chapter 1. what this book is about

§1.1 The Natural Habitats of Reasoning

We read for a variety of purposes: as part of our education, in our efforts to become informed citizens, for the sheer pleasure of it, and others. Likewise, authors have a variety of purposes for writing: transmitting information, giving instructions (such as recipes, or directions for getting to a location), writing to make a commitment (such as a will or a contract), and exercising judicial or religious authority in issuing a legal judgment or decree. No doubt you can think of other purposes. In this text we focus on writing that achieves its purpose by presenting reasons to the audience.  An author presents reasons to his or her audience to accomplish one of three purposes: to persuade the audience to believe a claim or to do something, to explain some event or action, or to lead the audience to a discovery. There is considerable overlap in the types of discourse
 we use in carrying out these purposes. As you will see, the same group of statements could (aside from grammatical adjustments that don’t affect content) be put to any one of the uses, given an appropriate context.


Here are some examples to illustrate each of these types of reasoning.  An author could give reasons:

to persuade us that global warming is human caused;

to persuade us to begin saving for retirement as soon as we get our first job;

to explain why the Supreme Court mandated that the Environmental Protection Agency regulate CO2 emissions;

to explain why similar fossils are found in regions of Western Africa and South America, which are separated by oceans; 

to lead the audience to discover a consequence of assuming that markets quickly adjust to changes in supply and demand. A surprising consequence is that unemployment is always voluntary.

The ability to recognize and evaluate these types of discourse is one of the chief means you have of exercising your rationality.  It is valuable in every aspect of your life.  It is useful to you as a student for understanding what you read in other courses, for much of what you read consists in presenting reasons for one of the purposes listed above.  It is useful to you as a citizen because an essential part of political debate consists in giving reasons.  And it is useful in many aspects of your personal life, such as your health, financial affairs, child-raising, and even your cooking and dining habits.  Much of what we learn about we learn by reading.  In all of these matters there are differences of opinion and you will be better off if you are able to understand and evaluate these opinions in the light of the reasons given for them.

In writing for any of these three purposes, authors appeal to our logical ability – that is, 
our ability to tell whether, supposing a certain statement or statements to be true, some other statement would have to be true or probable. 

We encounter appeals to our logical ability in virtually anything we read. No doubt you have run across attempts to persuade or explain in textbooks, and it wouldn’t surprise you to find them in editorials and letters to the editor. But you can find them even in literature and drama. If you read the “To be, or not to be…” soliloquy in Hamlet, you will see that the hero is using his logical abilities to discover for himself whether, in his circumstances, he should commit suicide or not. Shakespeare lays out Hamlet’s reasoning in order to help us to appreciate both Hamlet’s predicament and our own.
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The purpose of studying attempts to persuade, explain or discover is to improve your ability to think critically about them. By that we mean that we want you to be able to tell on your own whether something that purports to serve one of these purposes accomplishes that purpose. 
· This book provides you with resources for identifying a discourse that aims to persuade, explain or lead the audience to a discovery by presenting reasons.  It also provides resources for determining whether such a discourse succeeds. 

We begin by discussing the natural habitats of reasoning so that you will have a clear idea where these resources apply and where they do not.    
Enough abstraction! Let’s look at examples. Notice as you read them (and the problems in the exercise at the end of the section) that they come from a variety of sources. This is instructive in two ways. It helps you see how widespread discovery, persuasion and explanation are. It also gives you experience with the different styles in which these three types of discourse are presented.  We’ll begin with an example of discovery.

Discovery

Accident.
 What is the chance of one's dying in a motor vehicle accident in the course of a lifetime?  It does not take much time to figure this out.  In an average year, 40,000 to 45,000 people die on the roads in the United States.  Given that the country has about 280 million inhabitants, this means that about 1 in 7,000 of them is killed on the road each year.  Assuming that this figure remains fairly stable over time, we can also figure out the chance of dying on the road during one's life.  Given a life span of 75 years, the result is roughly 1 in 90.  That is, 1 out of every 90 Americans will lose his or her life in a motor vehicle accident by the age of 75.  Most of them die in passenger car accidents.
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This passage is taken from a book whose point is to teach people how to calculate risks for themselves. The primary point of the paragraph is to answer the question in the first sentence. But the secondary point is to illustrate that risk calculation is not just for experts. The chances of dying in an accident might strike us something we could find out only by consulting experts, like an actuary. So we say that this passage contains a discovery because it answers a question not by relying on the word of experts, but merely by following out consequences of facts that are more or less common knowledge.

