’S HOW IT
GOES! TOWARDS THE
IDENTIFICATION OF PATTERNS
IN ARGUMENTATIVE
DISCOURSE
FRANS H. VAN EEMEREN
Leiden University & University of Amsterdam, Netherlands

THE PRACTICAL FUNCTION OF ARGUMENTATION THEORY
This practically oriented essay is aimed at making clear how insights from
argumentation theory can be applied to real-life argumentative practices in order
to achieve an adequate analysis and a fair evaluation. For this purpose I will use the
pragma-dialectical theory of argumentation I have developed with my colleagues
at the University of Amsterdam to tackle a press release issued by KLM Royal
Dutch Airlines as an illustrative example. In the process, I hope to show that the
pragma-dialectical standard analysis of argumentative discourse can be extended
by including insights into the strategic design of the discourse and taking account
of the institutional preconditions applying in a specific communicative activity
type. I also look at the stereotypical argumentative patterns coming into being due
to institutional requirements.
In every sphere of life, every single day, we are confronted with differences
of opinion, real or imagined, which give cause for argumentation: when we
communicate with our family or friends, when we engage ourselves in social or
political life or take part in professional activities as academics, as lawyers or in
other capacities, when we read the newspapers or follow what is happening in
the world via radio, television or the internet. It may come as a surprise to some,
but the occurrence of differences of opinion is not necessarily a bad thing. On the
contrary, because differences of opinion ensure dynamics and inspire progress,
they are indispensable to the maintenance of our intellectual, cultural, social, and
political life. Our task as constructive citizens is therefore not to ban differences of
opinion but, to deal with them, and to do so in a reasonable way – in accordance
with appropriate standards of reasonableness.
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Differences of opinion are by no means always epistemic differences about the
truth of descriptive standpoints. More often than not, the difference at issue
is ethical or aesthetic in nature and the standpoint at stake is evaluative or
prescriptive and revolves around a “practical” standpoint. In the latter case, the
discussion is about whether a certain action – carrying out a policy proposal, for
instance – should be performed. Anyway, whether the difference is about how
something is, how it is to be appreciated or whether it should be done, it is, of
course, of the utmost importance that it will be resolved in a reasonable way.
This is where argumentation and the systematic study of argumentation called
argumentation theory come in.
Argumentation theory is an academic discipline directed at thorough reflection
upon, and systematic research into, the use of argumentation for resolving
differences of opinion on the merits – which means: resolving these differences
in a reasonable way (van Eemeren et al, 2014). In my view, argumentative
practice is the Alpha and Omega of argumentation theory and the study of
argumentation conducted in argumentation theory should therefore begin and
end with considering argumentative practice. It is the task of argumentation
theorists to provide theoretical instruments for achieving insight into, and a
critical appreciation of, the ways in which argumentative reality manifests itself in
argumentative practice and to design methods for enabling would-be participants
to develop the skills and capabilities that are required for taking part in these
practices.
Against this background the central concerns of argumentation theory are the
analysis, evaluation and production of argumentative discourse. The three general
questions that argumentation theorists should be out to answer are: (1) How
are we to determine what exactly is happening in the argumentative discourse
taking place in a specific kind of argumentative practice? (2) How are we to give
an adequate assessment of the argumentative discourse taking place in this
argumentative practice? (3) How can we, orally or in writing, constructively engage
in the argumentative practice by means of argumentative discourse?
In this essay I will explain how the pragma-dialectical argumentation theory can be
of use in analyzing argumentative discourse and sketch at the same time a recent
development in the theorizing that enables us to give a more profound and more
realistic analysis of argumentative discourse than we could before. In this endeavor
I concentrate on the structural characteristics of the particular manifestation
of argumentative discourse we will be concerned with. At this moment this is a
highly topical subject because since the first decade of the twenty-first century
the pragma-dialectical research program has focused on the identification of
argumentative patterns that can be distinguished in real-life argumentative speech
events.
Because argumentative discourse centering on “practical” (prescriptive)
standpoints is often neglected in the study of argumentation, I will take in this
essay such a specimen of argumentative discourse as my object of analysis. The
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discourse concerned is a press release issued by KLM Royal Dutch Airlines to
escape from a complex predicament.

KLM apologies for destroying squirrels
In April 1999 the Dutch airline company KLM was in the news because it had
finished off 440 North-American banded ground squirrels after it had been
ordered to do so by the national agency for the inspection of cattle and meat.
The required exportation and health documents were lacking, and the squirrels
were not adequately packaged. The animals were put through a chopper alive.
The squirrels came from Beijing and were on their way to Athens. The sender in
Beijing did not want to take the squirrels back and no country outside Europe
volunteered to receive the animals. The chopper in which the squirrels came to
their end was a kind of shredder that is also used in the bio industry to cut up
cocks. Cocks, however, are substantially smaller than squirrels, and with cocks
one can therefore make sure that the head goes first. With the ground squirrels,
whose size equals that of three hands, this was not feasible. In the press release
that we take as our case, KLM accounts for having destroyed the squirrels.

Press Release KLM
1.

2.

3.

4.

5.

6.

7.

