
Chapter Two

Logical Argument

2.1. Introduction
In what follows a particular approach to the naturalisation of the epistemology of logic will be proposed and the claim will then be defended that this approach can indeed explain why it is that we make the problematic claims about logic that were alluded to in the introduction. 

2.1.1. Motivating Considerations
A brief presentation of the considerations that led me to believe that the particular approach to a naturalistic epistemology of logic that I have adopted was possible will allow me to introduce a pair of concepts that are important for the main argument which follows. Bear in mind, however, that the ‘motivation’ that follows is not a part of the main argument and can quite happily be omitted (apart from the definitions, that is). It belongs, one might say, to the context of discovery rather than the context of justification.

First, a definition so that we can talk about things that are often called logics without risk of confusion: 

D1. A (Proposition Sequence) Calculus is a method for evaluating sequences of propositions. 
The relevant considerations begin with a reflection that the notion of necessity in particular is fundamental to the idea of deductive logic. Abductive and inductive logics, and various other forms of reasoning, may be considered as types of propositional sequence calculi, but if we take the primacy of necessity seriously for deductive logic we can restate our convention as:

K.
Logic is the proposition sequence calculus that licenses the judgement that the premisses in a sequence of propositions guarantee the conclusion.
Now, the primary evidence for the distinguishing feature of the proposition sequence calculus which we call ‘logic’ being what it is claimed to be by K is to be found in the use we make of proposition sequence calculi in the evaluation of arguments. One group of arguments, which we call ‘logical’, are distinguished from other arguments by an intuition of certainty which attaches to the techniques which are employed therein; and the claim is made that a particular proposition sequence calculus may be used to describe those techniques.
 We call the proposition sequence calculus which can be used in this way ‘logic’, but this doesn’t seem to provide a very direct means of characterizing the proposition sequence calculus in question. A more satisfactory characterization may be derived from the observation that in evaluating a logical argument we express the fact that we have an intuition of certainty that the premisses cannot be as they are claimed to be without the conclusion being as it is claimed to be by the claim that the premisses guarantee the conclusion. This claim we can attach in the obvious way to the proposition sequence calculus ‘logic’ as its distinguishing feature, thus justifying, after a fashion, the claim in K. 

As a matter of convenience we also make the following terminological note:

D2. The intuition of certainty which grounds the claim that in logical arguments the conclusions are guaranteed by the premisses we shall call the Certifying Intuition. 
D3. An argument in which the certifying intuition grounds the claim that the conclusion is guaranteed by the premisses we shall call an Effective
 Argument.
The fundamental claims in all this, however, are these:

C1. For logical arguments the techniques used are such that the certifying intuition connects the premisses and the conclusions.
C2. Logic is the proposition sequence calculus which describes the techniques of logical arguments. 
Note that this is not, of course, to be taken as any sort of definition of logic. We need not deny, for example, that there may be other forms of argument that are also such that their techniques connect their premisses to their conclusions by the certifying intuition. It is at least arguable, for example, that the statement ‘Cain killed Abel so Abel is dead’ displays a form of argument which is not obviously ‘logical’ and whose techniques (such as they are) are not described by the proposition sequence calculus which we call ‘logic’, and yet it may very well be an effective argument. It is not necessary to argue this point; it is enough to accept that we cannot easily reject the possibility of such other classes of arguments and thus it will be safest if we assume that they do, in fact, exist. 

Given this, we should interpret C1 and C2 as constituting no more than a claim that there is a relationship holding between logic – a subclass of proposition sequence calculi – and logical arguments – a subclass of arguments – and that that relationship supports the claims of C1 and C2. The nature of this relationship is not precisely specified but there are at least two obvious hypotheses that describe appropriate relationships consistent with C1 and C2: 

H1. Logic defines the logical arguments.
H2. The logical arguments define logic. 
H1 is, of course, how the relationship is usually understood, and it leaves it unexplained why that particular proposition sequence calculus should be of interest. H2, on the other hand, stands in similar need of an explanation for why that particular subclass of arguments should be privileged. By this reckoning, then, the two hypotheses seem comparable in respect of explanatory worth, and both look like reasonable bases on which to begin research projects which aim at supplying their explanatory deficits. 

The choice of H2 as the hypothesis of interest in what follows is motivated by the observation that since the logical arguments are, as C1 claims, at least amongst those in which the techniques are such that the certifying intuition connects the premisses and the conclusions, and since we can be quite certain that an intuition is a psychological mechanism which is amenable to naturalistic explanation, the claim in H2 looks like a useful step in the direction of making the source of logical knowledge accessible to naturalistic explanation. Certainly it seems to be a more obviously useful step in that direction than the adoption of the rival hypothesis H1. 

2.1.2. The Fundamental Claim to be Defended

Regardless of whether or not these motivating considerations are taken to be compelling in themselves, in what follows I shall attempt to pursue the project of naturalisation by seeking to provide support for H2. More accurately, I shall be concerned to support the following claim: 

HLogic.

Our idea of the properties of logic comes from an analysis of the effective arguments. 

In particular, I hope to show that ideas of logic derived a posteriori from that source could plausibly be accompanied by the notions of necessity, objectivity and normativity which seem to be so strongly connected to the idea of logicality, and which were collected in CLogic as problematic claims made for logic
. 

2.2. The Analysis of Arguments
In order to pursue this project it is certainly reasonable to begin with a close study of that which the hypothesis HLogic claims to include the source of our knowledge of logic – i.e. the arguments which rely upon the certifying intuition. Our aim here will be to provide a description of those arguments which is not dependent upon a prior knowledge of what ‘logic’ is and which is therefore at least a possible description of a phenomenon from which the idea of logic could be derived. Moreover, in order to follow the program outlined in the previous section the description will need to be sufficiently explicit that the plausibility of the derivation of the properties claimed for logic in HLogic from that phenomenon can be assessed.

2.2.1. Our Preanalytic Understanding of Argument
An appropriate starting point for this study would seem to be an attempt to demarcate the field of initial enquiry by determining exactly what constitutes an argument. Unfortunately, even this preliminary project turns out not to be quite so straightforward as we might have hoped. We find that there is a problem even defining what an argument is in general, let alone distinguishing a class of arguments with some specific property. The problem is not that we lack a ready-made definition of an argument, it is rather that there are many definitions – not all of which seem to be describing the same thing, and not all of which can be true together. Moreover, some of the most common formulations of the notion are useless for our purposes. Take, for example, the following definition by Soccio and Barry
:

D(SB).
As used in the study of logic, an argument is any group of propositions (truth claims) one of which is claimed to follow logically from the others. 

At first sight this would seem to be fairly uncontroversial, and the definition only needs to be fleshed out and made usable with descriptions of how to identify the premisses and conclusion in the actual physical tokens by which we come to know the propositions which constitute an argument. Upon closer inspection, however, we may come to suspect that it is not quite what we need. In the first place, and most obviously, we notice that whereas we are assuming that logic is discovered by its function in a certain class of arguments this definition requires us to have a notion of logicality by which to distinguish the class of arguments by whose analysis we will arrive at the notion of logicality. This is an unacceptable circularity.
 Secondly, we find that when we try to define rules for discovering premisses and conclusions we are forced to appeal to the intentions of those who produced the tokens in question. Yet, even on the most generous interpretation, the token producers and their intentions appear in this definition only as implied by the phrase “is claimed to”. Because of this lack of explicitness on such an important point we may suspect that there are essential features of an argument that are of interest to us but that are not accessible to analysis through this definition.

The latter concern may be met if we suppose that the definition of an argument should be rather more in the pragmatic style, making explicit reference to the parties to an argument and to their intentions. And the former difficulty requires that the definition should make no appeal to ‘logicality’. An example of such a definition is given by Govier
:

D(G).
An argument is a set of claims that a person puts forward in an attempt to show that some further claim is rationally acceptable. Typically, people present arguments to try to persuade others to accept claims. The evidence or reasons put forward in defence of a claim are called the premises of an argument. An argument may have several premises, or it may have only one. The claim being defended in the argument is called its conclusion. 

This seems to be a much better description of what people mean when they talk about arguments. We may note the guarded comment that people typically use arguments to persuade others, which alerts us to the fact that we may also use arguments to persuade ourselves. I take this use of arguments to be merely an extension of the use of arguments to persuade others, which should be seen as fundamental. We would not accept – or, perhaps, we would not admit – that an argument would be the sort of thing that could persuade us if we thought it was not the sort of thing that could persuade others. Similarly, arguments may be ‘hypothetical’, in the sense that they are not best thought of as intended to convince anyone of a conclusion, but rather as being intended to indicate how a persuasive argument could be made for a certain conclusion if things were assumed to be a certain way (with the implication that the way things are is controversial). Or arguments may be ‘explanatory’, in the sense that they are best understood as explaining how the facts described in the premisses give rise to the facts described in the conclusion. In all these cases I claim that we would not accept that the arguments in question could play those parts unless they also implied (in quite obvious ways) the sorts of arguments that could be used to persuade others. Thus we shall take the use of arguments as a way of convincing others as being fundamental and all other uses as being merely derivative. 