· Discourse that contains a discovery draws out hidden, often surprising, consequences of common knowledge or interesting assumptions.
We began with a discovery because it is more fundamental, in an important sense, than either persuasion or explanation. For one thing, the hidden implications we discover could be put to any of the other purposes we mentioned.  So, for example, if someone were to doubt the claim that the chances of dying in an automobile accident are 1 in 90, you could persuade him of the correctness of the claim merely by recapitulating the reasoning in this passage. Or, to take another example, if someone were to ask Hamlet why he decided “bear the slings and arrows of outrageous fortune” rather than doing himself in, he could explain his actions by rehearsing his own process of discovery. In general, persuasion and explanation presuppose that someone has discovered an answer to a question: What should I believe? What should I do? Why does this happen? Why did someone do this? This point will be further illustrated as we look at examples of persuasion and explanation.

Persuasion
Persuasive discourse comes in two varieties sufficiently different that it is worth drawing the distinction between them. On the one hand, we give people reasons to believe statements they find controversial or are inclined to doubt. On the other hand, we also give people reasons to do things they are not inclined to do,  appealing, among other things, to interests (e.g., health) or obligations (e.g., parental). As you study the next two examples, keep in mind that we give reasons where reasons are needed. It is an earmark of what we are calling persuasion that reasons are given to support statements that are controversial or to support actions people are not inclined to do. In neither of our examples would the author begin by saying, “Obviously,” or “As we all know.” They realize that there is room for readers to dispute what the author wants them to believe or do. What we expect of reasons is that they remove doubt or disinclination.
· We attempt to persuade people, ourselves or others, when the audience might reasonably doubt a statement or be disinclined to act as we think they should.
Our first example, taken from a textbook on environmentalism, is a case of persuasion to believe. 

Environmentalism. Environmentalism as we have known it for over 27 years is dead.  The environmentalism of the 1970's advocated strict numerical controls on releases of dangerous wastes (any unwanted or uncontrolled materials that can harm living things or disrupt ecosystems) into the environment. Industry's ability to create new hazards, however, quickly outstripped government's ability to establish adequate controls and enforcement programs.


After so many years of effort by government and by concerned citizens (the environmental movement), the overwhelming majority of dangerous chemicals is still not regulated in any way.  Even those few that are covered by regulations have not been adequately controlled.

In short, the pollution management approach to environmental protection has failed and stands discredited ….

Test yourself: Before reading further, which of the statements embodies the controversial belief?
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The first and last sentences seem to be two ways of making the same controversial claim. The first sentence expresses it in figurative language: “Environmentalism as we have known it for over 27 years is dead.” The last sentence states it more literally, “The pollution management approach to environmental protection has failed and stands discredited.”

Why is this claim controversial? What might be grounds for doubting that the management approach to environmentalism has failed? For one thing, we still hear environmentalists advocating management and we suppose they know what they are talking about. For another thing, whether to pass legislation that regulates emissions, etc., is part of everyday political debate. In other words, among people concerned with environmental protection the management approach is business as usual. The reasons given in the passage do not deny that some form of environmental regulation is needed. They are intended to show merely that we are going about it in an ineffective way.  The passage gives three reasons to support that statement. 

1. The environmentalism of the 1970's advocated strict numerical controls on releases of dangerous wastes (any unwanted or uncontrolled materials that can harm living things or disrupt ecosystems) into the environment. 

2. After so many years of effort by government and by concerned citizens (the environmental movement), the overwhelming majority of dangerous chemicals is still not regulated in any way.

3. Even those few that are covered by regulations have not been adequately controlled.
By giving us these three facts the author aims to remove our doubt. Moreover, it was by reflecting on these facts that he discovered what to believe.

