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INTRODUCTION

Debatabase is a starting point on the road to participating
in debates. The volume provides a beginning for those
debaters who would like to learn about important topics
being argued in the public sphere. Debaters can use this
volume as a method of discovering the basic issues rele-
vant to some of the more important topics being discussed
in various public forums. It will provide debaters a brief
look at some of the claims that can be used to support or
to oppose many of the issues argued about by persons in
democratic societies; it will also provide some sketches of
evidence that can be used to support these claims. This
volume is, however, nnl}r a starting point. Debaters inter-
ested in becoming very good debaters or excellent debaters
will need to go beyond this volume if they intend to be
able to intelligently discuss these issues in depth.

This introduction is intended to provide a theoretical
framework within which information about argumenta-
tion and debate can be viewed; no attempt has been made
to provide a general theory of argumentation. [ begin with

some basic distinctions among the terms communicartion,

rhetoric, argumentation, and debate, progress to a descrip
tion of the elements of argument that are most central to

{lﬂbﬂtﬂ, Elﬂd l'l'lEll o a diSCllSSi{}ﬂ DF hl.'_'l"'.i"in" l'hESE ElElTlEﬂl:S

can be structured into claims to support debate proposi

tions. Following the discussion of argument structures, |

move to a more detailed discussion of claims and propo
sitions and ﬁnall}r discuss the kinds of evidence needed
to support claims and propositions.

A caveat is needed before proceeding to the theoreti

cal portion of this introduction. This introduction does
not intend to be a practical, how-to guide to the creation
of arguments. It does intend to provide the conceprtual
groundwork needed for debaters to learn how to create

ﬂfgllﬂlf:ﬂl'ﬂ HCCGI’diﬂg o a "r"EI.I'iEE}’ le ll'lt'![hDCI.S.

Communication, rhetoric, argumentation, and
dﬁbﬂ.tﬂ
Communication, rhetoric, argumentation, and debate
are related concepts. Starting with communication and
proceeding to debate, the concepts become progressively
narrowed. By beginning with the broadest concept, com-
munication, and ending at the narrowest, debate, [ intend
to show how all these terms are interrelated.
Communication may be defined as the process
whereby signs are used to convey information. Following
this definition, communication is a very broad concept
ranging from human, symbolic processes to the means
that animals use to relate to one another. Some of these
means are a part of the complex biology of both human
and nonhuman animals. For instance, the behaviors of
certain species of birds when strangers approach a nest of
their young are a part of the biology of those species. The
reason we know these are biological traits is that all mem-
bers of the species use the same signs to indicate intrusion.
Although all of our communication abilities—including
rhetorical communication —are somehow built into our
species biologically, not all communication is rhetorical.
The feature that most clearly distinguishes rheto-
ric from other forms of communication is the symbol.
Although the ability to use symbolic forms of commu-
nication 1s -:n:r:tainl}r a bi:}lﬂgi-:al trait of human bn:ings,
our ability to use symbols also allows us to use culturally
and individually specific types of symbols. The clearest
evidence that different cultures developed different sym-
bols is the presence of different languages among human
beings separated geographically. Even though all humans
are born with the ability to use language, some of us
learn Russian, others French, and others English. The

clearest example DFS}TIHIJG“C communication Is lﬂnguage.

Debatabase Book : A Must Have Guide for Successful Debate (5). New York, US: International Debate Education Association, 2011. ProQuest ebrary. Web. 18 July 2017.
Copyright © 2011. International Debate Education Association. All rights reserved.

sgfreepapers.com 9



Language is an abstract method of using signs to refer to
objects. The concept of a symbol differentiates rhetoric
from other forms of communication. Symbols, hence
rhetoric, are abstract methods of communication.

Still, not all rhetoric is argumentation. Rhetorical com-
munication can be divided into various categories, two of
which are narrative and metaphor.! Just to give a couple
of examples, the narrative mode of rhetoric focuses on
sequential time, the metaphoric mode of rhetoric focuses
on comparing one thing to another, and the argumen-
tative mode of rhetoric focuses on giving reasons. All of
these modes of rhetoric are useful in debate, but the mode
of rhetoric that is most central to debate is argumentation.

Argumentation is the process whereby humans use
reason to communicate claims to one another. According
to this definition, the focus on reason becomes the fea-
ture that distinguishes argumentation from other modes
of rhetoric.? When people argue with one another, not
only do they assert claims but they also assert reasons
they believe the claims to be plausible or probable. Argu-
mentation is a primary tool of debate, but it serves other
activities as well. Argumentation is, for instance, an
important tool in negotiation, conflict resolution, and
persuasion. Debate is an activity that could hardly exist
without argumentation.

Argumentation is useful in acrivities like negotiation
and conflict resolution because it can be used to help
people find ways to resolve their differences. But in some
of these situations, differences cannot be resolved inter-
nally and an outside adjudicator must be called. These
are the situations that we call debate. Thus, according
to this view, debate is defined as the process of arguing
about claims in situations where the outcome must be
decided by an adjudicator. The focus of this introduc-
tion is on those elements of argumentation that are most
often used in debare.