It remains now for us to refine the definition so that it approximates a specification of the class of arguments which rely upon the certifying intuition, for it is clear that the definition as it stands aims to include many more types of arguments than just those which we are interested in. The talk of ‘premises’ and ‘conclusions’ in this definition may indeed suggest that the arguments being defined here are just the deductive arguments, but that ain’t necessarily so. Inductive, abductive, and even purely rhetorical ‘arguments’ may equally be described as attempts at persuasion by means of ‘reasons’. For effective arguments, and for a definition such as D(G), the reasons, or rather the reason, put forward is the claim that the conclusion is guaranteed to be true if the premisses are true. Let us, therefore, restrict the term ‘argument’ to mean just the effective persuasive arguments and take the following (Fundamental Understanding of Arguments) as a rough and ready description of our preanalytic understanding of an argument. It is not to be taken too literally, and is not a definition. It is simply a statement of our (almost) first thoughts on what we think we know about arguments. 

FUA.
An argument is a set of claims called the premisses, and another claim called the conclusion, such that a person puts forward the premises to try to persuade others to accept the conclusion on the grounds that the latter is guaranteed by the former. 

On the basis of this preanalytic understanding it seems that much of what the study of arguments can tell us about logic is bound up in how we interpret the idea of ‘guarantee’ in that statement. However, we shall not immediately pursue that question.
 What has been established above is merely a first approximation to the demarcation of the phenomena through whose study the hypothesis HLogic claims that we derive our knowledge of logic; and by which, consequently, we should gain insight into the claimed nature and fundamental properties of logic. 

2.2.2. A Sketch of a Pragmatic Analysis of Arguments
This first approximation was achieved by appealing to our intuitions about the type of thing of interest to us but does not yet reach, I believe, the level of explicitness which is required for our purposes. We will, however, use the intuitions expressed in this statement to derive a much more explicit characterization of arguments. There are no doubt several distinct possible paths by which such a derivation might be attempted, but our selection will be prompted by the observation that, beginning with D(G), the roles of the participants in an argument (a type of social interaction) have been recognised as being of central importance in our preanalytic understanding of arguments (the related phenomenon of interest). This suggests that arguments may profitably be analyzed along those lines. We shall, therefore, begin with a clarification and elaboration of the concept of an argument considered from the pragmatic point of view.

2.2.2.1. The Pragmatic Situation of Arguments

A pragmatic approach to arguments sees arguments as a particular type of social interaction. This type of interaction does not have a well-accepted definition, but the following may be taken as sufficient for our purposes.

D4. A Persuasion Situation is a situation in which one person tries to convince another of the truth
 of a particular proposition. 
Clearly the characterization of persuasion situations describes the standard type of situation in which arguments are used; but equally clearly the characterization describes many situations in which we would not be inclined to say that arguments occur. Arguments, we feel, constitute a distinct type of technique of persuasion and induce a division of the class of persuasion situations into those that do and those that do not make use of them. This suggests that one way of approaching a formalization of the notion of an argument is via the classification of persuasion situations in terms of some characteristics of the techniques of persuasion that are applied. 

In doing this it will be convenient to introduce some terminology by which to talk about persuasion situations. There are at least four things that we need to name
: 

D5. The Proponent. The person(s) attempting the persuasion. It is not supposed that the proponent is required to believe the proposition in question.
D6. The Respondent. The person(s) being subjected to an attempt at persuasion. It is not necessary that the respondent previously disbelieve the proposition presented by the proponent. Indeed, there needs to be no attitude towards it at all, as long as she does not already have the attitude of belief. If the ‘respondent’ already believes the proposition then the situation is one of confirming a belief set rather than altering/augmenting it.
D7. The Inducement. The technique of persuasion which the proponent uses.
D8. The Target. The proposition, not necessarily a true one, which the proponent is trying to persuade the respondent to accept. Typically, if a proposition is to be presented to a respondent as a candidate object for belief it has to take the form of a sentence in our Natural Language. I shall also use ‘target’ to refer to that sentence and I will rely upon context to make clear which is intended.
The general class of persuasion situations admits of a great variety of methods of subclassification. Just to take the obvious methods suggested by the definitions given above we could classify persuasion situations in terms of their participants, or the types of proposition constituting the target, and so on. As always, the classification which is selected for treatment (initially at least) is the one which appears to be most promisingly related to the phenomenon in which we are interested. In this case we are interested in arguments, and these are a type of inducement so we will consider a classification along those lines. 

2.2.2.2. Argument as a Type of Inducement

We begin by remarking that there are various types of inducement available to the proponent which may be applied to make the target acceptable to the respondent, but the general nature of all of them is that the context of presentation of the target is intended to affect the disposition of the respondent to accept it. 

–.A. The Context of Presentation
Let us consider first the notion of a context of presentation for a target. Our preanalytic view of arguments sees them as an entirely linguistic technique of persuasion, so that the context of presentation of the target is linguistic in nature, and this suggests that a division of these contexts can be made into those that involve extralinguistic elements and those that do not. In the former class we would include such things as brainwashing by drugs, the influence of peer pressure, and so on. In the latter class we would find all the ways that ideas can be imposed by mere language users. This class corresponds to those techniques anciently taught as Rhetoric; and we know that this class, while it includes everything that we would call an argument, also includes much that we would not call argument. An education in Logic, as we understand it, would have formed only a small part of a training in rhetoric. 

–.B. The Power to Affect Dispositions to Believe
I doubt whether the consideration of contexts of presentation of the target can take us any further than this. In any case a more interesting division of inducements can be made on the basis of another facet of their general nature, their power to affect dispositions to believe on the part of the respondent. This power is possessed by inducements in all the various ways in which one mind can be imposed upon by another. In the example of brainwashing, for example, the mind of the respondent is crudely attacked in such a way that the normal procedures that mediate belief adjustments are disabled. The more typical case, I suspect, is that the inducement merely preferentially activates these procedures to achieve the desired result. When a belief is induced by peer pressure, for instance, we may suppose there is some (evolutionarily plausible) psychological mechanism that prefers beliefs held by the relevant group, and that the inducement activates this mechanism while possibly suppressing others. 

For our purposes, however, the only classification of interest is the one that divides off arguments from all other inducements. On our preanalytic understanding of arguments it is claimed that the form of inducement characteristic of this class is simply the presentation to the respondent of a set of propositions, including the target, in which the propositions are supposed to have a peculiar relationship to each other which is such that the truth of the target is guaranteed by the truth of the other members of the presented set, and the presentation itself is such that this supposed relationship is made epistemically accessible to the respondent. 

We have also said that the claim that in logical arguments the conclusions are guaranteed by the premisses is simply a way of expressing the experience of the certifying intuition that connects the premisses and conclusion. It seems, then, that to acknowledge the existence of the relationship referred to above is to act under the influence of a psychological mechanism which causes the acceptance of the target if the other propositions are accepted. For the presentation itself to be such that this relationship is made epistemically accessible to the respondent is as much as to say that the presentation is such that it causes the activation of this psychological mechanism. 

2.2.3. Characterization of an Argument
We are now in a position to attempt a characterization of this technique of persuasion, and it seems appropriate and useful to begin by giving the meaning of some terms which shall be used specifically to describe aspects of this technique. (We can take the act of presentation as a given so that the argument can be the thing presented rather than that act. This is in accordance with common usage.) 

D9. An Argument Formation is a sequence of propositions in which 
a. the final member is called the Conclusion and 
b. the other members are called the Premisses.
D10. An Argument Base for an inducement is an argument formation in which the conclusion is the target of the inducement. An argument base defines premisses and conclusion for the inducement.
2.2.3.1. First Characterization

Let us, then, take the following as the characterization of an argument:

D11. An Argument specifies an argument base.
We are interested now in discovering the properties of an argument that determine its success or failure as an inducement. Following the discussion above let the successful arguments be defined as follows:

D12. An Effective argument is one that causes the respondent to accept as a fact the existence of a relationship between the premisses and the conclusion, by which the truth of the premisses guarantees the truth of the conclusion.

2.2.3.2. Inadequacy of the First Characterization

It is not difficult to convince oneself that arguments of the sort defined just above are only a small subset of what we usually mean by ‘good’ arguments and that the definitions therefore need to be modified. Consider, for example, the following very typical example of an argument to illustrate these definitions: 

Arg.A. “All men are mortal and Socrates is a man so Socrates is mortal.”
which is said to specify the argument base:

F.A:
< ‘All men are mortal’, 

   ‘Socrates is a man’, 

   ‘Socrates is mortal’ >

In this case we believe that recognition of the argument base alone is sufficient to satisfy the condition that the respondent accept as a fact the existence of a relationship between the premisses and the conclusion, by which the truth of the premisses guarantees the truth of the conclusion. But this is only the case because of the triviality of the example. In fact if we consider an even slightly more complex argument it becomes plain that more is required to be specified by an argument than a simple record of the premisses and conclusions in order to achieve this acceptance. Consider, for example, the argument:

Arg.B. “All men are animals and all animals are mortal and Socrates is a man so Socrates is mortal.”
which is said to specify the argument base:

F.B:
< ‘All men are animals’, 

   ‘All animals are mortal’, 

   ‘Socrates is a man’, 

   ‘Socrates is mortal’ >

Here mere recognition of the argument base is conceivably insufficient to satisfy the condition required for it to be effective. The respondent may simply not accept as a fact the existence of a truth-warranting relationship between the premisses and the conclusion. And yet we want to be able to say that this looks like a pretty good sort of argument, one which the respondent should be able to feel the force of. We even think that we know how she could be made to see its force using nothing but the resources already present in the argument base. 