Compare Environmentalism with an example of persuasion to act that involves the philosopher Socrates and his lifelong friend Crito.

Escape. But look here, Socrates, it is still not too late to take my advice and escape. Your death means a double calamity for me. I shall lose not only a friend whom I can never replace, but besides a great many people who don’t know you and me very well will be sure to think that I let you down, because I could have saved you if I had been willing to spend the money. And what could be more contemptible than to get a name for thinking more of money than of your friends? Most people will never believe that it was you who refused to leave this place although we tried our hardest to persuade you.

Test yourself: Before reading further, what action is Crito trying to persuade Socrates to take?
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Plainly, Crito is trying to persuade his friend to escape from prison and avoid execution.  Socrates was a man of strong moral principle, so it is easy to understand why he might be disinclined to take Crito’s advice:  Escaping from jail involves breaking the law, which is prima facie immoral.  Crito offers reasons that he hopes will counterbalance Socrates’ sense of moral obligation.  The reasons appeal to interests that Socrates has, viz., sparing his friend from both avoidable grief and a despicable reputation.  As you may know, Socrates was not persuaded by Crito and died shortly thereafter from drinking hemlock.   


Let us turn next to examples of explanation. 

Explanation

There are two varieties sufficiently different to warrant distinguishing them.  On the one hand, we explain phenomena by citing causes, i.e., preceding events. In addition to causes, an explanation of a phenomenon may include natural laws.  On the other hand, we explain actions – our own or those of others - by identifying combinations of beliefs and desires held by the agent(s).  It is a mark of what we are calling “explanation” that reasons or causes are given to make the occurrence of events or actions less puzzling – to situate them within a context in which they seem natural. Hence, there is an important difference between persuasion and explanation. Persuasion is needed when a reasonable person might doubt the truth of a statement or be disinclined to do what the statement admonishes; but in the case of explanation, the truth of the statement that the action or event occurred is not in question. If it were in question, there would be nothing to explain. The explanation, then, does not prove that the event or action occurred. Instead it situates the event or action within a context in which its occurrence is no longer puzzling. In other words, it tells us why or how it occurred by giving causes or reasons.  

The first example, which appeared in a biology text, is an explanation of a natural phenomenon.

Sickle-Cell. Sickle-cell anemia is a heritable disorder in which the afflicted individuals have defective molecules of hemoglobin, the protein within red blood cells that carries oxygen.  Consequently, these individuals are unable to transport oxygen to their tissues properly.  When oxygen is scarce, the defective hemoglobin molecules become insoluble and combine with each other, forming stiff, rod-like structures and resulting in the formation of sickle-shaped red blood cells.  As a result of their stiffness and irregular shape, these cells have difficulty moving through the smallest blood vessels.  Instead, they tend to accumulate in those vessels, forming clots.  Because of these factors, people who have large proportions of sickle-shaped red blood cells tend to have intermittent illness and a shortened life span.

Test yourself: Before reading further, what is the phenomenon being explained?
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The phenomenon is the fact that people who have sickle-cell anemia have intermittent illness and a shortened life span. 

Before sickle cells were observed, scientists must have wondered why certain people suffer from this combination of afflictions and why it seems to run in families. Later they must have noticed under the microscope that people who had the afflictions also had sickle-shaped red blood cells. Of course, that alone does not explain the phenomenon. Why does having sickle-cell-shaped red blood cells result in chronic illness and premature death? And for that matter, why are the cells sickle-shaped in the first place? This short paragraph tells us the rest of the story, by laying out a sequence of causes and effects: defective hemoglobin molecules causes scarcity of oxygen in the tissues, which causes stiff, irregular-shaped cells, which cause accumulation within the small blood vessels, which causes clots, which cause chronic illness and premature death.

No explanation tells everything. At any of these points, if we were still puzzled, we could ask, “But why does such and such cause so and so?” In some cases the answer might be fairly obvious; e.g., why do blood clots cause illness and death? But in others it would not be obvious; e.g., why is this condition heritable? Or why does the absence of oxygen cause the molecules to combine and form stiff rod-like structures? Ideally, the author of the explanation gives as much detail, and uses such terminology, as the audience would need or be capable of understanding and fleshes it out in more detail if asked.