[n some regards this focus is incomplete because some
nonargumentative elements of communication and rhet-
oric often are used in debate even though they are not

l'.]'lf: most Cf.‘l'll'['ﬂl fﬂﬂ[UfES {}F CEEI)H.[E. SI‘JII’IE‘ EEEII]EHES le

rhetoric, namely metaphor and narrative, are very useful
to debaters, but they are not included in this introduction
because they are less central to debate than is argumen-
tation. Beyond not including several rhetorical elements
that sometimes are useful in debate, this introduction also
excludes many elements of argumentation, choosing just
the ones that are most central. Those central elements
are evidence, reasoning, claims, and reservations. These
elements are those that philosopher Stephen Toulmin
introduced in 1958 and revised 30 years later.*

The Elements of Argument

Although in this introduction some of Toulmin’s termi-
nology has been modified, because of its popular usage
the model will still be referred to as the Toulmin model.
Because it is only a model, the Toulmin model is only
a rough approximation of the elements and their rela-
tionships to one another. The model is not intended
as a descriptive diagram of actual arguments for a vari-
ety of reasons. First, it describes only those elements of
an argument related to reasoning. It does not describe
other important elements such as expressions of feelings
or emotions unless those expressions are directly related to
reasoning. Second, the model describes only the linguis-
tic elements of reasoning. To the extent that an argument
includes significant nonverbal elements, they are not cov-
ered by the model.’ Third, the model applies only to the
simplest of arguments. If an argument is composed of
a variety of warrants or a cluster of evidence related to
the claim in different ways, the model may not apply
well, if at all. Despite these shortcomings, this model
has proven itself useful for describing some of the key
elements of arguments and how they function together.
The diagrams shown on the following pages illustrate the
Toulmin model.

The basic Toulmin model identifies four basic elements
of argument: claim, dara (which we call evidence), war-
rant, and reservation. The model of argument is most
easily explained by a travel analogy. The evidence is

the argumeut’s starting point. The daim is the arguer’z

1. AS E.'-ll' A5 I kl’lGW, no one !'IHE 5-l.ll:l.f,l?.!EEF].ll1}-r ngﬂl’lilfd l'ﬂCIEI.EE DF l'llEl'El['iC into a CDhE'l'El'lt t';lKDﬁDﬂ'l}r EJE'E'J_LIEE! l'h'E' various ITIDdE.'S ':'_'I"JE'I'IHP
S0 l'ﬂLICI'I With one HﬂDl’llEI'. FC‘II’ il'lStHﬂEE, narratives }.'-ll'jd I'I'IE!II{P!'IDI'E are ’LIEE.'CI. in ﬂ[‘gllﬂ'lEl'l[E a5 ﬂ'lEtilPhCll'S }.'{I'IC]. al'guments are F['-E'ql.lEl'ltl r

found in narratives.

2. This is not to say that other forms of rhetoric do not involve the use of reason, just that the form of rhetoric where the focus on

reason 15 most clearl}-' in the ﬂ:regrc:und Is argumen tation.

3. The Uses of Arqument [Cambridge: Cambridgf University Press, 1958).
4. Albert R. Jonsen and Stephen Toulmin, The Abuse of Casuistry: A History of Moral Reasoning (Berkeley: University of California

Press, 1988).

5. Charles Arthur Willard, “On the Lﬁ:ilit_’;-r GFDescriptiv{' Diagrams for the Analysis and Criticism Gfﬁrguments,” Communication

Monographs 43 (November, 1976), 308-319.
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destination. The warrant is the means of travel, and the
reservation involves questions or concerns the arguer may
have abourt arrival ar the destination. Toulmin's model
can be used to diagram the structure of relativel}f simple

ﬂfgll["ﬂf:['ll'ﬂ.

Structure of an ﬂrgurncnt

A simple argument, for instance, consists of a single claim
supported by a piece of evidence, a single warrant, and
perhaps (but not always) a single reservation. The fol-
lowing diagram illustrates Toulmin’s diagram of a simple

Argumen L

Simple Argument

Reservation

' T

Toulmin illustrates this diagram using a simple argument
claim that Harr}r is a British citizen because he was born
in Bermuda. Here is how the structure of that argument

was cliagramed b}f Toulmin:

Simple Argument

Warrant
Persons bornin
Bermuda generally
are British citizens.

Evidence
Harry was

Claim
Harry is a British
citizen,

bornin
Bermuda.

Reservation
Unless Harry's parents
were US citizens.

Altho ugh this diagram of an argument clﬂarl}f illustrates
how an argument moves from evidence to a claim via a
warrant, very few arguments are ever quite as simple. For
this reason, | have adapted Toulmin and Jonsen’s model

to illllﬂl'l'ﬂl'ﬁ 4 FEW l:liﬂ:E.‘l'E.‘llt Ell'ngITIElll' structures.
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[n addition to the simplﬂ argument Suggestﬂd above,
other argument structures include convergent and inde-
pendent arguments. Although these do not even begin to
exhaust all potential argument structures, they are some

'Df d]f: more Ccomimon oncs EllCDllﬂEE['Ed In dEbﬁl’E.

Cﬂﬂ"\ftrgl:nt ﬁrgumf:nts

A convergent argument is one wherein two or more bits
of evidence converge with one another to support a claim.
In other words, when a singlr: pliece of evidence is not
sufhicient, it must be combined with another piece of

evidence in the effort to support the claim.

Convergent Argument

B+E+B
\j

Reservation

Consider as an illustration, the fﬂﬂﬂwing convergent
argument:

Lying is genervally considered an immoral act. The use of
placebos in drug testing research involves lying because some
of the subjects are led falsely to believe they are being given
veal drugs. Therefore, placebos should not be used in drug
testin gL less rﬁqr are the ::-mf]r method available to test poten-
tially life-saving drugs.

Convergent Argument

Warrant
Associations among

lying, placebos, and
immoral acts.

Evidence
Lying generally is

an immeoral act.

Claim
Placebos should
not be used in
medical research.

Evidence
Using placebosin
medical research
involves lying
to some of the
research subjects,

Reservation
Unless the placebois
the only method of
testing a potentially life-
saving drug.