KLM sincerely apologizes for having been forced to have 440 squirrels
destroyed, last Monday in the KLM Cargo animals’ hotel. KLM has acted in a
way that is formally justified, but admits that an ethical assessment mistake was
made. KLM fully endorses the criticisms that have been voiced by the public
and the various organizations.
The airline company has decided to start a thorough investigation into what
exactly happened at the reception of the package in Beijing. The events in the
KLM Cargo animals’ hotel will also be investigated.
Pending this investigation and in view of the emotions that these events
have aroused, the Board of KLM has deemed it desirable that the employee
concerned will stay home for the period of this investigation.
On Sunday, April 11, 1999, KLM has received orders from the Department of
Agriculture, Environmental Management and Fishing (AEMF) to destroy the
animals. KLM is of the opinion that this order, in this form and without feasible
alternatives, was unethical.
The Board of KLM holds, however, that the KLM employee concerned has
acted formally correct in this matter by promptly following the directives of
the Department of AEMF, but also acknowledges at the same time that this
employee has made an assessment mistake.
KLM once more emphasizes that the company regrets the course of events
and offers its sincere apologies to all animal lovers and all those whose feelings
have been hurt by the events.
KLM has informed the Animal Protection Society, the AAP Foundation, the
Worldwide Fund for Nature (WWF), the Cites Netherlands Foundation, the
Foundation for the Shelter of Squirrels in De Meern, the European Association
of Zoos and Aquaria, and the Dutch Association of Zoos of the above and
has invited these organizations to come to a consultation on how to avoid
deplorable situations of this kind at a short term.
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STANDARD ANALYSIS OF ARGUMENTATIVE DISCOURSE
The pragma-dialectical theory of argumentation I developed with Grootendorst
between the early 1970s and mid-1990s treats argumentation as an attempt
at convincing the addressee of the acceptability of a standpoint at issue (van
Eemeren & Grootendorst, 1984/2013, 2004/2011). The theory is pragmatic
because all the moves made in argumentative discourse are approached from
a communicative perspective and viewed as speech acts aimed at resolving a
difference of opinion. The theory is dialectic because the exchange of speech acts
taking place in argumentative discourse is approached from a critical perspective
and viewed as part of a regulated critical discussion aimed at resolving the
difference of opinion on the merits.
The rules regulating a critical discussion are in the pragma-dialectical theory
captured in a code of conduct for reasonable discussants (van Eemeren &
Grootendorst, 2004, pp. 190-196). This code of conduct has been shown to serve
its purpose of maintaining reasonableness because none of the fallacies included in
the traditional list of fallacies will occur if the argumentative moves that are made
comply with the rules (van Eemeren & Grootendorst, 1992/2007). Experimental
empirical research has shown that the standards of reasonableness incorporated
in the rules for critical discussion are also intersubjectively acceptable to ordinary
arguers judging the reasonableness of argumentative moves (van Eemeren,
Garssen & Meuffels, 2009).
In order to resolve a difference of opinion on the merits a critical discussion
has to pass through four different discussion stages. First, there needs to be a
“confrontation” stage in which the difference of opinion is defined because a
difference of opinion cannot be resolved if there is no difference. Second, there
must by an “opening” stage in which the starting points of the discussion are
established because a difference cannot be resolved if the parties do not agree
on any common starting point. Third, an “argumentation” stage is needed in
which argumentation is put forward to remove all critical doubts regarding the
standpoints at issue and the arguments advanced in their defense because a
difference of opinion will not be resolved if nothing is done about it. Finally,
a “concluding” stage in which the outcome of the discussion is determined is
required because the discussion cannot be reasonably brought to an end if it
does not become clear whether a resolution of the difference of opinion has been
achieved and if so in what way. In real-life argumentative discourse these stages
need not be realized explicitly but may remain partly or wholly implicit.
The theoretical framework of the ideal model of a critical discussion not only
provides an overview of the four discussion stages indispensable in resolving a
difference of opinion on the merits, but also of the types of speech acts performed
pertinent to resolving a difference of opinion in each of these stages and the
rules for having non-fallacious exchanges by means of these moves. In dealing
with argumentative practice the ideal model of a critical discussion plays a vital
role: it serves as a heuristic, analytic, and evaluative tool for the identification,
reconstruction, and assessment of the argumentative moves that are made as well
as in monitoring the oral and written production of argumentative discourse.
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In applying the model of a critical discussion to the analysis of real-life cases of
argumentative discourse, first of all, the four discussion stages are identified and
reconstructed from the way in which they are manifested in the argumentative
discourse (van Eemeren et al, 1993; van Eemeren et al, 2007). Next, for each stage
the relevant argumentative moves or constellations of argumentative moves are
identified and reconstructed. In this essay I will limit myself to the identification of
the discussion stages and the reconstruction of the argumentation structure.1
KLM’s press release closely resembles the hybrid communicative activity type
of an “advertorial”: it combines the commenting involved in an editorial and the
self-promotion of advertising. Because the press release provides argumentation
for the company’s views concerning the events at issue, this advertorial-like text
is definitely argumentative. And because it responds to criticisms and anticipates
other criticisms, it is also clearly part of an implicit discussion.
In this advertorial KLM implicitly ascribes the claim to their accusers that (1) KLM is
to be blamed for what went wrong with the squirrels. This claim motivates KLM’s
press release and may therefore be considered part of the confrontation stage.
KLM’s side of the matter is (in paragraph I) promoted by their counter-claim that
(2) the company has acted in a way that is formally justified, which is followed by
their assertion that (3) the Department of Agriculture, Environmental Management
and Fishing (AEMF) is to be blamed for giving an unethical order (paragraph IV).
By elaborating extensively on their actions to ensure that all will go well in the
future the company extends the confrontation stage by claiming implicitly that (4)
KLM has acted appropriately after the destruction of the squirrels had taken place.
In the opening stage, KLM acknowledges a number of starting points: it was wrong
that 440 squirrels had to be finished off (paragraph I, IV), KLM fully endorses the
criticism of this action by the public and various organizations (paragraph I, VI),
they were ordered by AEMF to have 440 squirrels destroyed (paragraph I, IV), and
they regret what happened and apologize emphatically to all animal lovers and
other interested parties (paragraph I, VI).
In the argumentation stage, KLM assumes that their standpoints may all meet with
doubt and provides argumentation in support of their explicit standpoints as well
as their implicit standpoint. Suggesting that the conclusion is clear, the concluding
stage is not explicitly represented in the text.
For the sake of clarity in the reproduction of KLM’s press release below the parts
of the text belonging to the confrontation stage that are explicitly represented are
indicated in bold, the parts belonging to the opening stage are put in italics, and
those belonging to the argumentation stage are underlined.

1 See for a practical introduction into standard pragma-dialectical analysis van Eemeren, Grootendorst & Snoeck
Henkemans (2002/2006).
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Analysis discussion stages press release KLM
1.

KLM sincerely apologizes for having been forced to have 440 squirrels
destroyed, last Monday in the KLM Cargo animals’ hotel. KLM has acted in a
way that is formally justified, but admits that an ethical assessment mistake
was made. KLM fully endorses the criticisms that have been voiced by the public
and the various organizations,.
The airline company has decided to start a thorough investigation into what
exactly happened at the reception of the package in Beijing. The events in the
KLM Cargo animals’ hotel will also be investigated.
Pending this investigation and in view of the emotions that these events
have aroused, the Board of KLM has deemed it desirable that the employee
concerned will stay home for the period of this investigation.
On Sunday, April 11, 1999, KLM has received orders from the Department of
Agriculture, Environmental Management and Fishing (AEMF) to destroy the
animals. KLM is of the opinion that this order, in this form and without feasible
alternatives, was unethical.
The Board of KLM holds, however, that the KLM employee concerned has
acted formally correct in this matter by promptly following the directives of
the Department of AEMF, but also acknowledges at the same time that this
employee has made an assessment mistake.
KLM once more emphasizes that the company regrets the course of events and
offers its sincere apologies to all animal lovers and all those whose feelings have
been hurt by the events.
KLM has informed the Animal Protection Society, the AAP Foundation, the
Worldwide Fund for Nature (WWF), the Cites Netherlands Foundation, the
Foundation for the Shelter of Squirrels in De Meern, the European Association
of Zoos and Aquaria, and the Dutch Association of Zoos of the above and
has invited these organizations to come to a consultation on how to avoid
deplorable situations of this kind at a short term.

2.

3.

4.

5.

6.
7.

According to the press release, KLM’s accusers offer only single argumentation
in support of the standpoint 1 that KLM implicitly ascribes to them. Single
argumentation is argumentation that has the simplest possible argumentation
structure: only one reason is given in support of a standpoint. In support of their
own standpoint 2, KLM advances coordinative argumentation, which consists of
interdependent reasons that support the standpoint in combination. In support
of their standpoint 3, KLM offers multiple argumentation, which consists of
independent reasons for the standpoint. In support of their implicit standpoint
4, KLM presents, again, coordinative argumentation. Part of this coordinative
argumentation is supported by (single and multiple) subordinative argumentation.
The structure of the argumentation is below noted down in the conventional way
(with implicit argumentative moves put in parentheses).
a. Standpoint implicitly ascribed to accusers by KLM:
1. (KLM is to be blamed for what went wrong with the squirrels
Argumentation accusers in support standpoint implicitly ascribed to them
by KLM:
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1.