Compare Sickle-Cell, the explanation of a natural phenomenon, with an explanation of action. It appeared originally in a national newspaper.    

Human Shields. The reason terrorist groups such as Hezbollah use human shields is elementary. They try to exploit the respect for innocent human life that is the hallmark of any civilized society to place that society in a no-win situation. If it fails to respond to terror attacks, it endangers its own citizens. If it responds, it runs the risk of killing innocents, earning world opprobrium and inviting diplomatic pressure to stand down.

Test yourself: Before reading further, what is being explained in this passage.
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As we said earlier, an explanation gives reasons in answer to a “why” or “how” question. In this case the author is telling us why terrorist groups use human shields.

There is an important difference between explanations of actions and explanations of natural phenomena. Phenomena have causes, but people perform actions in the light of their beliefs, and their desires or obligations. People act to accomplish things they believe to be in their interest or that they have an obligation to do. And the particular actions they perform result from their beliefs about their circumstances and about what they must do to satisfy those desires or obligations. If we were to ask you why you are taking the course that is using this text, you might answer that you want (i.e., desire) to go to law school and you think (i.e., believe) that it will help you do well on the LSAT. When we discussed Crito’s attempt to persuade Socrates to escape from prison, we mentioned that Socrates refused to escape because he thought he had an obligation to obey the laws of Athens and he believed that doing so required remaining in prison. Those patterns are characteristic of explanations of actions in general. To explain why terrorists use human shields we must find a combination of their desires or obligations and their beliefs about what will satisfy them.

· Explanations that appeal to our logical ability are answers to questions about why or how something occurs that consist in giving causes or reasons that make the event or action less puzzling.

As we did with Sickle-Cell, we should ask why the use of human shields is puzzling. It is customary in war, at least as it has been conducted by European and American governments, that battles occur between armed forces. Women, children and other non-combatants are often casualties, but they are not deliberate targets. The deliberate use of non-combatants as shields is considered to be uncivilized, and a mark of cowardice. Yet terrorists typically claim to have morally respectable reasons for what they do. Osama bin Laden advocates terrorist acts against the United States because he believes that our way of life is evil and corrupt, and he wants to see it replaced by a more respectable Islamic society. It is puzzling that people who promote themselves as taking the moral high ground do something that puts innocent people’s lives at risk and seems on the face of it to be cowardly. According to the author of Human Shields, terrorists use human shields in order to make their enemies look bad, in one of the two ways he mentions. That is, they use human shields to create a dilemma. Either the enemies attack or they don’t. If they attack, they kill innocent people, thereby making themselves look bad in the eyes of other civilized people. If they don’t attack, they endanger their own people, thereby making themselves look weak and timid. Conceived in this way, the use of human shields serves the terrorists either by making the enemy hesitant to attack or by garnering international sympathy in case of an attack. It is easy to see how groups such as terrorists would believe that both of those ends are in their interest and that using human shields is a way of realizing them.
We claimed at the outset that it is possible to find attempts at persuasion, explanation, and discovery in many kinds of writing. But of course not all writing contains them, and an important part of becoming a critical reader is to learn how to tell when a piece of discourse contains them and when it does not. In the next two sections we shall examine several examples of discourse that you could mistakenly take to contain attempts at persuasion or explanation. But it seems fitting to end this section with an exercise in which each of the problems does contain reasoning of one of our types. Your task will be to determine which, and to identify the hidden implication, controversial belief or action, or puzzling phenomenon or action.
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Exercise 1.1
A. Recognizing purposes. Each of the following passages was written to persuade, explain or discover. Making use of whatever contextual clues you can find, indicate the purpose of each passage. Identify the controversial belief or action (persuasion), the puzzling phenomenon or action (explanation) or the hidden implication (discovery) as appropriate.
Example 1: Darwin’s theory of evolution is incorrect, because there is no evidence of transitional species.

The passage attempts to persuade us to believe a statement. The controversial statement is “Darwin’s theory of evolution is incorrect.”