Introduction | 3
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This particular argument begins with two pieces of evi-
dence. The first piece involves the value statement that
“lying generally is considered an immoral act.” This piece
of evidence is a statement that is consistent with the audi-
ence’s values regarding lying. The second piece of evidence
is the factual statement that “the use of placebos in medi-
cal research involves a form of lying.” The second piece of
evidence involves the fact that when a researcher gives a
placebo (e.g., a sugar pill) to a portion of the subjects in
a stud}f ofa po tentiall}r life-s:wing drug, that researcher is
lying to those subjects as they are led to believe that they
are receiving a drug that may save their lives. The warrant
then combines the evidence with a familiar pattern of rea-
soning—in this case, if an act in general is immoral then
any particular instance of that act is likewise immoral. If
l}f'mg is immoral in gentral, then using placebﬂs in par-
ticular is also immoral.

The claim results from a convergence of the pieces of
evidence and the warrant. In some instances, an arguer
may not wish to hold to this claim in all circumstances. If
the arguer wishes to define specific situations in which the
claim does not hold, then the arguer adds a reservation to
the argument. In this case, a reservation seems perfectly
appropriate. Even though the arguer may generally object
to lying and to the use of placebos, the arguer may wish to
exempt situations where the use of a placebo is the “only
method of testing a potentially life-saving drug.”

The unique feature of the convergent structure of argu-
ment is that the arguer produces a collection of evidence
that, if taken together, supports the claim. The structure
of the argument is such that all of the evidence must be
believed for the argument to be supported. If the audi-
ence does not accept any one piece of evidence, the entire
argument structure falls. On the other hand, the indepen-
dent argument structure is such that any single piece of

EVidEﬂCE can PI'[}‘lr"il:lE SllH:iCiE'l'lt SUPP'D['E ﬁ:lli' EhE‘ Ell'glll'l'lﬁ[']t.

Independent Arguments

An arguer using an independent argument structure pres-
ents several pieces of evidence, any one of which provides
sufhicient support for the argument. In other words, a
debater may present three pieces of evidence and claim
that the members of the audience should accept the claim
even if they are convinced only by a single piece of evi-
dence. The following diagram illustrates the structure of

dll iﬂdﬂpﬁ'ﬂdﬂﬂl’ El]‘.'ngITlEﬂt

4 | The Debatabase Book

Independﬂﬂt Arguments

Take for instance the fﬂllﬂwing argument against capital

punishmen t:

On moval gramrdx, :?ﬂp:'ma‘f pm:isirmmt ﬂﬂg}ljr to be abol-
ished. If a society considers a murder immoral for taking
a human f%', how can that mfffiy then turn around and
take the J{ﬁ’ qf the murderer? quaud morel gram:dr, capi-
tal punishment ought to be abolished because, unlike other
pw:ﬂéwm:ﬁ, it alone is irreversible. JJr?F evidence is discovered
t;_!ﬁfr the execution, there is no way to é'?ﬂ';:g the u r{jfm‘{y exe-

cuted person back to life.

This argument about capital puuishmcﬂt can be rep-

resented in the following diagram:

Warrant
If a murderis
wrong because it
takes a life, capital
punishmentis
wrong for the same
reason.

Evidence
Capital

punishment
takes a human
life.

Warrant
Mistakesin
judgment

should be
correctable.

Claim
Capital
punishment

ought to be
abolished.

Evidence
Capital
punishment leaves
no possibility for
correction of an
incorrect verdict.
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This example of an independent argument structure is
based on two pieces of evidence, either of which is strong
enough to support the claim that capital punishment
ought to be abolished. The first piece of evidence involves
the value of taking a human life, while the second involves
the value of being able to correct a mistake. According to
this argument, capital punishment ought to be abolished
even if only one of the items of evidence is believed by
the audience. The moral stricture against taking a life is,
by itself, a sufficient reason to oppose capital punishment
as is the danger of making an uncorrectable mistake. The
strategic advantage of this form of argument structure is
obvious. Whereas with convergent structures, the loss of
one part of the argument endangers the entire argument,
in the independent structure, the argument can prevail
even if only a part of it survives.

The Toulmin diagram of an argument is useful because
it illustrates the various parts of an argument and shows
how they function together as a whole. The modifications
with regard to argument structure make it even more use-
ful. Still, the model has its shortcomings. One difhculey
with the Toulmin diagram is that it does not provide any
details regarding some of the elements. Some questions

l']'lﬂl' IllE diﬁgfﬂ.l’ﬂ ].EEI."-"ES llllﬂﬂS"iNEI'Ed .lﬁi:ll_lC].E.‘:

¢ Whart are the different kinds of claims?

* How can different claims be combined to support
various propositions?

* What are the different forms of evidence?

* What are the different kinds of argumentative
warrants?

* What distinguizhr:s gﬂ{}d arguments from bad

ones’

Claims and Propositions

Conceptually claims and propositions are the same kind
of argumentative elements. Both are controversial state-
ments that need reason for support. Both claims and
propositions are created by a relationship between evi-
dence and a warrant. Frequently, debaters combine several
of these statements to support another statement. Each of
the initial statements is a claim and the concluding state-

ment is called a proposition.

Types of Claims and Propositions

Most authors divide claims and propositions into the tra-
ditional categories of fact, value, and Pﬂli(?:,’: I have chosen

not to use these traditional categories for two reasons.
First, the traditional categories have no place for some

important kinds of propositions that are not facts, or val-
ues, or policy. More specifically, the traditional categories

have no place for propositions that seek to define concepts

nor for propositions that seek to establish relationships

between or among concepts. Second, the traditional cat-
egories separate evaluative and policy propositions while

the system used here will consider propositions of policy
as a specific kind of evaluative proposition. I use four
main categories of propositions: definition, description,
relationshi Ps and evaluation. These categories, while they
may not be exhaustive or mutually exclusive, provide a

coherent system for the discussion of claims.

Dqﬂrzfﬁnns

Definitions answer the question, “Does it serve our pur-
poses to say that Z is the proper definition of X?"¢ Arguing
for a claim of definition involves two steps: positing the
definition and making an argument for that definition.
[n carrying out the first step, one simply states that “X”
is defined in this way. “Rhetoric is an action humans
perform when they use symbols for the purpose of com-
municating with one another.” This sentence posits a
definition of rhetoric.