(KLM is to be blamed for what went wrong with the squirrels)
1.1 KLM acknowledges that their employee has made an ethical
assessment mistake

b. Standpoints KLM:
2. KLM acted in a way that is formally justified
3. AEMF is to be blamed for giving an ethically wrong order
4. (KLM acted appropriately after the destruction of the squirrels
Argumentation KLM in support of their three standpoints:
2. KLM acted in a way that is formally justified
2.1a KLM received orders from AEMF to act in this way
2.1b KLM’s employee followed AEMF’s directives
3. AEMF is to be blamed for giving an ethically wrong order
3.1 AEMF’s order did not have the correct form
3.2 AEMF did not offer any feasible alternative
4. (KLM acted appropriately after the destruction of the squirrels)
4.1a KLM started a thorough investigation into what happened at the
reception of the package in Beijing
4.1b KLM started a thorough investigation into what happened in the
KLM Cargo animals’ hotel
4.1c KLM let the employee who carried out the orders stay at home for
the period of the investigation
4.1c.1 The investigation is still to be carried out
4.1c.2 The emotions concerning the destruction make the 		
employee’s staying at home necessary
4.1d KLM made sure that such disasters will not happen again in the
future
4.1d.1 KLM informed all interested parties and has started 		
consultations with them

EXTENDED ANALYSIS INCLUDING STRATEGIC
MANEUVERING
When considering the reconstruction of KLM’s press release I have just given it
becomes clear that the result of this standard analysis is not really satisfactory.
Something seems to be lacking in the analysis that is crucial to a realistic
appreciation of KLM’s self-defense. Because there is something strikingly odd
about this advertorial that is not captured in the analysis it is obvious that more is
at stake in the text than the standard analysis happens to cover. The reconstruction
somehow seems to have missed the point.
It was the observation that a hiatus of this kind existed that motivated me to
elaborate the pragma-dialectical method of reconstruction in such a way that an
extended analysis can be achieved which leads to a more satisfactory result. In
the late 1990s and early twenty-first century I have brought about the required
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enrichment in collaboration with my former student Peter Houtlosser (van Eemeren
& Houtlosser, 2002). This extension connects perfectly well with the master
plan for the systematic development of pragma-dialectics that Grootendorst
and I originally had in mind. In further developing our theorizing we have moved
step by step from the abstract ideal model of a critical discussion closer to the
complexities of argumentative reality. To get to the heart of the matter more and
more instruments necessary for dealing with the intricacies of the production,
analysis and evaluation of argumentative discourse are thus included in the
pragma-dialectical tool-box.
A crucial step in this development consisted in expanding the theorizing a way that
enables us to account for what Houtlosser and I have called the “argumentative
predicament.” The argumentative predicament is that people who argue their
case in argumentative reality always have to combine aiming for effectiveness
with maintaining reasonableness at the same. In every argumentative move they
make they therefore have to maneuver strategically to make sure that the delicate
balance between trying to be effective and being reasonable is not disturbed
(van Eemeren, 2010/2013). To take this strategic maneuvering methodically
into account, a rhetorical dimension needed to be integrated the our dialectical
theoretical framework of pragma-dialectics. In this way, it could be made clear how
in argumentative reality aiming for rhetorical effectiveness can be envisaged to be
disciplined by dialectical reasonableness.
Taking the strategic maneuvering that goes on in argumentative discourse into
account in the reconstruction leads to an extended analysis that is more refined
and more realistic and can be better accounted for. To make clear what difference
an extended analysis makes compared with a standard analysis I turn again to
KLM’s press release, concentrating again on the argumentation structure. A
reconstruction of KLM’s strategic maneuvering in the press release will illustrate
that taking account of strategic maneuvering can have important consequences
for the analysis of argumentative discourse.
In the confrontation stage, KLM portrays its accusers as claiming that KLM has
made an assessment mistake rather than that the company is to blame for
the killing of 440 squirrels. KLM seems to admit right away having made an
assessment mistake. This would make sense, because the destruction of the
squirrels is undeniable and ostentatiously denying their responsibility would not
be good for KLM’s image. However, by stating that the company’s conduct was
formally correct and implying that they did the right things after the destruction
had taken place, KLM implicitly puts the blame on others (AEMF).
In the opening stage, KLM pushes the act of finishing off the squirrels, which is
detrimental to their position, to the background, wrapping it up in expressions of
regret. Facts which are positive for the position of the company KLM mentions
explicitly: KLM had received an order from higher up to finish off the animals and
KLM sent the employee who decided to carry out this order home. Mentioning
the latter is not only relevant because it provides an argument for why KLM
acted appropriately after the incident, but also because it suggests that there is
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something wrong with this employee. This interpretation is plausible if we take
into consideration that by shifting the blame to one of their employees KLM takes
the blame in fact only partly – and only in the way least harmful to the company.
Apparently, KLM is out to establish the idea that the company as a whole is not to
blame.
In the argumentation stage, KLM uses the technique of dissociation to make sure
that the company as a whole is not blamed when only their employee is guilty:
what is true of a part is in this case not true of the whole. To justify the claim that
from a formal perspective both KLM and the employee acted correctly, the press
release indicates that both of them did precisely what higher up had told them to
do. This argumentation looks really strong, because this is exactly what acting in a
formally right way means: doing what the authorities require you to do. By means
of this argumentation KLM suggests, again, that the real guilt does not lie with
them, but with others: with AEMF.
These observations concerning KLM’s strategic maneuvering in the press release
lead to a revised reconstruction of the standpoints at issue. The standpoint KLM
implicitly ascribes to the accusers however remains the same:
1.

(KLM is to be blamed for what went wrong with the squirrels)

On closer inspection, KLM proves to have two main standpoints, both remaining
implicit:
2. (KLM is not to be blamed)
3. (AEMF is to be blamed for what went wrong with the squirrels)
This is what the revised analysis of the argumentation structure boils down to.
a. The argumentation structure of the accusers’ argumentation in support of the
standpoint that KLM implicitly ascribes to them remains the same:
1. (KLM is to be blamed for what went wrong with the squirrels)
1.1 KLM acknowledges that their employee has made an ethical 			
assessment mistake
b. Argumentation structure of KLM’s argumentation after the reconstruction of
strategic maneuvering:
2. (KLM is not to be blamed)
2.1 (KLM has acted responsibly)
2.1.1a AEMF is to be blamed for giving an ethically wrong order
		
2.1.1a.1 AEMF’s order did not have the correct form
		
2.1.1a.2 AEMF did not offer any feasible alternatives
2.1.1b KLM has acted in a way that is formally justified
		
2.1.1b.1a KLM received an order from AEMF to act in this way
		
2.1.1b.1b KLM’s employee followed AEMF’s directives
(2.1.1c (KLM has acted appropriately after the destruction of 			
the squirrels)
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2.1.1c.1a KLM has started a thorough investigation into what 		
		
happened at the reception of the package in Beijing
		
2.1.1c.1b KLM has started a thorough investigation into what 		
		
happened in the KLM Cargo animals’ hotel
		
2.1.1c.1c KLM let the employee who carried out the orders stay at
		
home pending the investigation
			
2.1.1.c.1c.1 The emotions concerning the destruction make
			
the employee’s staying at home necessary
		
2.1.1c.1d KLM has made sure that such disasters will not happen 		
		
again in the future
			
2.1.1c.1d.1 KLM has informed all interested parties and has
			
started consultations with them
3. (AEMF is to be blamed for killing off 440 squirrels)
3.1a AEMF gave the order for killing of the squirrels
3.1b This order was ethically wrong
The extended analysis of KLM’s strategic maneuvering leads to a reconstruction
that shows that in KLM’s press release some vital elements remain implicit. Only
after the reconstruction has been completed it becomes clear what the main
standpoints are that the company is in fact out to defend. Thus, the extended
analysis demonstrates that including a reconstruction of the strategic maneuvering
in the analysis can indeed lead to a more insightful account of the argumentative
moves that are made in the discourse than a standard analysis. In addition, the
extended analysis resulting from the reconstruction is more consistent and does
better justice to the presumed coherence of the text.
Although a final evaluation of the discourse is, of course, possible only after a
full analysis has been given, the observations I have made suffice to come to
the conclusion that something pertinent is absent from a standard analysis. The
cause of this oversight is that in a standard analysis the intended interactional
(“perlocutionary”) effect of the moves made in argumentative discourse is not
taken into account: the effectiveness dimension of the strategic maneuvering
that goes on in argumentative discourse. For this reason we have extended the
scope of the analysis in such a way that in the reconstruction of argumentative
discourse next to the dimension of reasonableness the aiming for effectiveness is
methodically taken into account.