Example 2: Why is it more difficult to run than to walk? Is it because the runner has a heavier burden since, when he is raised in the air, he has his whole weight to support? But a man who is walking continues to put his weight on the part of him which is at rest, like a man who is leaning against a wall? (Aristotle) The passage offers an explanation of a phenomenon.  The phenomenon is the fact that it is more difficult to run than to walk.
Problems
1. Marriage-bed. I have decided that there is nothing I must more carefully avoid than the marriage-bed.  I find that there is nothing which more certainly casts a man's mind out of its citadel than female blandishments and bodily contacts, which are essential to marriage.  The danger of attempting it is greater than the happiness of achieving it. (St. Augustine)

2. Bang. I read your headline “European craft lands on moon with a bang” (Sept. 4). Last Friday, my Grade 4 class (I am 9 years old) did experiments with what happens in a vacuum.

We did one experiment where we learned that you can’t hear a bell in a vacuum. When there is no air, the sound waves can’t be carried, so you can’t hear the bell.

So the European rocket did not land on the moon with a bang, because there is a vacuum up there and no air.

3. Healthy Natives. Time and again Europeans described the People of the First Light [New England Indians’ name for themselves] as strikingly healthy specimens. Eating an incredibly nutritious diet, working hard but not broken by toil, the people of New England were taller and more robust than those who wanted to move in - "as proper men and women for feature and limbes as can be founde," in the words of the rebellious Pilgrim Thomas Morton. Because famine and epidemic disease had been rare in the Dawnland [Indians’ name for their land], its inhabitants had none of the pox scars or rickety limbs common on the other side of the Atlantic.
 
4. CO2 Emissions. The question for Al Gore is not whether our temperatures are rising; the key question is why they’re rising. Antarctic ice cores tell us that temperatures and CO2 in the atmosphere have tracked closely together through recent Ice Ages, but the CO2 changes have lagged behind the temperature changes by about 800 years.

Higher temperatures have produced more atmospheric CO2, rather than CO2 producing higher temperatures! That’s because most of the planet’s CO2 is stored in the oceans, and as the seawater warms, it can’t hold as much CO2.

If CO2 is the driving climate force, why did the earth begin warming in 1850, while human CO2 emissions didn’t start to really expand until about 1940? Mr. Gore doesn’t tell us the answer.

Why did the earth’s temperatures decline from 1940 to 1975, even as CO2 emissions were soaring? Gore doesn’t say.

5. Kiko’s Boy. Your report “Princess Kiko of Japan has a boy” (Sept. 5) employs language that serves to propagate an archaic and misogynist myth, by referring to Crown Princess Masako’s “inability to bear a boy” as a cause for the succession crisis surrounding the Japanese throne.

Anyone with a basic comprehension of human biology knows that it is the father who determines the sex of the child, since only the father can provide sperm carrying the Y chromosome.

Such imprecise language fuels the kind of misunderstanding that erodes women’s position in society and implicitly lends support to the kind of biased feudal system discussed in the article.

6. Independence. When a long train of abuses and usurpations, pursuing invariably the same object, evinces a design to reduce [a people] under absolute despotism, it is their right, it is their duty, to throw off such government and to provide new guards for their future security....  Such is now the necessity which constrains [these colonies] to alter their former systems of government.  The history of the present King of Great Britain is a history of repeated injuries and usurpations, all having, in direct object, the establishment of an absolute tyranny over these States....
We, therefore, the representatives of the United States of America, in general Congress assembled, appealing to the Supreme Judge of the world for the rectitude of our intentions, do, in the name, and by the authority of the good people of these colonies, solemnly publish and declare, that these united colonies are, and of right ought to be, free and independent states. (Thomas Jefferson)

7. Non-smokers. It’s not fair to smoke around nonsmokers, if secondary cigarette smoke is really harmful.  If secondary smoke were not harmful, the American Lung Association would not be telling us that it is.  But they are telling us that it’s harmful.  That’s enough to conclude that it’s not fair to smoke around nonsmokers. 