Much of the time arguers perform the first step of
positing a definition without constructing an argument
to support It. They may do this because their audience
does not require them to make an explicit argument in
favor of the definition. The definition may, by itself, cre-
ate a frame of mind in the audience that does nort lead
the audience to demand an argument in support of the
definition. For instance, antiabortion forces in the United
States succeeded in defining a procedure physicians called

“intact dilation and extraction” as “partial-birth abortion.™
Their definition was successful because it dominated the
discourse on abortion and turned the controversy away
from the issue of choice and toward a particular medical
procedure that antiabortion forces could use more success-

fu]l}c On the surface, the definition of “intact dilation and

(. Perh:lps a more accurate way of statine the question is “Does it best serve our purposes to say that Z is the proper definition of X?”

o

This way of ph rasing the qu estlon more cleari}f identifies the value dimensions of definitions—dimensions that will be discussed more

{:].1 l i}r IHI'E.' I.

7. Sonja K. Foss, Karen A. Foss, and Robert Trapp, Contemporary Perspectives on Rhetoric (Prospect Heights, IL: Waveland, 1991), 14.
8. David Zarefsk}g “Definitions” {kﬁ}’ﬂﬂtf_‘ address, Tenth NCA/AFA Summer Argumentation Conference, Alta, Utah, August 1997).
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extraction” as “partial-birth abortion” may have seemed
so sensible that no further argument was required.

An argument to support a claim of definition becomes
necessary when the audience refuses to accept the defini-
tion that was posited without a supporting argument. An
arguer s opponent will frequently encourage the audience
to demand support for a definition. When antiabortion
advocates defined their position as “pro-life,” some in
the “pm-chaic&” movement nbjectﬁd, claim ing that “pm-
choice” is also c‘[:u'n:n-[iﬁa.’" In cases like this one, the entire
argument can turn on whether or not the arguer is able
to successfully support a claim of definition.

[n those instances when an arguer chooses to construct
an argument to support a definition, the argument fre-
quently revolves around the reasonableness of the scope
and breadth of the definition. Is the definition so nar-
row that it excludes instances of the concept that ought
to be included? Is the definition so broad that it fails to
exclude instances that do not properly belong to the con-
cept! Thus, in constructing an argument for a definition,
an arguer might posit a definition, then argue that the
definition is reasonable in terms of its scope and breadth.
[n fact, this is the criterion implicit in the objection to
defining “antiabortion” as “pro-life.” Choice advocates
claimed that the definition of “pro-life” was so narrow in
scope that it excluded pro-choice advocates. So, in some
cases, the arguments supporting a claim of definition are
important. In other cases, the definition becomes evi-
dence (sometimes implicit) for further arguments about
whether a claim of definition was actually made.

Definitions themselves frequantl}r are important, but
they are also important to subsequent argumentative
moves. Definitions are important because they often
do the work of argument without opening the arguer’s
position to as much controversy as would otherwise be
expected. Definitions may avoid controversy in two ways:
by implying descriptions and by implying values.

Definitions imply descriptions by including elements
in the definition that properly require evidentiary sup-
port. For instance, an arguer might claim that afhrmative
action is unfair and might define afhrmative action as
racial preference quotas.” Whether afhrmative action
programs require racial preference quotas is a matter
of much controversy. But if the definition is not con-

tES[Ed b}" an HUdiEllCE ﬂlEI’HbEI‘ or b}’ an Hd‘u’ﬁfﬂﬂ.l’}", 'fhf:

definition shortcuts the argumentative process by avoid-
INg CONtroversy.

Definitions imply values by including terms that are
value laden. For instance, when antiabortion advocates
define the medical procedure of intact dilation and extrac-
tion as “partial-birth abortion™ or even as “partial-birth
infanticide,” the values associated with birth and with
infanticide are likely to be transferred to the medical pro-
cedure as well. In this case, antiabortion forces succeeded
in shortcutting the argumentative process by avoiding
the value controversy that is inherent in their definition.

So claims of definition are important. Ironically, they
probably are less important when they are actually com-
pleted with supporting evidence than when they are
implicitly used as descriptive and value evidence for fur-

t]'lf:l' 4rguimen Ls.

Descriptions
Descriptions may characterize some feature of an Dbjn:cl:,
concept, or event or m ay describe the object, conceprt,

or event itself. Examples of descriptive claims include:

* The rifle purported to have killed President Kennedy
requires 2 minimum of 2.3 seconds between shots.

* Affirmative action programs must, by their nature,
include hiring quotas.

* Jack Ruby was spotted in Parkland Hospital thirty

minutes Fli:le'I' PI’ESidEHE KEHHEC].}’ Was murdn:red.

Each of these statements is descriptivc because thr,}r
provide a verbal account or characterization of something,
T]'lt}r are claims in the argumentative sense because t}lﬂ}f
are controversial® and because they require reasons for
support. Because some descriptions are not controver-
sial, all dﬂscriptinns are not dﬂscriptive arguments. Many
or even most descriptions are not argumentative because
they are not controversial. For instance, ifa person simpl}r
describes observations of the colors of lowers—roses are
red; violets blue—that person would not n:-n:linslriljfr give
reasons to support these descriptions.