2.2.3.3. Second Characterization

One way of understanding what lies behind this intuition is to consider what our response could be if the respondent denies the force of the argument. In the case of argument Arg.A, for example, if the respondent claims not to see how the conclusion depends upon the premisses there seems to be nothing that we can do to make the relationship any clearer. Either the respondent can see the connection or she cannot. If she cannot then she cannot be helped to do so and she must be taken as incompetent in this cognitive faculty – or impervious to this type of inducement. In this respect the argument base in Arg.A may be taken as an ‘irreducible’ type of argument. It is worth giving this sort of thing a name, so:

D13. An Effective Argument Formation for the intentional agent X is an argument formation whose mere recognition is sufficient to cause X to accept as a fact the existence of a relationship between the premisses and the conclusion, by which the truth of the premisses guarantees the truth of the conclusion. 
Note that in this definition it is not claimed that the intentional agent acknowledges the fact of the relationship as specified. I wish to keep it open whether or not the relationship is a fact. What is at issue here is the power of an argument formation to affect dispositions, and this must be relative to the agent. Note also that the definition does not speak of the respondent but of an intentional agent. This will make it easier to talk about the effectiveness of argument formations for agents without having to make this discussion specify their roles in a persuasion situation.

Turning now to consider Arg.B we find that, unlike in Arg.A, we could reasonably respond to a claim of incomprehension; in this case by showing that a subset of its premisses form an effective argument formation with a proposition not included in the argument base occupying the role of conclusion, and that this proposition together with some other premisses from the argument base are the premisses to an effective argument formation with the target occupying the role of conclusion. If that sounds complicated it is really just a way of saying that, informally speaking, the argument can be broken up into smaller parts with intermediate steps. To be even more explicit, the argument Arg.B can be associated with an ordered pair of argument formations that are effective for the respondent:

F.1:
< ‘All men are animals’, 

   ‘All animals are mortal’, 

   ‘All men are mortal’ >

F.2:
< ‘All men are mortal’

   ‘Socrates is a man’, 

   ‘Socrates is mortal’ >

The effectiveness of F.1 means that the truth of the argument premisses guarantees for the respondent the truth of F.1’s conclusion, and the effectiveness of F.2 means that the truth of the argument premisses and of F.1’s conclusion guarantees for the respondent the truth of the argument’s conclusion. Therefore, granted the transitivity of “guarantee”, recognition of this sequence is sufficient to cause X to accept as a fact the existence of a relationship between the premisses and the conclusion of the argument, by which the truth of the premisses guarantees the truth of the conclusion.

Such a process is obviously generalisable. For any argument sufficiently complex that conviction does not follow immediately upon recognition of its base we can attempt to show that a sequence of formations can be discovered such that conviction is immediate upon its recognition. If we recall that our interest is in inducements for which “the presentation itself is such that this relationship [the truth-warranting relationship between the premisses and the conclusion] is made epistemically accessible” it is clear that a presentation which in any way assists the discernment of such a sequence as described is included in our area of interest. The idea behind such an extension of the class of relevant inducements can be expressed in the following definitions.

D14. An Argument Explication associated with an argument is a sequence of argument formations such that:
a. Each premiss of the base appears as a premiss in at least one formation in the sequence,
b. The final formation in the sequence has the target as its conclusion.
D15. An Argument specifies: 
a. An argument base, 
b. An argument explication.
And in order to talk about ‘good’ or ‘successful’ arguments we need to define the following:

D16. An Effective Argument Explication for the intentional agent X is an argument explication whose mere recognition is sufficient to cause X to accept as a fact the existence of a relationship between the premisses and the conclusion of the argument, by which the truth of the premisses guarantees the truth of the conclusion.
The example above (of <F.1, F.2>) suggests that an explication in which every formation is an effective formation for the respondent is thereby an effective explication. I do not, however, wish to claim that an effective explication contains only (or even any) effective formations. Whatever our suspicions may be, nothing which has been said makes it apparent that some organization of ineffective formations could not be itself effective.

D17. An Effective Argument for X specifies a base and an effective explication for X.
It may also be useful to have the following label available:

D18. An Ineffective formation/explication/argument for X is one that is not effective for X.
2.2.4. The Recognition of Arguments
2.2.4.1. Characteristics and Conditions

In the preceding section (in D15) we determined a set of characteristics which we take to belong to an argument. We have established that they are plausibly the necessary conditions for anything to be what we would wish to describe as an argument, and I think it is fairly clear that they are even more plausibly the sufficient conditions. If an inducement is such that it specifies a base and an explication then I cannot imagine that we would not consider it to be an argument. Of course, there is a slight difficulty in that we don’t actually perceive inducements per se, what we perceive are just actions that we may recognise as inducements. Exactly how we come to achieve this recognition is a little bit outside the scope of this study but I don’t suppose there can be much doubt that the recognition is cued by contextual features of the act. Let us from this point merely assume that the recognition occurs. If we then accept that the conditions stated are both the necessary and sufficient conditions then we can claim that a respondent will recognise an inducement as an argument if she recognises that the inducement satisfies those two criteria. If we are not prepared to allow that the conditions are sufficient then we can only claim that an inducement will be recognised as an argument only if she recognises that the inducement satisfies those two criteria. In either case the inducement must be tested for satisfaction of the criteria.

2.2.4.2. Specification and Interpretation

Until now we have not questioned the notion of an argument specifying a propositional structure, but if the test of whether or not an inducement is an argument depends on the confirmation or otherwise that the specification occurs we are going to have to make clear what is intended by the term. It is not difficult to do so. Recall that an argument on our preanalytic understanding presents propositions that are claimed to be in a certain relationship and that “the presentation itself is such that this relationship is made epistemically accessible to the respondent”. To be epistemically accessible simply means that it is possible for the respondent to come to know about the existence of the claimed relationship, and we have given reasons to believe that coming to know about the claimed relationship is mediated by the recognition of two types of propositional structure. For the presentation to be such as to ‘make’ this be so means that the ability of the respondent to make this discovery is dependent upon and/or
 facilitated by the information which is provided by the presentation. Thus when we say that an inducement specifies a particular propositional structure we can mean no more than that it is possible for the respondent to discover that propositional structure because of the information provided by the inducement and/or using that information.
 

When it comes to testing an inducement for satisfaction of the criteria we therefore find that we are testing whether it is possible to discover a base and an explication using/because of the information provided by the inducement. In a very general sense, then, if the respondent is able to discover a base and an explication in this way then she may declare the candidate inducement to be an argument, but if she fails then she cannot consider the inducement to be an argument. On this understanding the test is really rather a matter of interpretation: an inducement is said to specify a base or an explication if the inducement can be interpreted in such a way that it is taken to provide information which leads to the definition of a base or an explication. Understanding the process in this way emphasizes the fact that whether or not an inducement is an argument is not solely dependent upon some essential quality of the inducement – as an understanding in terms of an inducement’s power of ‘specification’ would suggest. It is, instead, dependent upon qualities of both the inducement and the respondent in varying degrees, and upon the relationship that exists between those two. Our understanding of this relationship can be improved by considering some specifics of the process of interpretation. 

For the purposes of this discussion we shall use the following definition:

D19. An argument Candidate is an inducement selected by some means – it doesn’t matter how
 – for examination to determine whether or not it is an argument. 
2.2.4.3. Intention and Charity

Suppose that we have an argument candidate. Let our first step be to determine whether the candidate may be interpreted so as to specify an argument base. Since the requirements for an argument base are pretty minimal, consisting of the target itself as the conclusion and one or more other propositions as the premisses, just about any act which is more than a bare assertion of the target may be interpreted so as to specify a base. This being so, the more important part of the test must be whether the candidate can at the same time be interpreted so as to specify an explication. But, in fact, any candidate that can be interpreted as specifying a base can conceivably be taken to specify an explication, for the base itself may be interpreted as an explication. 

However, we need not be discouraged by this because the mere fact that a thing may be interpreted in a certain way does not mean that we are justified in interpreting it in that way. As a general rule, in the interpretation of actions attention must be paid to the intention of the actor. In the particular case of candidate arguments, if we are free to interpret the inducement without reference to the intention of the proponent then there are literally no constraints upon the interpretations that may be proposed. Any principled process of interpretation therefore depends upon the ‘reasonable’ application of the principle of charity. In the case of candidate arguments recall that the process of interpretation attempts to establish that the candidate makes the existence of a particular relationship amongst propositions knowable, and if it is inconceivable that the proponent could have intended that the function of the candidate was to be achieved under some proposed interpretation then that interpretation is quite unlikely to be acceptable. 

To illustrate this type of application of the principle of charity and to make what is murky a little more pellucid let us consider again the example of argument Arg.B above. In that example there was an obvious interpretation by which a base could be identified. Let us suppose that the base in that case was also to be interpreted as the explication. Could we judge this to be an acceptable interpretation? Is it likely that the proponent could believe that the base itself constituted an effective formation? It is possibly so, but if we know or suspect of the proponent that he is unlikely to make this assumption then we should reject that as a plausible interpretation and seek to derive further information from the candidate which might suggest a more satisfactory interpretation. 