8. Tower Argument. As the strongest reason of all is adduced that of heavy bodies, which, falling down from on high, go by a straight and vertical line to the surface of the earth. This is considered an irrefutable argument for the earth being motionless. For if it made the diurnal (= daily) rotation, a tower from whose top a rock was let fall, being carried by the whirling of the earth, would travel many hundreds of yards to the east in the time the rock would consume in its fall, and the rock ought to strike the earth that distance away from the base of the tower. (Galileo)

9. Medicine Man. After more than a decade of declining use at American colleges, drugs have re-enrolled, and the medicine man has become pretty easy to find.  I visited six schools for this story - in the West, the East and right in the middle - and it never took more than two hours to locate students who were willing to sell me, more or less, whatever I was looking for.  At Berkeley, I met a selfless fraternity dealer who never sold for profit ("I want more people to smoke pot").  At the University of California, Santa Cruz (students call it Uncle Charley's Summer Camp), I logged my best time:  The first person I bumped into - in a rainy campus parking lot - turned out to have a thriving mail-order mushroom business, the proceeds of which he spent on textbooks.  At the University of Michigan, I spent the evening with a successful grass and acid dealer who told me how important caution was to his business, took me on a buy, then gave me excellent directions back to my hotel.  I had just finished parking my car when I realized I had never told the guy what hotel I was staying in or even that I was in a hotel at all.

10. Suckers. Getting a college degree isn't all it's cracked up to be, writes Ted Rall, an author and onetime college dropout who eventually returned to Columbia University, graduating in 1991.  "Once you cut through all the hype, the financial and emotional sacrifices Americans make to send their kids to college just don't yield the payoff that many of them are looking for - financial security," Mr. Rall writes in "College Is for Suckers."  While the majority of Americans assume that college degrees yield relatively high-paying jobs and cultural literacy, most students are only "programmed for employment," enabling them to get jobs that pay only about $10,000 more, on average, than jobs obtained by high-school graduates, according to Mr. Rall, who landed a $36,000-a-year job in a bank after he dropped out.  Considering the debt that many graduates must pay off and the income they've foregone during four years in college, he argues, the result may not be worth the increasingly high tuition.  "Why play along?" he writes.

B. To Be or Not to Be. Here is the text of Hamlet’s soliloquy. Underline the statement that expresses his discovery. What led him to this conclusion?

To be, or not to be: that is the question:

Whether 'tis nobler in the mind to suffer

The slings and arrows of outrageous fortune,

Or to take arms against a sea of troubles,

And by opposing end them.  To die: to sleep;

No more; and by a sleep to say we end

The heart-ache, and the thousand natural shocks

That flesh is heir to, 'tis a consummation

Devoutly to be wish'd.  To die, to sleep;

To sleep: perchance to dream: ay, there's the rub;

For in that sleep of death what dreams may come,

When we have shuffled off this mortal coil,

Must give us pause: there's the respect

That makes calamity of so long life;

For who would bear the whips and scorns of time,

The oppressor's wrong, the proud man's contumely,

The pangs of despised love, the law's delay,

The insolence of office, and the spurns

That patient merit of the unworthy takes,

When he himself might his quietus make

With a bare bodkin? Who would fardels bear,

To grunt and sweat under a weary life,

But that the dread of something after death,

The undiscover'd country from whose bourn

No traveler returns, puzzles the will,

And makes us rather bear those ills we have

Than fly to others that we know not of?

Thus conscience does make cowards of us all,

And thus the native hue of resolution

Is sicklied o'er with the pale cast of thought,

And enterprises of great pitch and moment

With this regard their currents turn awry

And lose the name of action.

quietus - discharge or release from life

bodkin - a dagger

fardels - small burdens
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C. Thought Questions

1. Where are you likely to find attempts at persuasion to believe? Be specific. Say, for example, where in a newspaper you would look.