IMPACT INSTITUTIONAL PRECONDITIONS COMMUNICATIVE
ACTIVITY TYPES
The complexities of argumentative reality can only be fully understood and
critically appreciated if the contextual embedding of argumentative discourse
is duly taken into account. This means that we will have to pay full attention to
the more or less institutionalized macro-contexts of the specific “communicative
activity types” in which the discourse takes place. Communicative activity type are
established communicative practices whose existence can be observed empirically
in the various communicative domains (van Eemeren, 2010, Chapter 5). These
practices may vary from more or less formally institutionalized communicative
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activity types, such as the motivation of a legal verdict by a judge, an election
debate, a scientific discussion, and an editorial in a newspaper, to informally
institutionalized communicative activity types such as a love letter, a chat with a
friend, and a prayer (van Eemeren, Ed. 2009).
Communicative activity types have established themselves in the various
communicative domains to serve the specific communicative needs instigated by
the institutional exigencies of the domain. The institutional exigencies in response
to which communicative activity types have come into being determine their
rationale, known as their institutional point. 2 The conventionalization instrumental
in realizing the institutional point of a communicative activity type achieve imposes
certain extrinsic constraints on the argumentative discourse taking place in this
activity type. These constraints are “extrinsic” since they are not inherent in
argumentative discourse but apply depending on the macro-context in which the
discourse takes place. Because the conventionalization of a communicative activity
type may affect the argumentative discourse conducted in this activity type, it
needs to be taken into account in the analysis and the evaluation of the discourse.
When a communicative activity type is inherently, essentially or predominantly
argumentative, or when incidentally argumentation plays an important role, it
will be worthwhile to give an “argumentative characterization” of the way in
which the communicative activity type is conventionalized. 3 An argumentative
characterization of a communicative activity type provides a description of the
specific conventionalization of the argumentative discourse that is conducted in
that particular communicative activity type – or cluster of communicative activity
types. Since the argumentative characterization makes clear in what way the
argumentative discourse is conventionalized to serve the institutional point of
the activity type, it is the appropriate point of departure for determining how the
possibilities for strategic maneuvering are affected by the communicative activity
type. In this way, the argumentative characterization enables the identification of
the institutional preconditions for strategic maneuvering.
Due to the institutional preconditions the scope and nature of the possibilities
for strategic maneuvering in the empirical counterparts of the critical discussion
stages may vary in the various communicative activity types. This means that
certain modes of strategic maneuvering will be considered suitable or not
suitable, as the case may be, to realizing the institutional point of a particular
communicative activity type. In certain activity types, for instance, the participants
will have more room for defining the initial situation – the empirical equivalent

1 Communicative activity types are designed to realize their institutional point through the conventionalized use of the
appropriate “genres” of communicative activity. The genre that is prototypically used in the legal domain is adjudication,
in the political domain it is deliberation, in the scientific domain disputation, et cetera. In hybrid communicative activity
types several genres of conventionalized communicative activity are activated together.
2 An argumentative characterization of a communicative activity type reflects certain general starting points the
participants implicitly agreed upon in the opening stage. In characterizing how the argumentative discourse is
conventionalized to realize the institutional point of the communicative activity type the theoretical model of a critical
discussion serves as the point of departure. Starting from the four stages of a critical discussion four focal points
pertaining to their empirical counterparts can be identified for an argumentative characterization: the initial situation, the
starting points, the argumentative means and criticisms, and the outcome.

279

CHAPTER XVIII - TOWARDS THE IDENTIFICATION OF PATTERNS IN ARGUMENTATIVE DISCOURSE

of the confrontation stage – in accordance with their preferences than in others.
In the empirical equivalent of the opening stage a similar variety will exist with
regard to the choice of procedural and material starting points, in the equivalent
of the argumentation stage with regard to the use of argumentative means and
the advancement of criticism, and in the equivalent of the concluding stage with
regard to the outcomes of the argumentative exchange that are allowed. In Dutch
criminal trials, to mention just one example, it is in the argumentation stage not
allowed to use argumentation by analogy, so that the use of this mode of strategic
maneuvering is not an option.
When taking the argumentative conventionalization into account in analyzing
a specimen of argumentative discourse, the first question always is what kind
of standpoint will be most likely at issue. Since a communicative activity type
generally revolves around a specific type of standpoint, it is often a justified
expectation that in a specific communicative activity type a certain type
of standpoint will be at issue. In disputation aimed at establishing the truth
of a claim in the scientific domain, for instance, the standpoint at issue is
prototypically descriptive, in adjudication aimed at reaching a verdict in the legal
domain the standpoint is prototypically evaluative, and in deliberation aimed
at deciding about a policy proposition in the political domain the standpoint is
prototypically prescriptive. In all these clusters of communicative activity types,
the argumentative discourse is aimed at making such a standpoint acceptable
taking account of the institutional preconditions imposed on the discourse by the
conventionalization of the communicative activity type concerned. Depending
on the type of standpoint at issue, different types of argumentation may be used
to support the standpoint. Defending a descriptive claim made in a scientific
assertion, for instance, may call for the use of causal argumentation involving
reasoning from cause to effect. Defending an evaluative judgment in a legal verdict
may call for comparison argumentation involving reasoning by analogy or for
symptomatic reasoning involving reasoning from sign. Defending a prescriptive
action statement in a policy decision may call for pragmatic argumentation
involving causal reasoning establishing the occurrence of a desirable (or undesired)
effect. The different kinds of argument schemes underlying the various types of
argumentation prototypically used in specific communicative activity types are
associated with different sets of critical questions that need to be answered in the
evaluation of the argumentation. Depending on the argument scheme that is used,
different sets of critical questions will be pertinent in particular communicative
activity types. As a consequence, in response to – or anticipation of – these critical
questions, different patterns of argumentative moves will come into being in the
various communicative domains.
In addition, when responses given to the pertinent critical questions are, in turn,
considered to be in need of support – which may be obvious in the institutional
context in which the discourse takes place – still other argumentative patterns
arise, with a more complex argumentation structure. In revealing the structural
organization of argumentative discourse by describing the argumentative patterns
such discourse takes on in empirical reality the theoretical instruments developed
in the pragma-dialectical theory of argumentation can again be put to good
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use. The relevant theoretical instruments include the typology of standpoints
and differences of opinion, the list of (valid) argument forms, the classification
of argument schemes, and the taxonomy of argumentation structures. With the
help of these instruments the way in which the argumentative patterns resulting
from the arguers’ efforts to meet the institutional preconditions for strategic
maneuvering prevailing in the communicative activity type manifest themselves
in the discourse can be described in terms of the theoretical concepts of
argumentation theory.