One kind of dcﬂcriptive claim is a claim of histori-
cal fact. All statements about histnr}r are not historical
claims. To be a historical claim a statement must be con-
troversial and must require reason for its support. The
statement, " O. J. Simpson won the Heisman Trophy,”

Is not Cﬂlll’l’ﬂ\-"ﬂl’ﬁial El.l'lCl Ellﬂrﬁf-ﬂff: not an ar:gumﬁntative

9. wri:th I'Eg'r.'{l'd Lo [11!.‘_' E[’Et EIE{HIPIE, some PEDP;E Clﬂiﬂl tI'IEI_t tl'liS acton l'Equi:!'-E'S ElDSE]’ Lo FDI.II' EECDﬂdE Wl'lf'.l'l one 1';3_1{!.‘.'5 INto account
tI'lE f‘ill:t tI'I'r.'!.t x| ShDDTEl' miust l’E'ElchEiEl'E tllE Ellbj-f."ft in L'11E ECDPE. REEE{['&IIHE t}lE SEEDI']EI. 'E'Kﬂﬂ'lpl-f.‘, 50ITE EUPPGIIE‘I‘S Di:ﬂH:ll'lH}.'{[Il"f’E acrion

argue that lliring quotas are requh‘ed Dni}f for a company with a past record of discrimination. In the third e:-;amp]e, the primary

source of the claim regarding Jack Rub}’ was Al reporter Seth Kantor: the Warren Commission claimed that Kantor was mistaken in

his report.
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claim. On the other hand, the statement, “O.]. Simpson
killed Nicole Brown Simpson,” not only is controversial,
burt also requires an arguer to present reasons supporting
or denying it.

Another kind of description is a claim of scientific fact.
Scientific facts are statements that command the belief of
the scientific community: “The Earth is the third planet
from the sun.” A claim of scientific fact is a controver-
sial scientific statement believed by a scientist or a group
of scientists, but not yet accepted by the entire scien-
tific community: “Cold fusion can be produced in the
laboramry.” Like other factual statements, all scientific
statements are not claims of scientific fact either because
they are not controversial or because they do not require
reasons to be given in their support. To say, “The Earth
is the third planet from the sun, is not a claim because
it is not controversial and because a person making that
statement would not be expected to give reasons to sup-
port it. But the statement, “Cold fusion can be produced
in a laboratory,” is a controversial statement, and the sci-
entific community would challenge anyone making that
statement to support it with reason and evidence.

[llustrating different examples of descriptive claims is
important in and of itself because people frequently argue
about descriptive claims with no goal other than to try
to settle a controversy regarding an account of science
or history. As just one example, several hundred books
and articles have been written presenting many different
accounts of the assassinations of John Kennedy, Robert
Kennedy, and Martin Luther King. But beyond being
important for their own sake, descriptive claims also are
important because they are needed when arguing about
subsequent kinds of claims as well.

Descriptive claims frequently are used as evidence in
relational and evaluative arguments. A claim describing
the nature of an object frequently is needed before argu-
ing that one object is related to another object. People
might need to argue, for instance, that hiring quoras are
essential features of afhrmative action (a descriptive claim)
before they can argue that afhrmative action leads to dif-
ferential treatment of persons in hiring pools (relational
claim). Similarly, people may need to describe an object
or phenomenon prior to evaluating that object. In this
example, they would need to describe affirmative action
before they argue that it is either good or bad.

A scientific description can be the final product of
an argument or can be used as evidence for the further

ClE"-"ElDPTﬂEHl’ DF Elﬂﬂ-l'hf:[’ i(lﬂfl Df H['gUI'I'lEﬂl'.. 1i1:«[‘:"Fl'l'E[l'i’f..'l'

the primary determinant of homosexuality is genetic or
cultural is an interesting claim from a purely scientific
perspective. People can argue the facts that support the
genetic explanation or the cultural one. However, this
claim frequently has been used in the debate about the
morality of homosexuality.'® So in the case of the deter-
minants of hnmnzﬁ:{ualit}f, the clf:scriptive claim is both
important for its own sake and for the sake of other poten-
tial claims as well.

Descriptive historical claims are interesting both be-
cause they make statements about whether or not an event
occurred as asserted and because they can be used as evi-

dence in mal{ing further arguments.

* Lee Harvey Oswald killed President John Kennedy.

* O.]. Simpson murdered Nicole Brown Simpson
and Ronald Goldman.

» US ships Maddox and Turner Joy were attacked by
the North Vietnamese in the Gulf of Tonkin.

Each of these is an interesting and controversial claim
of historical fact. These and other claims of historical fact
also can be used as evidence for relational and evaluative
arguments. For instance, the argument that the Maddox
and Turner oy were attacked by the North Vietnamese
was used by President Johnson to persuade the Senate and
the House of Representatives to pass the Gulf of Tonkin
Resolution giving Johnson a blank check to pursue the
war in Vietnam. Subsequently arguments that the atrack
was, at best, provoked and, at worse, faked were used by
opponents of the Vietnam War to show that Johnson’s

actions were im proper and even immoral.

Relationship Statements

Descriptive claims are about the nature of realitcy —what
is the essence of X or Y. Claims of relationship depend
on, but go beyond, the essence of X or Y to the relation-
ship between X and Y. Claims of relationship assert a
connection between two or more objects, events, or phe-
nomena. Like descriptive claims, claims of relationship
can be important in their own right or they can serve as
evidence for the development of evaluative claims. Con-

sider these claims:

* Secondhand smoke contributes significantly to
health problems.

* The scandals of the Clinton administration are like
those of the Nixon administration.

* Advertising has changed the role of women in the
United States.

10. Some argue, for instance, that because the tendency for hcnma::se:-:uaﬁry is genetic, it is not a “choice” and therefore cannot be

considered moral or immoral.
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All of these are claims of relationship because they
assert a relationship between two objects or concepts
(secondhand smoke and health, Clinton and Nixon, ad-
vertising and women). The 1'elatie-nsllip5 asserted in these

examp]es are of two kinds: erf'«:entingem:j,,r and e-fsimiiarity.

Contingency
Some claims of reiatinnghip assert a reiatienship of con-
tingency. The secondhand smoking example and the
advertising exanlpie are of this kind. In each case, these
claims assert that one ebjeet or phennmenen 1S depen-
dent on another in one way or another. Sign and cause
are two ways objects can be dependent on one another
via some form nfenntingene}r.