2. Where, specifically, are you likely to find attempts at persuasion to act in a certain way? 

3. Where, specifically, are you likely to find attempts at explaining a phenomenon? 

4. Where, specifically, are you likely to find attempts at explaining an action? 

5. Where, specifically, are you likely to find reasoning that leads you to a discovery? 

§1.2 Boundaries of persuasion 

All of the passages examined so far contain writing that appeals to our logical abilities: They all give reasons either to persuade us to believe something or to do something, or to explain why something occurred or was done, or to lead us to a surprising implication.  Passages like these can be found in many kinds of discourse, not simply in editorials or math books. As you start to appreciate how widespread such discourse is, though, you will be tempted to find it nearly everywhere. This is natural for anyone with a skeptical disposition, because much that we read contains controversial, puzzling or surprising statements. But not all discourse appeals to our logical abilities in the way the passages in §1.1 do.  For example, as your familiarity with advertisements will remind you, not all attempts to sway our opinions do so by giving reasons. Likewise, not all explanations consist in giving causes or purposes.  

The next step in becoming a critical thinker is to learn to tell when an author is attempting to persuade us or explain something to us by means of reasons and when the author is doing something other than giving reasons.  In this section we concentrate on discourse that might be mistaken for persuasion by means of reasons and in the following section we examine discourse that might be mistaken for explanations by means of reasons.

Upon a cursory reading, the following could seem to offer a justification. 

Lucy’s Feet. In 1974 in Ethiopia, anthropologist Donald Johanson discovered female skeletal remains that may be 3 million years old. The skeleton became known as Lucy. After examining Lucy’s bones, particularly fragments of her leg and foot, Johanson concluded that she walked upright, like modern humans.

Test Yourself: Before reading further, see if you can identify the most controversial belief in the passage.
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Johanson’s conclusion is obviously controversial. How could anyone tell how Lucy walked on the basis of a few fossils? Yet, if we read everything that contains a controversial claim with an expectation that the surrounding sentences are intended to support it, we will misunderstand much of what we read and find a lot of bad reasoning to boot. This passage tells us that the anthropologist reached his conclusion by examining bones from her leg and foot, but it does not tell us what it was about Lucy’s leg and foot bones that constitute evidence of how she walked. After all, some legs and feet enable creatures to walk upright but some don’t: the passage doesn’t tell us what characteristics of her legs and feet put her in the upright category. 
	Comparison of Pelvis and Foot Bones
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In order to remove doubt about Johanson’s conclusion we would have to learn something about how he determined that Lucy fit in the upright category.  To draw the conclusion that the passage reports bad reasoning, however, would be to misunderstand its purpose. It was not intended to tell us what Johanson’s evidence was, but merely to report on what he concluded and what he examined to find his evidence. Let us say the passage alludes to a justification without actually giving one. The actual justification would be too complicated for a world history text. Of course, with just a bit of effort we could find what Johanson noticed about Lucy’s legs and feet that convinced him that Lucy walked upright.

· Sometimes discourse merely alludes to reasons without mentioning them.

Compare Lucy’s Feet with an example that comes from an article in a science magazine, specifically devoted to Lucy’s walk. 

Clown Shoes. Randall Susman and his colleagues reported on their method of analyzing Lucy’s gait: they videotaped volunteers walking around in clown shoes. By strapping on elongated sneakers, the modern walkers gave themselves simulated Lucy feet, which were 30 percent longer, relative to her leg length, than are our feet or those of most of our other ancestors. When the researchers analyzed the tape they found that hip, knee and ankle joints move quite differently to accommodate a longer foot than they do for a human-size foot. “These and other data,” Susman notes, “suggest that Lucy did not walk the way we do.”

Clown Shoes tells us not only what the researchers concluded, but also what their evidence was and even how they obtained it. Ironically, Susman’s research, conducted a generation after Johanson’s, led him to a conclusion precisely opposite Johanson’s – Lucy did not walk like we do.      

The exercise at the end of this section includes some passages that do not contain attempts at discovery, persuasion or explanation. You will be asked to decide not merely which kind of attempt a passage contains, but whether it contains any at all.  In order to help you think about that question, let’s examine a few additional passages that might be as problematic as Lucy’s Feet is. Here is a tricky example from a journal of political opinion. 