THE STRATEGIC RATIONALE OF ARGUMENTATIVE
PATTERNS
The “argumentative patterns” coming into being when people make their case by
means of argumentative discourse are often related to the communicative activity
type the speech event concerned is a token of. In some cases the argumentative
patterns that can be identified in the discourse are even stereotypical in the
sense that they prototypically occur in a certain communicative activity type or
cluster of communicative activity types. A stereotypical argumentative pattern is
characterized by a more or less fixed constellation of argumentative moves that
recurs frequently in speech events belonging to the same communicative activity
type.
The constellations of argumentative moves that characterize argumentative
patterns involve specific types of standpoints at issue in specific types of
differences of opinion which are against a background of specific sets of starting
points defended by the use of specific types of argumentation embedded
in specific types of argumentation structures. The occurrence of specific
argumentative patterns results from the fact that the standpoints discussed and
the differences to be resolved in a particular communicative activity type may
be expected to be of a specific kind so that specific kinds of defenses are called
for to respond to the demands ensuing from the exigencies that gave rise to the
existence of the communicative activity type or cluster of communicative activity
types concerned. A communicative activity type in the political domain may, for
example, exist in order to accommodate joint decision-making on whether certain
actions should, or should not, be undertaken. In such cases of deliberation, a
prescriptive standpoint can be expected to be at issue in a mixed disagreement.
An initial situation like this may in the argumentation and criticism stage more
often than not lead to the advancement of pragmatic argumentation supporting
the standpoint. If this seems necessary this pragmatic argumentation can be
backed up by arguments from example or arguments from authority.
In the pragma-dialectical research program the activities currently concentrate
on identifying argumentative patterns of moves made in argumentative discourse
taking place in specific communicative activity types or speech events. The
analyses of plenary debates in the European Parliament I have carried out with
Garssen, for instance, show that an argumentative pattern regularly occurring
in responses by Members of the European Parliament to policy proposals they
consider disadvantageous to their home country consists of a negative standpoint
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regarding the proposal supported by subordinative argumentation from example
which specifies the countries that would suffer (such as their home country) if the
policy concerned were to be carried out (van Eemeren & Garssen, 2010, 2011).
In explaining the occurrence of argumentative patterns, it is to be assumed
that in their strategic maneuvering, the arguers will always be out to make
the strongest possible case in the communicative activity type concerned
in realizing effectiveness while maintaining reasonableness. Because
the institutional preconditions for strategic maneuvering prevailing in a
communicative activity type will have an impact on how the discourse turns
out, these institutional preconditions need to be taken into account in giving
an explanation of the occurrence of the argumentative patterns that can be
identified. This means that in the explanation references will be made to the
institutional point of the communicative activity type and the way in which it is
conventionalization to satisfy extrinsic contextual demands. The institutional point
and conventionalization of a communicative activity type indicate what kind of
standards apply to the evaluation of the defense of the main standpoint at issue:
these standards can for instance be epistemologically motivated, but they can also
be primarily ethical, aesthetic or practical.
In tracing the strategic rationale explaining the argumentative patterns identified
in a discourse, one needs to carefully consider what kind of critical reactions the
various argumentative moves that have been made can lead to, considering the
standards of evaluation pertaining to the communicative activity type concerned.
In trying to trace the strategic rationale that explains the composition of a
constellation of argumentative moves, all considerations must therefore be brought
to bear that are pertinent to realizing, within the boundaries of the institutional
preconditions, the institutional point of a communicative activity type in an
effective and reasonable way.
Let us see what taking account of the strategic rationale of the argumentative
pattern displayed in KLM’s press release adds to the analysis. A striking
characteristic of this argumentative pattern is that KLM substantiates its case most
elaborately by means of the reasons they give in support of their standpoint that
KLM is not to be blamed: various reasons are advanced or suggested to support
the reason that is suggested and they are all supported further by (coordinative
or multiple) subordinative argumentation. The implicit reason suggested for
the implicit standpoint that KLM has acted appropriately after the destruction
of the squirrels boost KLM’s image as a reliable company in a crucial way. This
reason is in its turn further supported by coordinatively compound subordinative
argumentation (which is again partly supported by subordinative argumentation).
KLM presents the fact that it started a thorough investigation into what happened
at the reception of the package in Beijing as a token that the company has
acted appropriately after the destruction of the squirrels had taken place. It is
worth noting that the implicit reason that KLM has acted appropriately after the
destruction of the squirrels is by means of the argument scheme of symptomatic
argumentation connected with the standpoint that KLM is not to be blamed.
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Another piece of symptomatic argumentation vital to making KLM’s case can be
found in the argumentation in support of their claim that AEMF is to be blamed for
killing off the 440 squirrels. Saying that AEMF gave the ethically wrong order to kill
the squirrels is in fact practically equivalent to saying that they are to be blamed
for killing off the squirrels. Suggesting that AEMF is to be blamed is a crucial point
in the argumentative pattern of KLM’s press release.
It is striking that the coordinative argumentation that KLM uses to defend their two
implicit main standpoints concerning the killing of the 440 squirrels – KLM is not
to be blamed; ultimately, AEMF is to be blamed – is in both cases by means of the
argument scheme of symptomatic argumentation connected with their standpoint.
In fact, in KLM’s press release the symptomatic argument scheme is used in
virtually all argumentation in support of a standpoint.
The strategic rationale explaining the argumentative pattern displayed in KLM’s
press release relates to the hybrid character of this communicative activity type
as an advertorial in which both a commenting editorial aim and a self-promoting
advertising aim need to be served. In order to serve these two purposes KLM
combines in their strategic maneuvering in the press release denying their
own responsibility as a company with blaming others instead. They do so by
emphasizing through their apologetic comments initially explicitly the editorial
component of the hybrid communicative activity type and serving through their
promotion of the company in the remainder of the text implicitly primarily the
advertising component.
The argumentative pattern displayed in the press release reveals that KLM
concentrates in the first place on illuminating the merits of the company: it is
dominated by their efforts to establish the merits of the company by creating
by means of symptomatic argumentation the desired associations. The claims
concerned are, of course, not stated explicitly, but only suggested. Due to
apologetic character of the speech event KLM is engaged in, it would not be
appropriate for them to express claims of this kind explicitly: it would boil down
to uninvited self-praise if KLM were to express explicitly as a (sub)standpoint
that KLM acted responsibly and that the company acted appropriately after the
destruction of the squirrels. The not-to-be-blamed standpoint and having-actedappropriately sub-standpoint, which have also been left implicit, too, go against
KLM’s pretended attitude of being apologetic. Initially KLM acts as if the company
takes the blame: they start their press release by apologizing and being regretful.
Subsequently, however, they pass the buck to others: AEMF and the employee. On
closer inspection it therefore becomes clear that KLM pays in fact only lip service
to their professed apologetic aim.
The discrepancy between KLM’s “official” apologetic intentions and their “real” – or
at least predominant – commercial intentions reflects a pragmatic inconsistency
in KLM’s position. This position shifts from an apologetic quasi-admission in
paragraph I to what amounts effectively to a retraction of this admission in
paragraph IV and V. KLM’s presentation hides the inconsistency cleverly from
view. Initially it is not clear who exactly is responsible for the “ethical assessment
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mistake” mentioned in paragraph I. Later we learn that what is unethical is not so
much having the squirrels destroyed as ordering to do so (as the AEMF did) – and
that it is not KLM that has made an assessment mistake but its employee.
The pragmatic inconsistency in KLM’s position of apologizing and being at the
same time not guilty is hidden from view by the lack of clarity of their presentation.
Contrary to what the press release seems to suggest (“KLM sincerely apologizes,”
“admits that an ethical assessment mistake was made”), it transpires later that it is
not KLM that has made an assessment mistake, but its employee. With hindsight,
this explains the use of remarkable passive phrasings in paragraph I such as
“having been forced” (by whom?) and “that an ethical assessment mistake was
made” (by whom?) and the even more awkward phrasing “KLM fully endorses
the criticism” (instead of “KLM accepts the criticism”). KLM’s unclear presentation
in this press release is so strikingly misleading that a rule for critical discussion is
violated, the Language Use Rule (10), and KLM’s strategic maneuvering is to be
considered fallacious.