In this case we do not find any further explicit information of that nature. In fact it is probably typical that an inducement intended by the proponent as an argument underdetermines the explication which the argument is intended to specify. In such a case the recognition of the intention of there being an argument may prompt an attempted construction of a satisfactory explication by the respondent using her own resources, including her experience of arguments past and her knowledge of the sorts of things that proponents typically consider to be plausibly effective formations and explications. The danger in this case is that her charity will be excessive. An explication derived in this manner can only with difficulty be attributed to information in the candidate: although it may, I suppose, be claimed to have been derived ‘because of’ the information in the candidate it can hardly be claimed to have been derived ‘using’ that information. 

On the other hand, in other cases it is quite possible for much more information related to the explication intended by the proponent to be contained in the candidate. For example, if the argument Arg.B was replaced by

Arg.C. “All men are animals and all animals are mortal so all men are mortal; and Socrates is a man so Socrates is mortal.”
then we would hardly doubt that both the base and the explication that we derived above for Arg.B were actually specified by Arg.C. That is to say that the interpretation in which those propositional structures played the parts of base and explication were far and away the most plausible interpretation of the candidate.

2.2.4.4. Plurality and Publicity

It was pointed out above that on the proposed view of things whether or not an inducement is recognised as an argument depends to some degree upon qualities of the respondent. This observation can be reinforced by noting the undoubted fact that different respondents, with different qualities, may arrive at different interpretations of the candidate. Some may determine that no interpretation which they judge to be at all plausible for the candidate makes that inducement an argument, whilst others may be agreed that there is a most plausible interpretation which does make it an argument and yet disagree on what that interpretation is.
 Suppose, for example, that there are three respondents, X, Y, and Z, who experience the inducement Arg.B above. X comes, upon reflection, to accept the interpretation at which we eventually arrived, with its explication a simple pair of formations. Y, on the other hand, after a lot of thought, decides that the most plausible explication that makes the candidate an argument is the sequence consisting of:

F.a:
< ‘All men are animals’, 

   ‘All animals are mortal’, 

   ‘All mortals are men’ >

F.b:
< ‘All mortals are men’

   ‘Socrates is a man’, 

   ‘Socrates is mortal’ >

X thinks that the explication she has decided upon is effective, and that therefore so is the argument. Y thinks that the formations in the explication she has decided upon are both ineffective and that so too is the explication and the argument. Z considers both of these possible interpretations in her own deliberations but for whatever reason rejects them both. Therefore Z does not accept the candidate as an argument and so its effectiveness or otherwise is moot. 

The more important point to note about this situation is that the evaluations of the inducement B by respondents X, Y and Z are not necessarily fixed. If the relevant qualities of the respondent are altered then so may be the interpretation that that respondent makes of an inducement. Amongst the qualities of a respondent to which an interpretation is most likely to be sensitive are those which constitute a knowledge of the proponent’s beliefs and intentions, those which constitute a knowledge of and competence in the language in question, and intellectual capacity. All of these qualities are open to some degree of modification externally – most obviously by dialogue. 

By dialogue it is possible for the three respondents to compare the beliefs which they hold about the beliefs and intentions of the proponent of Arg.B, and to modify those aspects which do not fit the evidence which may be brought forward. Similarly, their understanding of the language used may be modified so that new possibilities of interpretation become available. Finally, where intellectual capacity may have limited the range of interpretations considered this range might be extended by making the conjectured interpretations of each of the respondents publicly available. By such means as these the intellectual resources of more than a single respondent may be brought to bear upon the interpretation of an argument so that the interpretation which each respondent holds may be significantly altered. Typically the aim would be to come to a consensus that one interpretation is indeed much more likely than any other that has been proposed to reflect the real intention of the proponent, but such a happy result is by no means guaranteed.

2.3. Considerations Relevant to the Conception of Logic
Recall that the motivation for the preceding analysis of arguments was stated at the outset to be the derivation of a description of arguments which could be used to provide support for the hypothesis HLogic by showing that such an analysis could plausibly suggest the notion of a proposition sequence calculus possessing the properties claimed in CLogic. The analysis has resulted in the characterization of arguments described in D15 that satisfies the requirement that it not depend upon a knowledge of ‘logic’. It remains to assess the plausibility of the claim that the phenomenon of argument so understood could, in fact, suggest the notion indicated. 

The properties claimed for logic by CLogic were necessity, objectivity and normativity. In what now follows considerations will be presented relevant to the conceptions of the objectivity and the normativity of logic. We will find that at the end of this analysis we are able to make the promised assessment for all the properties of CLogic.

2.3.1. Considerations Relevant to the Conception of Objectivity in Logic
2.3.1.1. The Necessity of Subjectivity

We have been considering arguments as a type of inducement, so we should remind ourselves that the function of inducements on our view is simply to modify the beliefs of another. On this view then an argument is good or bad just in so far as it is successful or unsuccessful in achieving this. Moreover, on the analysis of arguments offered above the success of an argument in inducing a belief modification is determined by whether or not the argument specifies an effective explication. Indeed, where the effectiveness of the explication is due to the effectiveness of the formations of which it is composed the actual process of belief modification is initiated by the recognition of the effective formations of which an effective explication is composed. 

But now we note that these effective formations and explications are necessarily defined with respect to the respondent to whom the argument is presented. As a consequence an effective argument is not intersubjectively defined. It is perfectly conceivable, for example, that an argument may be judged effective in its application to one respondent, X, but ineffective in its application to another respondent, Y, because, for example, the explication which is effective for X depends upon a formation which is effective for X but not for Y, and the argument specifies no explication which is effective for Y. Not only is this conceivable but it seems that we are all aware of such cases. For example, there are many persons who seem to be so constituted that any argument formation such as: 

F.Theo:
< The Bible says that the world was created in seven days,


    The world was created in seven days >

is considered to be effective; but this constitution is very far from universal and most people consider it to be ineffective.
 Similarly, and even more bizarrely, most of us imagine that people are universally constituted such that: 

F.Gap:
< A statement is not true,


    A statement is false>

is effective; but some people claim to consider it ineffective. 

The fact that the sets of effective formations for the members of the population may fail to be coextensive means that in constructing an effective argument for a particular respondent in which the effectiveness is to be taken as a consequence of the effectiveness of the formations of which the explication is composed the proponent is required to pay attention to the formations which are considered effective by that respondent. A rather significant consequence of this is that an effective argument of this nature may rely upon formations that are ineffective for the proponent. We can talk more easily about such situations with the following definitions:

D20. The Formation Set for an agent is the set of effective formations for the agent.
 And the formation set for an argument community is the set of formations that are effective for all members of the community.
D21. An Honest argument is an argument that specifies an explication for which each formation is in the proponent’s formation set. Any other argument is Dishonest.
Although the label ‘dishonest’ may suggest a degree of disapprobation it should be remarked that the proponent who is capable of presenting a dishonestly effective argument demonstrates an ability to form a ‘theory of mind’ for the respondent sufficient to allow successful manipulation of the contents of that mind. This is a fundamentally important capability for social intentional agents.

2.3.1.2. The Possibility of Intersubjectivity

It has already been remarked that the formation sets for the members of the argument community may fail to be coextensive. In the discussion in which that observation was made the background assumption was that the majority of effective formations for any member were also effective for all the other members and that there were just a few which might be effective only for that member and a few others, but it is far from being the only conceivable situation. In the most extreme case, for example, for each member in the community all the effective formations for a member are effective only for that member and the formation sets are mutually disjoint. Now, nothing which has been said so far indicates that the fact that the real world situation more closely approximates (we believe) the former situation than the latter is anything but purely accidental. I believe, however, that it can be shown, on some plausible assumptions, that no matter what the initial situation of an argument community may be the eventual situation will be something like the supposed real world situation. In what follows I shall use the following abbreviation: 

D22. If the formation sets for the population of the arguing community are coextensive then that population is Effectively Homogeneous; otherwise the population is Effectively Heterogeneous. 
And note the following points:

i. We may also distinguish degrees of homogeneity and heterogeneity. The greater the likelihood that any member of an agent’s formation set is also in the community’s formation set the greater the homogeneity of the community.

ii. The terms may also be used to compare the formation sets for several members of an argument community in the obvious way.

The first assumption is the following: 

A1. An explication in which every formation is an effective formation for the respondent is thereby an effective explication. 
This was suggested by the earlier discussion but, given that the effectiveness of explications is subjectively defined by reference to a psychological mechanism in the respondent, it is not necessarily true. It may be, for example, that the respondent is so constituted that even though any formation that we would call an example of modus ponens is effective for her, nevertheless any explication that includes such a formation is ineffective. In what follows I shall use the following abbreviations:

D23. A Constructively Effective (c-effective) argument is one whose effectiveness is a consequence of the effectiveness of the formations of which the explication is composed. An effective argument which is not of this sort is Nonconstructively Effective (n-effective). 
–.A. The Benefits of Intersubjectivity
We can first note that in any situation in which there is reason to believe that the proponent and the respondent in an argument are significantly effectively heterogeneous, the task of discovering the effective formations for the respondent is a necessary preliminary to the rational construction of any c-effective argument. This is a non-trivial requirement tantamount to forming a partial ‘theory of mind’ for the respondent and, in the general case, must significantly increase the complexity of the task of constructing an effective argument. By contrast, if the proponent is able to assume with some confidence that the respondent and he are largely effectively homogeneous then the proponent may be justified in postponing the construction of a partial ‘theory of mind’ until there is actual reason to believe that it is necessary. Such a reason might be, for example, the respondent herself indicating that the proponent is wrong to believe that some formation is effective for her. It is quite clear that producing c-effective arguments in this latter situation would be a great deal less work. 