Reiatinnships of sign are one way to show thar one
thing 1S ciepencient on another tiling.

Consider these:

* The pain in your child’s abdomen probably means
she has appendicitis.

* The palm print on the Mannlicher-Carcano rifle
proves that Oswald handled the rifle supposedly
used to shoot President Kennedy.

Both of the previous statements are claims about rela-
tionships of sign. The pain in the abdomen as a sign of
appendicitis is dependent on the belief that the child
actually has abdominal pain and a belief in the relation-
ship between that pain and her appendi}e The belief that
Oswald handled the rifle that supposedly was used to
shoot President Kennedy is dependent on the belief that
he actually left his palm print on the murder weapon.

Arguments of sign played a very important—perhaps
crucial—role in the criminal trial of O. J. Simpson for the
murders of Ron Goldman and Nicole Brown Simpson.
The prosecution claimed that the presence of a bloody
glove near Simpson's home was a sign that he was the
murderer. In a dramatic turn of events, Simpson tried on
the glove in the presence of the jury; it appeared to be too
small to fit on his hand. This evidence allowed the defense
to support its own claim in quite poetic language: “If the
glove doesn't fit, you must acquit.” According to the pros-
ecution’s claim, the gieve was a sign of Sirnpsen’s guiit.
Aeeerciing to the defense’s claim, the ginve signaled his
innocence. This was a clear case where the argument cen-
tered around the relationship between the bloody glove

and Simpsnnis guiil: or innocence.

In the Simpson example, the claim of sign is important
because if it were believed, the claim alone is sufhcient to
establish guilt (or innocence, depending on the nature of
the argument). But like other claims, a claim of sign also
can be used as evidence to establish a different claim. Say,
for instance, that a person claims that “Photographs from
the yacht, ‘Monkey Business, showed that presidential
candidate Gary Hart was an adulterer.” The photographs
are not direct evidence efaelulter}r, but given their nature,
they are strong signs of infidelity. One could then use this
claim of sign to support an evaluative argument: “Gary
Hart is not worthy of being president since he is an adul-
terer. In this case, the claim of sign becomes evidence to
support an evaluative claim.

Relationships of sign may or may not involve rela-
tionships of cause. The relationship between pain and
appendicitis is one of both sign and cause. The pain is a
sign of the appendicitis and the appendicitis is a cause
of the pain. A causal relationship is not directly involved
in the example of the double murder of Goldman and
Brown Simpson or in the example about Oswald’s palm
print on the rifle. Although the palm print and the bloody
glove were signs of murder, they were not causes of the
murder.!! Thus, relationships of sign are different from
relationships of cause at least in terms of their focus.

Causal relationships are important in many forms
of argument. The kind of causal claim varies from one
instance to the next. A few examples include contributory
causes, necessary and sufhicient causes, blocking causes,
and motive or responsibility.

Contributory causes are special kinds of causal state-
ments. In many or most cases, a single event is not the
cause of an effect. Certain conditions predispose certain
eftects; other conditions influence the occurrence of those
effects. Finally, some condition precipitates that effect. For
example, consider these three possible claims about the

CaAuscs CIF llEEI_['[ El.tl'ElCi{S:

* Genetics are the cause of heart atracks.
* A high cholesterol diet can cause heart attack.

. 1II'."igenrerus exercise causes heart atrtacks.

We know that some people are genetically more predis-
posed to heart attacks than others. If a person who already
is predisposed to heart attacks regularly consumes a diet
high in cholesterol, that diet contributes to the likelihood
of heart attack. Suppose a person dies of a heart attack

11. One can make a case for a causal 1'eiatinn5i1ip berween the murder and the bined}f glenve in thar the act of commirti ng the murder

CEL[S-E"EI i:!i'EI-CIEi. Lo E-E'I on tilE giﬂ\rﬂ'. Tl'lE! fﬂllSi.'{i l'EiﬂIi:DHShiF iJ'E'l".".I'E.'El'l ti'lE.' [.'Hliﬂl Pfiﬂt E{I'jl:i. til-E' KEHHE&}-’ rnun:ier is iESS dil‘ECt, airheugh

one EDlli'i:i Eil}’ t].-.i.i'.-'i.t l'ilE act DF murdering PI’EEidEl’lt I‘:.-Eﬁl'lf.‘d}-" C'rll.lSEd C}S‘i’r’}lidiﬂ P:ﬂll'ﬂ Ffiﬂt to I:'r-f." on tI'IE I'I:II.II"I.'.I-E."I' WEHPDH. F.i_i'liS iL'lSIf

claim is a weak one since the paim print could have been on the rifle ienng before the assassination.

8 | The Debatabase Book

Debatabase Book : A Must Have Guide for Successful Debate (5). New York, US: International Debate Education Association, 2011. ProQuest ebrary. Web. 18 July 2017.
Copyright © 2011. International Debate Education Association. All rights reserved.

sgfreepapers.com 16



while on a morning jog. What was the cause? Genetics?
Diet? Exercise? The answer is that all three factors may
have been contributory causes. No single cause may have
caused the heart atrtack, bur all three conditions in com-
bination may have resulted in a heart atrack.

Necessary and sufhcient causes frequently deal with
singular causes rather than contributory causes. “Money
is essential to happiness’ is an example of a claim of nec-
essary causation. To say that money is a necessary cause of
happiness is not to say that the presence of money auto-
matically leads to happiness. The claim does, however,
imply that without money happiness is impossible. If
one wanted to make a claim of sufhicient causation using
the same example, one might claim that “money is the
key to happiness.” Depending on how one interpreted
that claim, it might mean that money brings happiness
regardless of other conditions. In that case, one would
have made a claim about a sufhicient cause.