CONCLUSION
As an illustration of the pragma-dialectical method of analysis I have presented
a reconstruction of KLM’s press release that goes from a standard analysis, via
an extended analysis, to the strategic rationale that explains the argumentative
pattern that can be identified in this speech event. In this way I hope to have made
clear how insights developed in the pragma-dialectical theory can be helpful in
dealing with argumentative practice. The analysis of KLM’s press release illustrates
how the practical significance of the pragma-dialectical theory of argumentation
has been increased systematically, by moving from the ideal model of a critical
discussion via the incorporation of strategic maneuvering to the actual practice of
real-life argumentative discourse in specific institutional contexts.
I hope that these insights into pragma-dialectics will be exploited by scholars
interested in specific kinds of argumentative practices to investigate these
practices along the lines I have sketched. In these investigations the argumentative
conventionalization of the communicative activity types concerned - and the
stereotypical argumentative patterns - should be revealed, resulting from taking
account of the institutional preconditions for strategic maneuvering imposed upon
the discourse. In this way, a solid basis can be created for carrying out profound
and realistic analyses and evaluations of the argumentative discourse conducted
in the various kinds of argumentative practices that can be distinguished in
argumentative reality. In these analyses and evaluations not only the claim to
reasonableness and effectiveness of argumentative discourse is to be taken into
account, but also the strategic rationale of the discourse.
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FEARLESS SPEECH:
PARRHESIA, IMITATION, AND
RHETORICAL DEMOCRACY
MATTHEW S MAY
North Carolina State University, USA

ABSTRACT
Classical training in the art of rhetoric involved exercises in which students
memorized and performed model speeches of the past. Students learned in
practice what could not be conveyed by other means: an embodied sense of
practical wisdom and rhetorical judgment. In modern times, the importance of
memory and delivery has fallen by the wayside, leading some to pronounce them
the lost canons of rhetorical pedagogy. In this essay, I discuss the importance of
the oral performance of historical speeches “of the people” as part of a rhetorical
democracy oriented toward thinking and speaking a better world. I argue that
imitation, as conceived by Isocrates and Cicero, in conjunction with the classical
concept of parrhesia, conceived as speaking truth to power, can enliven our efforts
to fortify democracy through rhetorical education.

Keywords:
Imitation, parrhesia, democracy, rhetoric, Michel Foucault, Isocrates, Cicero
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FEARLESS SPEECH: PARRHESIA, IMITATION, AND
RHETORICAL DEMOCRACY
There is perhaps no better place and time than Doha, Qatar, in 2013, to host the
Fourth International Conference on Argumentation, Rhetoric, Debate, and the
Pedagogy of Empowerment. Qatar has cultivated an internationally recognized
reputation for diplomacy, and promoting deliberation between nations, even as it
has wisely invested in its own educational and civic infrastructure. The theme of
the conference, where this essay was first presented, indicates nothing less than
the scope and the stakes of the intellectual work before the conference attendees:
thinking and speaking a better world. We are indebted to and receive inspiration
from Her Highness Sheikha Moza bint Nasser (2013), for pointing out the timeliness
of our efforts in her opening address for the conference: “after centuries of clashes
and resentment, of power struggles and conflicts, we now have unprecedented
opportunities for dialogue and mutual understanding.” While discussing the
importance of civic engagement among the youth, Her Highness also stressed the
importance of the manner in which we strive for this better world: “in the past, our
young people were mere recipients of information and boundaries. Their reality
was set for them by traditional institutions. But today their role in society has
undergone a major shift. Our young people have levels of awareness and education
that allow for a structure of awareness to be built from bottom to top, not vice
versa.”
The central concern of this essay involves the role that rhetorical scholarship and
education can play in thinking and speaking a better world—if, by better world,
we mean one in which public policy and civic participation are underwritten by
a mutual commitment to expanding the horizons of democracy and freedom.
In order to avoid an unwitting betrayal of this commitment, we are compelled
to reflect upon the importance of the manner and the means of thinking and
speaking used to bring freedom and a more democratic world into being. In other
words, our means must themselves be consonant with our ends—a prefigurative
transformation that does not come from the outside but instead unfolds in an
immanent self-transformation among the people. As Michael Hardt (2007) points
out, “this relationship between means and ends is…something like an expanding
spiral….democracy…expands through the process of self-training, so too expands
the democracy aimed for, the horizon of self-rule…. [which furthermore] constantly
nourishes…the powers of political imagination and desire” (p. xxi). This means, on
the one hand, that spontaneous revolution, however warranted, will not suffice if
it is enduring traditions and lasting institutions of democracy that we seek. On the
other hand, it also means that democracy cannot be solely dictated from above by
the representative elite, however benevolent and well-intentioned that elite may be.
Democracy must be learned by the people and it must be learned by doing.
It is well-known that rhetorical education has long served as the chief means of
cultivating the habits of civic engagement and self-rule among the people. Here
I would like to advance a somewhat counterintuitive argument for the central
importance of the mostly forgotten or neglected practices of mimesis (imitation)
and parrhesia (speaking truth to power) to any rhetorical education aimed at
fostering liberty and habits of self-rule. Mimesis, or imitatio (Latin), has fallen out

288

MAY

of favor due in part to the modern emphasis on authentic self-expression; while
parrhesia, or licentia (Latin), has been associated with philosophy and, indeed,
provocatively theorized as the opposite of rhetoric by Michel Foucault (2001,
2011a, 2011b). However unlikely these terms, considered individually, may seem
as part of the democratic project of rhetorical education, I argue that in relation
to each other, they establish a dynamic of invention that equips contemporary
students to respond to present exigencies by learning how others have responded
to past exigencies. Perhaps more to the point, in the aftermath of the Arab
Spring, we scholars and teachers of rhetoric and debate are compelled to test
our assumptions about rhetorical education and civic engagement against the
reality of the demands for democracy issued in so many ways and by so many
voices across the Arab world. Need I add that Her Highness and the organizers
of this conference have already begun to illuminate the path that we should take?
It is with an eye towards addressing these historical circumstances that I offer (1)
an explanation and defense of my theoretical argument, (2) a brief consideration
of my own experience implementing imitation and parrhesia in undergraduate
classrooms in the United States, and (3) suggestions regarding the implementation
of imitation and parrhesia in a global context.