Moreover, when the proponent intends his argument to be c-effective then, in any situation in which respondents in an argument are significantly effectively heterogeneous it is likely that the same argument will not be effective for all respondents. Therefore in such a community the task of general persuasion by means of c-effective arguments might require that for each target an argument would have to be individually tailored to suit each respondent. This would, of course, involve very considerable work on the part of the proponent, probably exactly proportional to the number of respondents involved. By contrast, again, if the respondents are largely effectively homogeneous then it is very much more likely that an argument that is c-effective for one respondent will be c-effective for many respondents. Those respondents for whom an argument effective for the majority is ineffective may either be provided with arguments effective for them or not, at the discretion of the proponent; and so on repeatedly for each remnant of respondents who have not found any of the previously produced arguments effective, with due regard to the diminishing returns to be obtained from such an effort. In the general case we may expect that the greater the degree of effective homogeneity in the argument community the greater the facility with which arguments may be used for multiple respondents.

–.B. Some Considerations on Effectiveness Related to its Modifiability
The arguments above indicate the advantages of effective homogeneity, but if the community is to move from heterogeneity to homogeneity so as to benefit from these advantages then there must be change in the status of some argument formations – some, perhaps, becoming effective for those for whom they were previously ineffective, and others, perhaps, becoming ineffective for those for whom they were initially effective. We are sure that such changes of status can occur, but before we start to consider some of the ways in which this may be achieved it is worthwhile making a few observations about whether this possibility is consistent with views expressed earlier about the nature of effectiveness.

To begin with a very simple point: we should recollect that on our account an effective argument formation operates by activating a psychological mechanism that causes the acceptance of the conclusion if the premisses are accepted. This being the case it is obvious that the effectiveness of an argument formation for a respondent may be modified if the characteristics of the psychological mechanism to which its effectiveness is due can be modified in the respondent. 

The second point to note is that, quite deliberately, nothing specific has been said about this mechanism. In fact, we are not even entitled to suppose that there is a single mechanism that is responsible for the acceptance of targets in all arguments. It may be, for example, that the ‘psychological mechanism’ appealed to in explanation of the effectiveness of an argument may, on a more detailed analysis, be revealed as several distinct mechanisms each of which is capable of achieving a particular type of belief fixation. Or, it may be that the psychological mechanism immediately responsible for belief fixation is a single mechanism which, however, acts on inputs from several contributory psychological processes. On this view the particular collection of mechanisms which cooperate to achieve belief fixation would be determined by the specifics of the inducement; perhaps, for example, by some features of the argument formation which is being considered.

I don’t intend to pursue these latter speculations any further here. Their purpose is simply to establish that if we wish to claim that the effectiveness of argument formation A for a respondent has properties which distinguish it from the effectiveness of argument formation B for that respondent this does not necessarily have consequences for the possible psychological mechanism involved that are inconsistent with the view we have taken of effectiveness. Either of the speculative hypotheses mentioned above, for example, would be able to explain such a difference simply by assuming that the psychological mechanism whose operation accounts for the effectiveness of A has properties different from those which belong to the psychological mechanism whose operation accounts for the effectiveness of B. 

–.C. Ways of Modifying Effectiveness
One such claim that we would surely wish to make is that amongst the properties by which arguments may be distinguished is the degree to which their effectiveness is dependent upon the social history and environment of the respondent. If we consider the formation F.Theo above, for example, we will find that its distribution amongst respondents is best explained culturally, and we may assume that the psychological mechanism that makes it effective is highly culturally dependent. On the other hand a formation such as: 

F.Simp:
< Grass is green and Snow is white, 


    Snow is white >

is, as far as I know, universal amongst all normal respondents regardless of their culture, and therefore the psychological mechanism is probably not culturally dependent. 

For us, the significance of this observation is that if the psychological mechanism supporting the effectiveness of a formation is culturally dependent then it is plausibly possible to modify it by cultural means. I don’t intend to pursue the question of whether or not the effectiveness of all formations is culturally sensitive, but I take it as a simple fact that the effectiveness of some formations is known to be so while many of us doubt that the effectiveness of others is modifiable at all. The formation F.Theo, again for example, loses its effectiveness immediately the respondent loses faith in a literalist interpretation of the Bible, and this has been known to happen often enough. Equally, of course, conversion to that cultural form may make F.Theo effective where it was previously ineffective. On the other hand, we can barely conceive of being able to alter the effectiveness of the formation F.Simp.

Of particular interest are those situations in which a member of the argument community discovers or comes to accept that a certain formation which is effective for them regularly yields results in use which are disapproved for whatever reason; or, conversely, they come to accept that a formation which is ineffective for them would (or does) regularly yield results in use which they would (or do) approve. Discussion of this will be assisted by the following abbreviatory definition: 

D24. An argument formation which regularly yields results in use that are approved/disapproved by an agent for whatever reason will be said to be Productively Positive/Negative for that agent. 
The second assumption I shall make is related to such discoveries: 

A2. The discovery by a member of the argument community that a formation’s effectiveness for itself is not strongly positively correlated with its being productively positive for itself may initiate an alteration in the effectiveness of the formation. 
The reason that this must remain merely an assumption is because I know nothing and want to assume nothing about the actual process by which the psychological mechanism underlying the effectiveness of argument formations is affected by the environment.

A discovery of this nature may arise in many ways. Probably the most obvious way it could occur is if the conclusions of c-effective arguments using a particular formation are regularly found to be in conflict with other beliefs where those other beliefs are to be preferred to the conclusions in question for whatever reason. Those beliefs may be conclusions from other effective arguments or targets from other successful inducements, or they may be fixed by quite other mechanisms – as interpretations of the perceived world, for example, in which case we might prefer those beliefs because in general we trust our senses rather than our intuitions of acceptability. Of more interest to us at the moment, however, is the idea that an argument community may exert pressure on a member of that community to modify the effectiveness of a specific formation for that member. Such pressure may take the form of a regular rejection of any argument that the member intends to be c-effective and which includes the formation in question in its specified explication. This could be a consequence of the fact that that formation is actually ineffective for most of that argument community, in which case the pressure is not necessarily being exerted intentionally. But if some members of the community do have this intention then there are several even more emphatic techniques available which can target the formation to which objection has been taken. For example, the use of dishonestly c-effective arguments whose conclusions conflict with other beliefs of the respondent may be part of a strategy to discredit a formation whose effectiveness the proponent would like the respondent to reject. 

–.D. Costs, Benefits, and Strategies in the Argument Game

At this point we are ready to draw together the parts of the preceding discussion to consider some likely behaviours in an argument community. Once again the discussion will be assisted by some definitional abbreviations which are best listed immediately: 

D25. i.
An Argument Sect is an effectively homogeneous subset of an argument community. 
ii.
 A member of a sect is a Sectarian (of that sect).

iii. A sectarian views sects other than its own as Alien Sects.

D26. If a sectarian relinquishes membership of its sect to become a member of another sect then we say that it has Converted from one to the other.
D27. i. A sectarian of X who attempts to precipitate the conversion of a sectarian of Y to X is a 
   Recruiter. 
ii. The target of this attempt is a Prospect. 

iii. If the attempt succeeds the prospect becomes a Recruit.

Clearly the pursuit of any such project on the part of a recruiter involves an investment of time and effort. In the case of the use of dishonest arguments which was just mentioned there is investment in forming a partial theory of mind for the prospect, followed by the effort of forming an argument which uses the contentious formation in ways which suggest to the prospect that conversion is appropriate. In return the recruiter can expect to enjoy in increased measure the benefits noted above for being a member of an effectively homogeneous argument community rather than one which is heterogeneous. We can suppose that the increase will be at least proportional to the number of future occasions on which the recruiter and the recruit will interact argumentatively, and probably more, because the likelihood of encountering sectarians of the recruit’s former sect are ipso facto decreased. The recruitment of others is therefore a general strategy capable of returning benefits to the recruiter. 

On the other hand, of course, benefits of recruitment to a recruiter would seem likely to decline with the number of alien sectarians with whom he interacts, or with whom he is likely to interact. If the members of the argument community follow a strategy of recruitment which is sensitive to such facts we may expect this to lead to a lessening of the likelihood of attempted recruitment when confronted with an alien sectarian. The most obvious way in which this situation may come about is if one sect becomes simply numerically preponderant, though there are also other possibilities. 

Let us now consider the situation from the point of view of the sectarian who is subject to pressure to modify the effectiveness of a specific formation. The first thing to remark is that we can be sure that there are costs involved in the modification of the psychological mechanisms required for modification of effectiveness. Moreover, too great a propensity to conversion would lead to great instability in the mentality of the subject and would probably be counterproductive. Therefore we can assume the existence of some sort of threshold of utility which such pressure must exceed in order to be successful. Nevertheless, there are advantages to being open to the possibility of conversion that are precisely analogous to the advantages that a recruiter can expect to accrue from adopting a generally recruiting strategy. Conversion means that the convert can expect to enjoy in increased measure the benefits noted above for being a member of an effectively homogeneous argument community rather than one which is heterogeneous. We can suppose again that the increase will be at least proportional to the number of future occasions on which the convert will interact argumentatively with the members of the sect to which it has converted. A limited susceptibility to conversion, as per our second assumption, is therefore a general strategy capable of returning benefits to the sectarian.