Necessary and sufhcient causes are useful when arguing
about relationships between and among various phe-
nomena. They are also useful as evidence from which to
construct other kinds of claims, particularl}f claims that
evaluate a course of action. When an arguer proposes
a strategy to eliminate an undesirable effect, evidence
derived from a claim about a necessary condition of that
effect is useful. Having made a claim about a necessary
cause, one can forward a proposal to eliminate that nec-
essary cause and thus eliminate the effect. For instance,
if people believe that overeating is a necessary condition
of obesity, they could use this causal claim as evidence to
convince others that they need to quit overeating. Thus,
making a claim about a necessary cause is a good way to
support a plan for eliminating an effect.

Similarl}r, evidence derived from a claim abour a sufh-
cient cause is a good way to support a plan for producing
an effect. If one can present a proposal that adds a suf-
ficient cause, one can then claim that the proposal will
produce some good effect. For instance, some diet com-
mercials claim that their products are sufhcient to cause
one to lose weight. This claim of a sufhicient causal con-
dition can then be used as evidence to convince buyers
to try their diet programs. Implied in such a claim is that
regardless of what else one does, following the proposed
diet will lead to weight loss.

Statements about motive are causal claims about the
effects of human agents. Many causal claims, like those
already discussed, are related to physical or biological phe-
nomena. The relationships among genetics, diet, exercise,
and heart disease are biological relationships. Various ele-

ments in a biﬂlngical system affect other elements in that

same system. In a similar manner, motives are a kind of
causal explanation when human choice is involved in
creating effects. Why, for instance, do senators and repre-
sentatives stall legislation for campaign finance reform? Why
do corporations knowingly produce dangerous products?
The answers to these questions involve causal claims, but
causal claims of a different order from those discussed earlier.

[n an earlier example, genetics, diet, and exercise did
not “choose” to cause heart disease. But in human systems
choice is frequently an important element in determin-
ing what actions lead to what effects. One might claim
that “representatives and senators self-interest motivate
them to stall campaign finance reform” or that the “profit
motive induces corporations knowingly to produce dan-
gerous products.” The kinds of causal questions that deal
with motives are very useful when arguing about the
effects of human actions.

Like other causal claims, claims about motive are use-
ful as evidence in the construction of evaluative claims. A
claim based on a senator’s motive for stalling campaign
finance reform might, for instance, be used as evidence
to construct a further claim relevant to the wisdom of
reelecting that senator. A claim that a particular corpo-
ration’s desire for profits led to the production of unsafe
products might be used as further evidence to support a
claim asking for a boycott of that corporation.

The claims of relationship that have been discussed so
far have involved relationships of contingency. In rela-
tionships of contingency, one phenomenon depends on
or affects another. These claims of relationships have gen-
erally been divided into the categories of signs and cause.
However, claims of contingency are not the only kind of
claims of relationship. Claims of similarity are equally

important kinds of relational claims.

Similarity

In addition to rtlatiﬂnships based on contingency, other
statements of relationship assert a relationship of similar-
ity. A claim of similarity asserts that two or more objects
or concepts are similar in important ways. Claims of simi-
larity are frequently found in what is called argument by
analogy or argument by parallel case. Examples of claims

of simil;au'it_jfr include:

¢ Abortion is virtua[l}f the same as infanticide.
e The Clinton administration is like the Nixon
administration.

. Capital punishment is state-sanctioned murder.

Fach of these e:!{amples shares certain characteristics.

First, each example includes two ubje-:ts or concepts
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(Clinton and Nixon, abortion and infanticide, and capi-
tal punishment and murder). Second, each example states
that the two concepts or objects are similar in important
regards.

Claims of similarity are useful when an arguer wants
to do nothing more than support the idea that two or
more objects and concepts are similar. Although the claim
focuses on the similarity between the objects, it frequently
carries another implied claim of evaluation. The claim
that capital punishment is state-sanctioned murder is not
a value-neutral statement. When confronted with such
a claim, most audiences begin with the assumption that
murder is a negatively valued concept. An arguer who suc-
ceeds in supporting the claim of similarity also succeeds
in transferring the negative value associated with murder
to the concept of capital punishment. In all of the above
examples of claims of similarity, the arguer has two dif-
ferent purposes: to show that the two concepts or objects
have similar characteristics, or to show that the two con-
cepts or objects are evaluated in similar ways.

[n some cases, the audience may not have enough
familiarity with either of the two objects to understand
the values associated with them. In such a case, a claim
of similarity is sometimes the first step toward proving a
claim of evaluation. Consider a hypothetical claim that
states * Senator X's medical care plan is similar to one insti-
tuted in Canada.” If the audience knew nothing about
either Senator X’s plan or the Canadian one, the arguer
might establish this claim to be used as evidence in a later
evaluative claim that “Senator X's plan should be accepted
(or rejected).” In this case the arguer might present an
evaluative claim regarding the success of the Canadian
plan and then combine the two claims—one of similar-
ity and one regarding acceptance or rejection.

Thus, claims of relationship fall into three broad cat-
egories: sign, causation, and similarit}c In some cases,
claims of relationship are supported by evidence built
on claims of fact. Likewise, relational claims can be used

to establish evaluative claims.

Clazms ﬂfEmfimriﬂn

Evaluative claims go beyond descriptive claims and claims
of n:latinnship to the evaluation of an -:-bjm:t, event, or
concept. Evaluative claims are more complex kinds of
claims because they ordinarily require some combina-
tion of other defnitions, descriptions, and relational
statements.

Evaluative claims bear a family resemblance to one

HIID[IIEI’ bECﬂUSE tllf.‘}" HttHCh d \'.‘El.ll..lf: o one or more CIID:IECIS
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or events. Still, evaluative claims are so vast in number and
in characteristics that they can be more easily viewed in
these three categories: those that evaluate a single object,
those that compare two objects with respect to some value,
and those that suggest an action with respect to some

nbjﬂct.