IMITATION: INTERPRETATION, INVENTION, AND ETHICS
Imitation was an important part of classical rhetorical education in both Greece
and Rome. In order to begin to grasp how it functioned in these contexts, it is
necessary to forestall modern assumptions about imitation as derivative repetition
or as the production of a mere copy. Isocrates, in Against the Sophists, explains
that those who would profess rhetoric “must…set such an example of oratory that
the students who have taken form under his instruction and are able to pattern
after him will, from the outset, show in their speaking a degree of grace and
charm which is not found in others” (74). This tradition is continued in De Oratore,
where Marcus Tullius Cicero remarks that model speeches functioned as a way
for students to develop the habits mind that were necessary to enter into “the
fighting-line of public debate” (I, XXXIV). Students are encouraged to “carefully
consider whom we are to take as patterns, whom we should wish to be like”
(I, XXXIV). Moreover, he claims, “we have to study actors as well as orators,
that bad practice may not lead us into some inelegant or ugly habit (I, XXXIV).
In addition, “the memory too must be trained by carefully learning by heart as
many pieces as possible both from our Latin writers and the foreigner” (I, XXXIV).
Thus, for Cicero, memorization and recitation cultivate in students the capacity to
distinguish the habits of eloquence from inelegant speech (a critical interpretive
function) and provide resources for the invention of future arguments to suit new
circumstances (a productive inventional function).
Michael Leff (1997) illuminates the importance of imitatio to classical rhetorical
education in his insightful essay “Hermeneutical Rhetoric.” Leff explains that in
contrast to the handbook tradition of rhetoric—which amount to collections of
abstract rules of eloquence—imitatio could “show what the rules could not tell”
(p. 202). Students would first “learn to identify strategies and forms as actually
embodied in a historical [speech] text and to judge their significance relative to the
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construction of the text as a whole and its situated rhetorical purposes”
(p. 202). Students would then be instructed to re-embody the strategies and forms
of model texts in ways that address new situations. In this way productive and
critical interpretive dimensions of imitatio, as a practice of rhetorical instruction,
interact in a bi-directional logic of influence: “the old text leaves its impression
on the rhetor’s product, but the rhetor’s productive act…[leaves] its interpretive
impression on the original” (202).
For Cicero, imitatio and other practices of rhetorical instruction are not only meant
to cultivate the art of speaking well, for “eloquence is so potent a force that it
embraces the origin and operation and developments of all things, all the virtues
and duties, all the natural principles governing the morals and minds and life of
mankind, and controls the government of the state, and expresses everything
that concerns whatever topic in a graceful and flowing style” (III, XX). “For in
old days,” Cicero remarks, “at all events the same system of instruction seems to
have imparted education both in right conduct and in good speech; nor were the
professors in two separate groups, but the same masters gave instruction both in
ethics and in rhetoric” (III, XV). In subsequent passages Cicero chastises Socrates
for separating the oneness of eloquence into the two of ethics and rhetoric.
Leff (1997) is therefore firmly within the Ciceronian tradition when he claims that
imitatio, far from being a simple “technical classroom exercise,” has the potential
to transmit from the past to the future, not only models of good speech, but also,
ethical character embodied within those models (202). Imitatio may therefore be
a key part of an ethical tradition of rhetorical instruction or, to say the same thing,
a rhetorical tradition of ethics. In any case, this mode of cultivating ethical conduct
through speech training is neither completely determined by past examples nor
completely contingent (and therefore determined in the last instance by total
relativism). Instead, as Leff points out, imitatio suggests the potential of rhetorical
education for “stable innovation—building community through tradition without
becoming mired in a staid traditionalism” (203).
To rephrase an earlier point, the very idea of thinking and speaking a better
world, suggests that it is necessary to consider the implications of the means we
would use to achieve our aim, lest we renege on our commitments. The classical
practice of imitation is useful here as an example of a constitutive rhetorical
practice in which the speaker learns by doing: he or she does what he or she
wants to become, and in the process, expands his or her structure of awareness,
rhetorical capabilities, and ethical sensibilities, from the bottom up. While it
may seem like a somewhat obvious point, the intellectual stakes are high. The
conceptual formulation of imitation as a constitutive rhetorical practice, in which
doing and being unfold in an immanent expanding spiral of becoming, bypasses
thousands of years of repression of the inherently monist tendencies of rhetorical
theory. The seed of imitation, once planted, has the power to upend the dualistic
foundations of Socratic thought: the true idea and the copy, thought and speech,
being and doing, and philosophy and rhetoric. Although this point is heavy with
consequences, I leave further explanation for another time and direct readers
to my previously published work (May, 2012, 2011, 2009) and, for a literary
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demonstration, to Zen the Art of Motorcycle Maintenance by Robert M. Pirsig
(1999).
The ultimate concerns of this essay are far more practical. If democracy, like
ethics, is something that one must learn, and one must learn by doing, what sort of
learning by doing fosters a commitment to expanding the horizons of democracy
and freedom? While imitation provides us with the formal elements of a process
through which this immanent transformation takes place, putit does not expressly
stipulate the content of the transformation (or what that transformation, in other
words, manifests). What sort of speech-texts or oratorical strategies should we set
as models for ourselves to imitate, and therefore to develop from, if our ultimate
purpose is to develop lasting habits of engaged democratic citizenship? What sorts
of rhetorical exercises can help us to be what we want to become without either
determining that becoming in advance or leaving it, willy-nilly to any becoming
whatsoever?