We mentioned earlier the possibility that when the situation becomes such that benefits to recruiters are sufficiently reduced the likelihood of recruitment attempts might decline. In such situations, however, we do not need to suppose that all conversion is halted. Although the sectarians of minority sects, for example, are less likely to be subject to recruitment attempts in any particular encounter they will have more potentially recruiting encounters as the significance of the major community increases and its own declines. Moreover, the benefits of conversion for a sectarian would seem likely to increase with the number of alien sectarians of a particular sect with whom he interacts, or with whom he is likely to interact. 

–.E. Outcomes of the Argument Game

A consequence of adopting strategies of recruitment and conversion such as those proposed is that, in the general case, the sectarian partitioning of an argument community is dynamic. We should note, however, that the behavioural expression of the strategies by any individual member of the community is triggered by properties of the experience of past argument interactions and/or expectations concerning future interactions. Therefore the developmental history of an argument community applying those strategies will be dependent upon the environment of interactions in which the population exists. Amongst the many aspects of this environment which could be considered I think there are two that are of special interest. 

i.
What patterns of interaction exist between members of the community? Do they interact at random or are there regularities which affect the possible applications and effects of the twin strategies? How often, for example, do members of different sects interact by argument?
ii.
What patterns of use of argument formations exist in these interactions? Is each formation as likely as any other to be used in an argument or can formations be distinguished as high use and low use? 

(I do not intend to create a general model to justify the claims that follow concerning the likely developmental paths of argument communities because the technicalities of such a model are largely irrelevant to the overall picture and would simply obscure it. I do think it is important, however, that such a model is possible, and that we should be able to see how to construct one. Short of doing the actual construction this is the best evidence we can have that our theory is coherent.)

The general case for an argument community is, of course, one of effective heterogeneity, because there are many more ways for a community to be heterogeneous than for it to be homogeneous. Given the cooperative effects of the strategies of recruitment and conversion we can also expect that typically a particular sectarian partitioning of the community will not survive many interactions. But this, of course, depends upon the exact nature of the situation of the community. In fact it is quite clear that by supposing suitable forms of interactive behaviours for the community and choosing appropriate numerical values for the (dimensionless?) costs and benefits of recruitment and conversion it is possible to come up with various potential states of equilibrium for a heterogeneous community. The following states, for example, are easily seen to be such potential states of equilibrium. 

a.
The community consists of two sects. Argument between the sectarians of different sects is rare, or perhaps it is not exactly rare but occurs rarely for any individual sectarians. Argument with ‘co-sectarians’ is much more common for each sectarian. It would be easy to choose costs and benefits of recruitment and conversion to be such that these interactions never result in conversions. Or, given the costs and benefits, we could choose a level of rarity of interaction that would achieve the same result.

b.
The community consists of three sects; A, B, and C. A recruits from B, B recruits from C, and C recruits from A. No other conversions are possible. The rates of conversion are exactly the same to and from each sect. 

What is remarkable about these equilibria is that they seem very likely to be dependent upon a careful choice of values for the variables in the system. Almost any variation in these values will lead to the system moving away from the equilibrium point with no prospect of correction. In other words, these heterogeneous states of equilibrium are unstable and in any situation in which the values are likely to be disturbed the system will not remain at rest. It is only necessary to comment that the real world is certainly just such a disturbing place.

The case for an effectively homogeneous community, on the other hand, is quite different. In the first place, in such a state there are no intersectarian interactions to supply the triggers for expressing the recruitment or conversion strategies. The dynamism of the system is therefore merely potential. Secondly, we know of no benefits that would accrue to a member of an otherwise homogeneous community who constitutes a sect apart; and so, on the grounds canvassed so far, we cannot justify the adoption of any strategy that would introduce heterogeneity where homogeneity had once been established. Thirdly, we note that even if heterogeneity were induced into the community by the introduction by some means of a minority sect the twin strategies of recruitment and conversion would both tend to return the community to homogeneity. And, finally, it is worth noting that the preceding considerations in favour of the maintenance of homogeneity do not depend upon any special choice of values for the variables in the system. It may indeed be possible to devise supplementary strategies and assignments of values which will cause the community to move from this equilibrium point, but that would seem to be very far from constituting the general case. We conclude that effective homogeneity is a point of stable equilibrium for an argument community: once a community arrives at a condition of effective homogeneity it will tend to remain in that state. And from this, in turn, we may conclude that the equilibrium point at which an argument community comes to rest will most likely be a situation of effective homogeneity.

Two final comments need to be made in order to demonstrate that the argument, such as it is, can plausibly be refined so as to account for the discrepancy between the claimed final state of homogeneity at which any community will arrive and the very obvious fact that in the real world we do observe a sectarian partitioning of the community. 

A.
In the first place we can agree that it is more likely that the final state for an argument community will be a situation of relative effective homogeneity. Given that recruitment and conversion are sensitive only to the effect of alien sectarianism on the effectiveness of arguments as inducements we can see that the pressures on sectarians to recruit or convert are strongly related to the actual use of the relevant argument formations in arguments. If heterogeneity exists only in respect of differentiating formations which are quite rarely used then it may well happen that the intersectarian argument interactions that occur are not sufficient to trigger the expression of the twin strategies. In that case the situation of relative homogeneity will be stable enough.
B.
In the second place we can admit that there are, in fact, reasons for the adoption and maintenance of argument formations which are ineffective for other members of an argument community. Those reasons have to do with cultural factors – for example, the adaptive advantages of membership in a religious group that might lead to the adoption of a formation such as F.Theo above and to resistance to conversion from the resulting sect. It is quite possible that costs and benefits associated with the recruitment and conversion strategies with respect to these argument formations are such that they are relatively immune to the homogenizing pressures that other formations feel. Once again, in a situation such as this the result is likely to be relative homogeneity since the formations which are not so culturally insulated and thus continue to be subject to homogenizing pressure will, in all likelihood, succumb.

2.3.1.3. Beyond Subjectivity in Arguments

The discussion above has concentrated on the main intersubjective forces responsible for the dynamism of the sectarian structure of an argument community, but there are also possible forces of another kind which, if they applied, would be of central importance in determining the final state. 

–.A. An External Factor

One of these forces was alluded to above and we shall find it useful to have a brief way of talking about it. Thus:

D28. A conflict that exists between the conclusions of c-effective arguments and beliefs fixed by interpretations of the perceived world is a Phenomenal Conflict.
D29. Pressure to reject the effectiveness of a particular formation that arises from a discovery that its use regularly results in phenomenal conflicts is Phenomenal Pressure.
In this context the nature of the phenomenal conflict can be left indeterminate, although one obvious candidate form would be if the argument formation regularly produced conclusions that X that were contradicted by environmentally determined beliefs that not-X. This, however, is to assume that contradictions in beliefs are disallowed on principle, and this is a position which, although I find it generally plausible, I do not wish to argue over. 

Modification of argument formation effectiveness resulting from phenomenal pressure may occur at any time. In particular it may occur even when the sectarian partition of the argument community has otherwise achieved a stable equilibrium at homogeneity. We may also remark that it is in the nature of phenomenal pressure that it is capable of being felt amongst any section of the community, because the same phenomenal conflict must be experienced by each member of the community who has experience of c-effective arguments built from the formation in question and who has the relevant conflicting beliefs fixed by the interpretation of the perceived world, and both of these factors are conceivably common to large parts of the community. There is, therefore, every likelihood that a potential phenomenal conflict of this sort will be discovered and will result in phenomenal pressure more or less uniformly throughout the community. We can expect that the results of this pressure will vary according to the costs and benefits involved in the various types of resolution, and the developmental path of the sectarian partitioning of the community will vary in response to those same variables. The pressure will be relieved in the case that the developmental path reaches a point at which the particular phenomenal conflict in question is no longer experienced. 

In such cases the developmental path and the final equilibrium point are determined in large part by forces which are not essentially subjective or even intersubjective but are the result of a conflict between argument conclusions and objective
 facts about the way that the world is (and the way that the world appears to be). We need to make the point, however, that we cannot hope to ground a claim to the objectivity of any particular set of effective formations upon the outcome of the modifications that resolve these conflicts because we are not justified in assuming that there is only one way in which these conflicts may be resolved. The situation here may be similar to that which holds when we are required to adjust our belief sets to resolve unacceptable contradictions. In that case the arguments which go under the name of the Quine-Duhem thesis show that there is no objective way to determine which of our beliefs should be modified. Just so, there is not necessarily any objective way to determine which of our argument formations should have their effectiveness modified. 

Consider, for example, the argument: 

Arg.D. “All men are animals and all animals are mortal and Socrates is mortal so Socrates is a man.”
which specifies, for some respondent, an effective explication consisting of the following effective formations:

F.D.a:
< ‘All men are animals’, 

   ‘All animals are mortal’, 

   ‘All mortals are men’ >

F.D.b:
< ‘All mortals are men’

   ‘Socrates is mortal, 

   ‘Socrates is a man’ >

and suppose that the premisses of this argument are acceptable to this respondent. Now suppose that Socrates is discovered to be not a man but the pet dog of the philosopher Phaedo. Presumably, if the argument and the discovery were compared this would cause a conflict for the respondent. If the discovery may be denied only at huge intellectual cost then the effectiveness of the formations for the respondent needs to be modified. But which of them is to be subjected to effectiveness modification? Without making any further assumptions it seems impossible to decide that one is necessarily more appropriately modified than the other. 