Claims That Evaluate a SI'JIgL? {}fﬁjfft

Some evaluative claims simply argue that an object is
attached in some way {pﬂsitivel}r or negativcl}f} with some
value. These kinds of claims involve both an object of
evaluation and some value judgment to be applied to
the object:

. Capital punishment is immoral.
* Private property is the root of all evil.
. Capitalism is g-‘:u:ld.

These examples of claims that attach a value to a sin-
gle object all contain some object to be evaluated (capital
punishment, private property, capitalism) and some value
judgfnent that is applied to the nbjects (immoral, evil,
good).

Some claims, like those mentioned above, imply rather
broad value judgments. Others may contain more spe-

cific ones:

. Capital punishment is unfair in its applicatiﬂn to
minorities.

* Private property has led to an uncontrolled and
immoral rnling class.

. Capitalism pl‘D‘-"idES incentive for individual

Entfrprisc.

ﬂlEEE E_'?{HIHPIES contain 1i.-":Elll.].i.:". jl.l.dgl'l'l.f_'!ﬂts 'f]'l:El.[ 4are Mmore

speciﬁc than the broad ones cited earlier.

Claims That Compare Two Objects

[nstead of evaluating a single object, some claims com-
pare two objects with respect to some value to constitute
a second category of evaluative claim. Unlike the previ-
ous category of evaluative claims, claims in this category
include at least two objects of evaluation and at least one
value judgment to be applied to those objects. Consider

these claims:

. L}ring Is more proper than hurting SOMEONe s
{:Eﬁlings.

» Rﬂﬂgﬂﬂ was a ]}EETEI' P[‘ESidE]lI E]lﬂﬂ Clil’l[ﬂﬂ.

Each of these examples contains two objects (lying and

hurting SOMEONE s ﬁ:clings; Reagan and Clinton) and one
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value juclgmn:nt to be 3pplied to each nbjf:-:t (more proper
and better president).

Claims of Action
Claims of action, sometimes called claims of policy, are

vet another category of evaluative claim:

. Capital punishment should be abolished.

* The United States should adopt a policy of free
trade with Cuba.

These claims evaluate a concept by suggesting that
action be taken with respect to that concept. Because an
action can be evaluated only by comparison or contrast
to other possible actions, claims of action by necessity
compare at least two objects. The claim that capital pun-
ishment should be abolished compares the presence of
capital punishment with its absence. The claim regard-
ing free trade with Cuba implies a comparison of a policy
of free trade with the present policy of trade embargo.
In this regard, claims of action are similar to claims that
compare two objects.

[n a different regard, claims of action are different from
the other categories of evaluative claims in that they rarely
state the value judgment used to compare the two objects.
The reason the value judgment is not ordinarily stated in
the claim is that an action claim is frequently supported
by a variety of other claims of evaluation each of which
may be relying on a different value judgment. The claim
about the abolition of capital punishment, for example,

might be supported by other evaluative claims like

. Capital punishment is immoral.
. Capiml punisllment contributes to the brutaliza-
tion of society.

. Capital punishmtnt Is racist.

To ccmplicatﬂ matters even more, evaluative claims
of action inherently are comparative claims. To argue in
favor of a particular action is possible only in comparison
to other actions. For instance, the previous claims imply
that capital punishmn:nt is less moral, more brutal, and
more racist than the alternatives. Because action claims
usually require multiple, comparative claims as evidence
to support them, action claims generally are more com-
plicated than the other categories of claims.

According to this category system, evaluative claims
are generally divided into three types: claims that evaluate
a single object, claims that evaluate two or more objects,
and action claims. As indicated, one evaluative claim

can sometimes IJE I..ISECI. a5 SUPP'I]I'[ ﬁ][’ ﬂ.]lDl’th E\Fﬂll..lﬂti‘-"f:

claim, leading cveutua]l}r to G}mplicated claims built on
a web of other claims.

In addition to the fact that evaluative claims are used
both as the end product of an argument and as evidence
for other evaluative claims, almost all evaluative claims
are dependent on earlier descriptive claims and relational
claims. Depending on whether or not the audience is
familiar with and accepts the arguer’s descriptive of the
concept to be evaluated, the arguer making an evaluative
claim may also want to explicitly make prior descriptive
claims as well. In the previous examples, for instance,
one can easily see how an arguer might need to describe
certain features of capital punishment, private property,
lying, Clinton, Reagan, free trade, or Cuba before launch-
ing into an evaluation of those concepts.

[n many, but not all instances, an arguer also would
need to use a claim of relationship as evidence to sup-
port the evaluative claim. To illustrate instances when a
relational claim is and is not needed, consider the two
examples of claims evaluating a single object. The claim
that “capital punishment is immoral” can be supported
b}r deacribing a feature of capital punishment (that it is
the intentional taking of 2 human life) and waluating that
feature negatively (the intentional taking of a human life
is an immoral act). A le:SCI‘iptiﬂﬂ and an evaluation are all
that are necessary; relational evidence is not needed. The
second claim that “private property is the root of all evil”
is different. To make this claim, one first might describe
the concept of private property, then argue that private
property leads to greed and selfishness (a relational claim),
then argue that greed and selfishness are evil. A signifi-
cant difference exists between the first argument and the
second one: the first requires relational evidence and the
second does not. In the first instance, the argument is
evaluating an inherent feature of capital punishmeng; in
the second, the argument evaluates an effect of private
property. When arguing an inherent feature of a concept,
relational evidence is unnecessary because the evaluartion
is of the feature rather than of an effect of the fearure.
But many times, b}r the nature of the claim, an arguer is
forced to evaluate an effect of a concept. In those instances,
the arguer is required to establish the effect by means of
relational evidence.

[n summary, four categories of evidence and claims
include definitions, descriptinns, relational statements (of
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