PARRHESIA AND IMITATION
Readers familiar with Michel Foucault will note that the title of the present essay
borrows a locution, “fearless speech,” from a series of lectures that Foucault
delivered near the end of his life. These lectures were part of his seminar
“Discourse and Truth,” given in English at the University of Berkeley in 1983 on the
Greek, and later, Roman, concept of parrhesia. Foucault (2001) explains that the
user of parrhesia, “is someone who says everything he has in mind: he does not
hide anything, but opens his heart and mind completely to other people through
discourse” (12). He further specifies four main characteristics of parrhesia. The
first characteristic of parrhesia is frankness in speech: the speaker means what he
says and says what he means. Second, the purpose of such frank speech is not the
demonstration of truth, or at least not primarily, but rather the criticism of one’s
interlocutor. Third, one who uses parrhesia does so from a position of inferiority
(for example, a philosopher advising a king, a student criticizing a teacher, or a
citizen criticizing the majority). Finally, by virtue of the preceding characteristics,
parrhesia also involves risk. Put simply, frank speech that is delivered from a
parrhesiastes to a superior interlocutor or to a hostile majority—that is to say, truth
spoken to power—can be dangerous.
Considered together, these characteristics of parrhesia involve the parrhesiastes
in a relationship to self, truth, and duty. For what is spoken when one speaks truth
to power need not be spoken at all. One is always free to not speak frankly and
to spare oneself the risk of retribution. The parrhesiastes knows he or she is free
to not speak but does so anyway, and in so doing, reveals a specific kind of truth
of the self: how one speaks reveals how one chooses to exist, to be in the world
and in relation to power. This truth of the self is not the disclosure of an a priori
self-same Cartesian cogito; rather, this truth of the self is constituted, that is to say,
spoken forth, in the utterance of parrhesia.
Foucault contrasts parrhesia with rhetoric and unfortunately reduces the latter to
the mere artifice of language. Rhetoric, for Foucault, involves techniques of telling
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one’s interlocutors what they want to hear rather than what they need to hear.
Thus Foucault invokes Plato’s distinction between rhetoric and parrhesia in the
Gorgias and the Phaedrus, while mostly ignoring the importance of parrhesia in the
rhetorical tradition. For example, noting that parrhesia is discussed in Quintilian’s
Institutio Oratoria as libera oratione, Foucault (2001) acknowledges that parrhesia
is a “‘figure’ among rhetorical figures but…that it is without any figure since it is
completely natural….the zero degree of those rhetorical figures which intensify the
emotions of the audience” (21).
In a recent essay, Arthur E. Walzer (2013) persuasively argues that “historians of
rhetoric are…likely to be disappointed in the genealogy of parrhesia that Foucault
provides…. [because] claims to speak frankly always have rhetorical implication…
[and] parrhesia has a history within rhetoric” (2). Wouldn’t parrhesia, as a figure
without a figure, be the nth degree, rather than the zero degree, of rhetorical
figuration? Furthermore, what sort of training, if not rhetorical training (de facto
or de jure), would provide students with the practical know-how and wherewithal
to engage in speaking truth to power? Is not truth, when it is defined in opposition
to rhetoric, most infected by that which it claims to oppose? A rather off-hand
comment in Cicero’s (2001) De Oratore is instructive here: “what impressed me
most deeply about Plato in that book [the Gorgias] was, that it was when making
fun of orators that he himself seemed to me to be the consummate orator” (I, XI).
Here I register only in passing that I do not take these various and sundry seminar
lectures on parrhesia, unedited and unrevised for publication by Foucault, to
represent his final thoughts on the subject, even though I consider them of seminal
importance to rethinking a materialist history of truth and the production and care
of the self in Western thought. Indeed, Professor Walzer argues that, “Foucault’s
important examination of parrhesia as a type of veridiction or mode of truth-telling
could have interesting implications for rhetoric, especially for a theory of a rhetoric
of counsel” (18).
Yet it will be readily admitted that Foucault’s lectures provide a limited and partial
perspective of the relationship, or at least the potential relationship, between
rhetoric and parrhesia. In more specific terms, the reification of the binary division
of parrhesia and rhetoric, inherited from the Platonic dialogues, partakes in an
ontological dualism that threatens to foreclose the radical potential of parrhesia
as a constitutive rhetorical figure. As a constitutive rhetorical figure, the subject
is spoken forth through the performative embodiment of parrhesia - in other
words, the parrhesiastes is constituted in and through the act of parrhesia. As a
constitutive rhetorical figure, parrhesia may be reconsidered as part of a rhetorical
education in which students come to terms with their duty to speak truth to power
in a democratic society, not through channeling the muses, but through practice.
If we agree with the more or less self-evident observation that truth spoken to
power is crucial to expanding the democratic horizons and liberty of the people,
particularly when an imbalance of power makes such speech both necessary
and dangerous, parrhesia may provide a crucial democratic content to the
formal properties of imitation. More specifically, parrhesia and imitation could be
productively combined as part of a rhetorical education in which students are
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provided with model instances of truth spoken to power. The purpose of these
models would be to fortify students’ ability to understand how strategies and
characteristics of speaking truth to power were adapted to fit past historical
circumstances (the critical interpretive function of imitation) and to re-embody
those strategies and characteristics in ways that are adapted to new contexts (the
productive function of imitation).
Returning to an earlier point, rhetorical exercises in modeling truth spoken to
power have the potential to fashion the democratic ethos of student-citizens
through stable innovation (Leff, 1997). This mode of stable innovation is not
determined by the past or purely relative to the contingencies of the moment.
Instead, students learn to become citizens through practicing what it is the duty of
citizens to do: to speak truth to power. They furthermore engage in a democratic
process of becoming—a process that is neither dictated from above nor forged
in the fires of spontaneous rebellion. This process may contribute to one of the
preconditions of expanding democracy, what Her Highness (2013) refers to as a
“structure of awareness that must be between people across society and must
be rooted in education.” Once this structure of awareness is vested directly in
the bodies of the citizens, Michael Hardt (2007) argues that “those formed in this
process can be trusted…to rule themselves without a master and, in fact, will attack
violently any potential master who tries to usurp their power” (p. xxi).

CONCLUSION: PUTTING PARRHESIA AND IMITATION INTO
PRACTICE
My practical experience putting parrhesia and imitation into practice primarily
stems from my occupation as a university professor in the United States. For the
past five years, and in different contexts (a small liberal arts institution and large
land-grant universities), I have sought to incorporate exercises in imitation and
parrhesia in my courses in rhetoric and public address. For example, in my courses
on the history of American public address, students are assigned two anthologies
of historic speeches, each of which offer a different perspective on traditions of
eloquence and the transformative power of public speech. One anthology provides
a rather conventional representation of the cannon of American public address.
The other anthology, Voices of a People’s History of the United States, by Howard
Zinn and Anthony Arnove (2009), provides a documentary people’s history. This
anthology includes primary documents, speeches and other texts, that were
formative of social justice movements in America - including movements against
Indian removal, the civil rights movement, the labor movement, and the movement
for the abolition of slavery, to name only a few. Zinn and Arnove point out that the
commonality between the voices of these movements, “is that they have mostly
been shut out of the orthodox histories, the major media, the standard textbooks,
the controlled culture” (p. 24). Zinn and Arnove further argue that, “the result of
having our history dominated by presidents and generals and other ‘important’
people is to create a passive citizenry, not knowing its own powers, always waiting
for some savior…to bring peace and justice” (p. 24).
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CHAPTER XIX - FEARLESS SPEECH: PARRHESIA, IMITATION, AND RHETORICAL DEMOCRACY

A number of the speeches included in Voices of a People’s History of the United
States provide examples of parrhesia. For example, in an 1873 Susan B. Anthony’s
address, taken from The United States of America v. Susan B. Anthony, she employs
a frank defense of her right to vote, despite its illegality, to one Judge Ward Hunt,
whom is about to pronounce her sentence. Students are given an assignment to
select one of these speeches, memorize it, and recite it in front of the class. An
important caveat is that they must, without changing the words of the speech,
try to use vocal inflections and other techniques of delivery to communicate the
relevance of the speech to their classmates. My students and I have discovered
that to adapt a historical speech to contemporary audiences, without changing
the words of the speech, requires much more critical thought than memorization
and recitation might seem to require. The process of completing the assignment
teaches students what simply cannot be conveyed in other ways: an embodied
sense of what it can mean to speaking truth to power. Furthermore, as students
become more familiar with the importance of parrhesia as a vehicle of social
change, they start to break down the barriers in their minds that separate
education from civic engagement. They begin to see that university is not isolated
from the real world of politics and civic engagement but instead can function as
part of that world—at least as a training ground where the skills required for politic
and engagement can be sharpened.
I am acutely aware of the highly situated and contextual nature of my endeavors
to incorporate parrhesia and imitation in the classroom. I nevertheless hope that
my theoretical argument is relevant across regional differences, and that similar
exercises could be instituted in diverse circumstances, so long as historical and
cultural specificities are taken into account. For example, while speeches by secular
feminists may be relevant to students in the United States, more appropriate
examples may be drawn from Islamic traditions to speak to students situated
in Arabic cultures. As in other educational contexts, it is important to formulate
lesson plans and assignments that meet students where they are, rather than
where we would like them to be.
In conclusion, giving students the tools that they need to themselves become
models of civic engagement and political participation is an investment in
democracy, not only in democracy for ourselves and our students, but for
subsequent generations. It represents a commitment to expanding democracy
from below and putting in motion lasting safeguards to protect that democracy
from the aberrant winds of history. It is to those ends that I dedicate this essay and
submit it for consideration to a candid world.
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