Now, it is admitted that, given the level of generality at which this discussion is set, we cannot specify exactly what form these conflicts may take; nevertheless, because the idea that phenomenal conflicts may occur seems an intuitively plausible one, (and one, moreover, which seems familiar in our experience of our own faulty reasoning) we shall accept them as a real phenomenon. Thus:

A3. The argument community is subject to phenomenal pressure. 
–.B. An Internal Factor

One very obvious point we should note about the homogeneous final state of an argument community that is supposed to arise in this way is that no particular set of argument formations is favoured. It is quite as likely, for all that has been said so far, that F.Theo will be included, as that F.Simp will be. Moreover, there is no reason given so far that precludes the inclusion at the same time of F.Simp and the formation: 

F.NS.1:
< Swans are white and Crows are black, 


   Swans are black >

or: 

F.NS.2:
< Grass is green and Snow is white, 


   Snow is not white >

In fact, the acceptance of any formation as effective does not seem to tell us anything about the acceptance as effective of any other formation, no matter how similar we might think that they are. Clearly we still have some way to go before we can claim that a homogeneous argument community is operating according to anything we would be happy to call a logic. 

The fundamental reason for this limitation is that according to the theory developed so far the effectiveness of an argument formation for a respondent is defined as a property of the particular sequence of propositions which constitute a formation, and not as a property of any type of class of sequences of which the particular sequence is a member. No such classification of sequences was defined above, and consequently modifications of effectiveness could only be described as acting upon a property of an individual argument formation rather than upon a property of some class of them. If we were able to suppose that some form of classification of argument formations was accessible to the psychological mechanisms that underlie effectiveness and the modification of effectiveness then we could hypothesize with some plausibility a process that affects the effectiveness of a class of formations. For future reference:

D30. A process of modification of effectiveness that operates on a class of argument formations with the result that each member of the class has the same effectiveness we shall refer to as a process of Formation Class Modification.
We would expect formation class modification, if it occurs, to eliminate most of the possibilities for (what we would tend to describe as) absurdity in the membership of the formation set of a sect. For example, accepting the hypothesis of a ‘logical form’ inherent in a proposition would seem to allow a classification of this sort, and supposing that this classification is accessible to the appropriate psychological mechanisms would mean that it would be possible to hypothesize a process of formation class modification which acts identically on all formations with the same logical form. Thus realising that the formation F.NS.2 must be ineffective would mean that all formations in the class whose definition is the obvious interpretation of:

F.NS.2+: < X and Y,


    Not Y >

would also need to be considered ineffective.

Once again, however, we have to be careful about the claims that we make if we grant this constraint on developmental paths for sectarian partitions. We cannot ground a claim for the objectivity of any particular formation set for a community on the mere ability to classify argument formations. This is obviously the case if the classification is itself a subjective process, but it may also be the case even if the classification is in that sense objective – for we also require objectivity in the process of making the choice of a particular system of classification from amongst all possible systems of classification. There is, for example, no reason in what has been said above that precludes the classification of argument formations on the basis of the colours to which the constituent propositions refer. Nor does there appear to be any good reason to claim even that a classification that is both selected objectively and applied objectively will necessarily isolate the process of determining the class of effective argument formations from subjective influences. We have naturally supposed, for example, that an objectively determined system of classification would be one that operated in terms of ‘logical form’, but this is clearly open to subjective influence. In such a system of classification the argument formation F.Theo, for example, may be seen as an instance of the class of argument formations whose definition is the obvious interpretation of:

F.Th+:
< Says (Bible, X),


    X >

and we can very easily imagine this class being accepted by an effectively homogeneous argument community. Indeed, we think that it was so in Europe for some time.

Bearing in mind that our primary interest is in our knowledge of logic, and that this knowledge certainly does include the ability to recognise common patterns in different arguments with consequent effects on our evaluations of those arguments, it seems that something like a form of classification of argument formations is, indeed, accessible to the psychological mechanisms which underlie effectiveness and the modification of effectiveness. As stated above, this makes the occurrence of formation class modification a plausible assumption. Moreover, no other reasonable assumption appears likely to have the desired effect of providing that acceptance of a formation as effective may tell us something about the acceptance as effective of some other formation. Therefore we shall assume that:

A4. Formation class modification occurs. 
2.3.2. Considerations Relevant to the Conception of Normativity in Logic 

We have assumed that the formation set of an argument community is liable to modification to eliminate those argument formations that are productively negative for the members of that community; or, conversely, to include those argument formations which are productively positive for them. This process of modification may equally well be understood as a process which acts to reduce the likelihood that a c-effective argument produced by the argument community yields a result which will be disapproved for whatever reason and to increase the likelihood that it yields one which will be approved. As a result of this we can expect to find that after a sufficiently long period subject to this process, and with no significant external interference, the likelihood that c-effective arguments yield disapproved results will have reached a minimum and the likelihood that they yield approved results will have reached a maximum. It is worth noting, however, that this method may only reasonably be expected to achieve a local minimum or maximum because the process of modification has been assumed to operate on proper subsets of the formation set of the community.

Notwithstanding that limitation, the fact remains that we can claim that the formation set of the community is to some degree protected by its history of modifications from finding that the conclusions of its c-effective arguments are disapproved for whatever reason. We remind ourselves, again, that arguments are a type of inducement whose function is to modify the beliefs of another by causing the respondent to accept the target of the inducement that is, of course, the conclusion of the argument. And we also recollect that by disapproval of a belief in this context we mean that the belief is felt to be in conflict in some unspecified way with other beliefs that we have reason to prefer. Once again the discussion may be assisted if we introduce quick ways of referring to interesting properties.

D31. Given a class of beliefs, a method of fixing beliefs is Noncontrarian with respect to that class if it does not fix beliefs which would be in conflict with the beliefs in that class. 
This property may also be attributed to a method according to the degree to which the method fails to fix beliefs that would be in conflict with the beliefs in that class of preferred beliefs. 

D32. Arguments that are c-effective for each member of an argument community we describe as Universally c-effective. 
Bearing these things in mind we can therefore view universally c-effective arguments as intended to be, tending towards being, and to some degree being noncontrarian with respect to the class of preferred beliefs. (Note that the class of preferred beliefs may differ from respondent to respondent.) On the reasonable assumption, then, that we would strive to minimise the number of belief conflicts that we experience it makes sense that we give preference to inducements that we acknowledge to be most likely to have this effect. The claim and argument above is that universally c-effective arguments are inducements that are so constituted as to attempt to minimise these conflicts. So, assuming that we are aware of this fact, and that we have no reason to believe that other forms of inducement are more effective in meeting this requirement, we are justified in giving preference to universally c-effective arguments before all other forms of inducement.

2.4. Attributing the Problematic Properties to Logic

We shall, for the sake of brevity, refer to the description presented above (and its supporting arguments) of the likely characteristics of the system of effective arguments in an argument community, granted the assumptions A1 – A4, as the proposal P. We are now in a position to show that, given P, a system of evaluation, which we shall refer to as S, that can be derived from the observed facts of argument effectiveness would be capable of achieving the stated aim of HLogic. It shall be shown that it is plausible that we, intentional agents existing in the natural world, may come to know (or, at any rate, to believe in) a system of evaluation that we conceive as having the properties listed in CLogic. Let us consider them each in turn.

2.4.1. Necessity

The agent who makes a positive evaluation of an argument by application of S will also claim that the conclusion is guaranteed by the premisses. That claim is a consequence of the certifying intuition which attaches to any effective argument, and it is emphatically not to be understood as a consequence of any sort of epistemological connection to ‘real’ necessity, whatever that might be. Moreover, on the one hand, it is not immediately clear how the agent would experience an epistemological connection to ‘real’ necessity, or, of course, how that experience would be distinguishable from the experience of certainty in S; while on the other hand, the agent’s experience of certainty in S is just the sort of experience that would lead to the hypothesis that there is a coherent account of necessity which underlies that experience. It is at least highly plausible given these considerations that an idea of logic derived from the study of S would include the conception of necessity which is usually supposed to be a characteristic of logic. Furthermore, the plausibility will be increased if the construction of S is such that it emphasizes the characteristics associated with patterns of argument effectiveness that are cited as grounds supporting the claim of plausibility. 

2.4.2. Objectivity

Although as a psychological phenomenon the certifying intuition is necessarily subjective, the developed system, S, appears to transcend that limitation and to approach objectivity. We have seen that, in fact, we are not justified in claiming objectivity for any such system. The most that can be claimed is a type of modified intersubjectivity, in which the subjective judgements are subjected to community pressures with the result that there is substantial consensus on these judgements, and in which they are also subjected to pressure from agent experiences of the world which causes them to be in some sense correlated with those experiences (or, perhaps, with the world).

Now, the agent who uses S must be aware that his judgements are neither arbitrary nor dependent upon purely subjective criteria: he cannot judge just as he pleases because he admits that there is always the possibility of correction. Such a possibility, as we have just seen, actually implies no more than that the judgement is subject to criteria of correctness which are applied by the community; but this fact implies that the community has epistemic access to the rules of S. Obvious hypotheses to explain this access are either (1) that the rules are arbitrary and it is an historical accident that the community cooperates to enforce them, or (2) that the rules are objective in some way and that each individual agent in the community has access to them. Given a choice between the hypotheses of intersubjectivity and objectivity of these rules it may be that there is no way the agent can distinguish from its own observations which is the correct explanation for those observations. Nevertheless, given that the world is taken to be an objective fact, we can imagine that the agent may suppose that objectivity of the rules is the simpler explanation for the apparent coherence of the results obtained using S with the agent’s perceptions of the world. In any case it is very plausible that an idea of logic derived from the study of S would include the conception of objectivity which is usually supposed to be a characteristic of logic. Moreover the plausibility will be increased if the construction of S is such that it emphasizes the characteristics associated with patterns of argument effectiveness that are cited as grounds supporting the claim of plausibility.

2.4.3. Normativity

The derived system, S, possesses what we might call a conditionally normative force, in the sense that it is the system of evaluation which is to be preferred given the constraint that the evaluating agent wishes to minimise belief conflicts. It must be admitted, however, that for the agent to recognise normativity of this sort depends upon the agent accepting that the minimisation of belief conflicts is to be treated as a constraint, and also knowing that S is the best or only way to achieve this. We can believe that an agent will naturally accept the constraint without a great deal of theoretical background, but it is difficult to imagine that the agent will have any reason to believe that S is the best or only way to meet that constraint. We cannot suppose, for example, that most agents are aware of the developmental history of S and its constraints.

Nevertheless a type of normativity has been established and the further question of how it is that agents come to experience the normative force of the derived system is quite another matter. In all likelihood this experience is merely a conclusion drawn, probably unconsciously, from the observation that S does minimise conflict beliefs, and that no alternatives look likely to be as successful, and that any proposed alternative is generally rejected by the community in any case, and so on. At this point it is sufficient for our purposes to simply note that all those observations may be made for S; but we should also note that as S also has theoretical grounds for a type of normativity we can expect that many of the other cues which an agent might use to conclude that a system was normative would also be present for S. (It is also possible that there are evolutionary reasons why we might have developed psychological mechanisms of preference cued to the sorts of systems we have derived, but this is purely speculative and need not be pursued further.) On the basis of these considerations, then, we may conclude that it is very plausible that an idea of logic derived from the study of S would include the conception of normativity that is usually supposed to be a characteristic of logic. Moreover the plausibility will be increased if the construction of S is such that it emphasizes the characteristics associated with patterns of argument effectiveness that are cited as grounds supporting the claim of plausibility.

2.5. Conclusion
At this point I claim to have shown that, for each of the properties of CLogic, if P were true then it would be very plausible that an idea of logic derived from the study of S would include the conception of that property, and thus what was promised in the introduction (in section 1.3) has been achieved. A few final comments are in order, however, to ensure that the limits of the argument are understood. Although the argument is essentially fairly simple, quite a bit of infrastructure was required to make it reasonable, so let us sketch a review of the essence of the argument.

2.5.1. The Argument in Review
We began by distinguishing logic as a method of assessment by the claim that the conclusions that it licenses are in some sense guaranteed, and we took as evidence for this the fact that it is uncontroversial to claim that it can be used to describe a set of techniques employed in arguments which we distinguish from other argument techniques by an intuition of certainty which attaches to them. Taking the existence and characteristics of such arguments as our data, we considered what the properties of a system of evaluation might be which was based on that particular certifying intuition. In the course of this study we attempted to keep the supplementary assumptions to an absolute minimum, but because of the intentionally high level of generality of the discussion some assumptions (A1 – A4)
 were found to be necessary to narrow down the range of types of systems of evaluation which could be derived. 

Those assumptions were supposed to be intuitively plausible but they were also, of course, intended to lead to a class of derived systems of evaluation whose characteristics would approximate those of the systems which we recognise as logic. Obviously, however, this means that in so far as we maintain that the characteristics of the derived systems are due to those assumptions, the possession by the derived systems of those characteristics is plausible only to the degree that those assumptions themselves are plausible. Granted these assumptions, however, it does appear that a system of evaluation that can be derived from the observed facts of argument effectiveness that result from those assumptions would be capable of achieving the stated aim of HLogic. It has been demonstrated that it is possible for us to come to believe in a system of evaluation that has the properties listed in CLogic. 

2.5.2. The Limits of the Argument
More specifically, for each of the properties listed in CLogic it was shown that it is very plausible that an idea of logic derived from the study of S would include the conception of that property. However, we need to be clear what this means. It merely means that if we derive a system of evaluation from a study of the observed facts of argument effectiveness then we are likely to believe that that system of evaluation has the properties listed in CLogic. It does not mean that we are actually somehow justified in that belief, much less that it is a true belief. It could very well be, for all that the argument above shows, that none of the properties listed in CLogic are really properties of S – or of logic – we just think they are. It might even be that those properties don’t exist anywhere. I have that suspicion about normativity, for example.

Equally, of course, the argument does not show that the properties listed in CLogic are not real properties of logic. However, if we grant that the source of our beliefs in the properties of logic is as described, then those who wish to claim that the properties listed in CLogic are real properties of logic and not just apparent properties will now need to find some way of justifying the belief that logic has those properties. The obvious way to do this is to appeal to some property of the certifying intuition.   For example, if one assumes that there is a Platonic realm of logical entities where the forms of modus ponens and excluded middle rub up against the forms of tallness and whiteness, then perhaps the certifying intuition is some kind of sense by which the relationship between these forms and their instantiations – however that is to be understood – is made epistemically accessible to us. The plausibility or otherwise of such hypotheses is for those theorists to defend. My own hypothesis will be presented in a later chapter and I have nothing further to say on the matter here. Moreover, for any such hypothesis there still needs to be a defence of the reality of the relevant properties, and it’s not at all clear how that can even be attempted. 

� For example: ‘It is clear enough from the history of formal logic (consider Aristotle, for instance, or Frege) that the motivation for the construction of formal systems has been, on the basis of an initial conception of some arguments as good and others as bad, to sort out logical from other, e.g. rhetorical, features of good arguments, and to give rules which would permit only the logically good arguments and exclude the bad.’ Haack (1978) p. 227.


� The term ‘effective’ is from Walton (1996) p. 40.


� We should note in passing that entirely different naturalisations of logic would follow from taking the objectivity or the normativity of the proposition sequence calculus as the focal property in place of necessity (under its guise of ‘guarantee’). 


� Soccio and Barry (1992) p. 5 (Walton, (1996) p. 7).


� An ‘intuition of certainty’, of course, is not a notion or a concept in this sense.


� Govier (1992) pp. 2 f. (Walton (1996) p. 5).


� A naturalistic interpretation of this is presented in chapter 6.


� ‘Truth’ here (and its cognates) should be understood in a merely redundant sense; i.e. ‘X believes p is true’ is just the same as saying ‘X believes that p’.


� ‘Proponent’ and ‘respondent’ are terms from Barth and Krabbe (1982). ‘Target’ is from Parsons (1996) p. 167.


� Note the contrast between this definition and the more usual categorization of arguments in terms of a validity that holds if the truth of the premisses guarantees the truth of the conclusion. The term ‘effective’ is from Walton (1996) p. 40.


� I have seen this construction disparaged but there is no better way of emphasising that the ‘or’ is inclusive. 


� I use the clumsy formulation of ‘because of … and/or using …’ in order to cover the various ways that information may contribute to this process. For example, the possibility of discovery may be ‘because of’ some information if that information tells one how to go about finding more information, or even if it simply lets it be known that there is something to be discovered. Or, the possibility of discovery may created ‘using’ information if the discovery required is simply the extraction of that information. Both types of dependence may be relevant here.


� It will often be sufficient for the proponent just to say “Here’s an argument”; or he can simply pepper the inducement with linguistic items typically associated with arguments – like ‘suppose’, ‘therefore’, ‘thus’, etc.


� This is the case even when there is no difference amongst the respondents in the types of formations that they find effective. I deal with this possibility below.


� Incidentally, this must be distinguished from drawing conclusions from good evidence. I may say to myself “he says he is 35 years old, so I conclude that he is 35” but I don’t take the conclusion to be guaranteed by the premiss, only made very probably true all things considered.


� We may say that a formation is in the formation set for an agent, but this only means that the formation is effective for the agent. There is no intended ontological commitment to the existence of a set of effective formations somewhere.


� Note that I said that F.Simp is universal amongst normal respondents. Some lunatics may be excepted. Some philosophers of logic claim also to be excepted. Neither of these can be counted as normal respondents. In the latter case there is an intellectualised reconstruction of the standard conjunction which must take those who make use of it outside our language community. They may be ignored here. 


� By ‘objective’ I mean not conditioned by subjective considerations.


� On the other hand, of course, the two factors mentioned above, namely phenomenal pressure and formation class modification, are likely to exert a pressure which is felt much more uniformly and may therefore be thought to increase the likelihood that the system will settle into a global minimum. We may perhaps compare the effect of those two ‘global’ factors with the technique of simulated annealing in the optimisation of complex systems.





� In 2.3.1.2, 2.3.1.2.C, 2.3.1.3.A, and 2.3.1.3.B respectively.
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