Conservative Case. In contemporary American political debate, struggles over abortion are usually treated as conflicts between rival interpretations of individual rights.  Those who favor abortion most often invoke the “right to choose” of the woman who has conceived the fetus.  Those who oppose abortion focus on the “right to life” of the fetus.  But there is a third position that is largely overlooked.  Essentially conservative and “pro-family” it favors abortion as the right choice to promote healthy family life under certain circumstances.

Test yourself: According to this passage, what position on the issue of abortion do people take who believe in a right to life?
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Since the subject matter of Conservative Case is three positions on a very controversial topic, it might appear to contain an attempt at persuasion. But does it? The author mentions the two most familiar positions in the abortion debate. To say that a position “invokes” or “focuses on” something suggests attempts at persuasion: the advocates take a side in the controversy and support their side with reasons. He is reporting that other people have specific beliefs on the issue and indicating at least one of their reasons for that belief. Based on his reports, we can make their reasoning explicit without any difficulty. For instance, one side reasons: 

The fetus has a right to life. 

Abortion denies the fetus that right. 

So, we should not allow abortion. 

But, even though we can mine two justifications from this paragraph, they are not attempts by the author to justify anything; rather, the author is reporting the reasoning of others. The reports will set the stage for the author’s argument, which endorses a third position that compromises between these two apparently irreconcilable viewpoints.

The author alludes both to the content of his own position and to the terms in which he will justify it. This is good rhetorical practice in that it prepares the reader for what is to come. But in this paragraph the author does not provide any reasons for his own view. Thus it would be a mistake to try to identify or evaluate the author’s justification of abortion on the basis of this paragraph alone. We need to read the ensuing paragraphs.

· Do not confuse a report of someone else’s reasoning with reasons the author gives in support of his own opinion!
The rest of the article is filled with attempts by the author to persuade the reader to accept his position rather than another. For example,

Bourgeois Responsibility. The choice to give birth to a child is not always the right one. In fact, under some conditions, choosing to give birth may be socially dysfunctional, morally irresponsible or even cruel: inimical to the forces of stability and bourgeois responsibility conservatives cherish.

Test Yourself: Before reading further, see if you can identify one or more reasons the author gives for sanctioning abortion under certain conditions.

Where Conservative Case merely alludes to a position on abortion that will be presented later in the article, as well as to reasons that will be given for it, Bourgeois Responsibility actually gives some of the author’s reasons for supporting abortion “under some conditions.” For example, he writes that under some conditions prohibiting abortion may be socially dysfunctional. There is more to the story, of course, because he has not yet said what those conditions are or what he means by “socially dysfunctional.” 

We have been discussing writing in which an author alludes to a justification without giving it. Our next example makes a very controversial claim, without even alluding to a justification on the horizon.      

Totalitarian Subjects. The ideal subject of totalitarian rule is not the convinced Nazi or the convinced Communist, but people for whom the distinction between fact and fiction and the distinction between true and false no longer exists. (Hannah Arendt)

Totalitarian Subjects makes two controversial claims in a single sentence. On the one hand, it is controversial to deny that Nazis and Communists are ideal subjects of totalitarian rule: Nazi Germany and the Soviet Union are well-known examples of societies we regard as totalitarian.  On the other hand, many people who deny a distinction between fact and fiction, or true and false - you might say, people who prefer to see gray where others see black and white - think that people who accept the doctrine would not be dogmatic, and hence would be more tolerant. Totalitarian regimes are not especially tolerant. But in spite of the fact that Totalitarian Subjects contains these two controversial ideas, it does not give us reasons to accept either one of them. On what grounds do we say this?  Common sense tells us that it’s bad strategy to remove an audience’s doubt about one claim by appealing to another dubious claim. Totalitarian Subjects is not an attempt at persuasion. It simply consists of two unsupported, controversial claims.

· Reasons should be less controversial than claims they are alleged to support.

As the things you are learning in this course are new to you, you will perhaps attempt to find reasoning in Totalitarian Subjects. You have not yet developed the skills of distinguishing discourse that persuades by giving reasons from imposters, and the passage does contain ideas that appear to demand thinking on the reader’s part. Moreover, we have claimed that studying this book will improve your logical abilities.  So you might expect that any controversial statement we have included will be accompanied by reasons to support it. The skills you are going to learn will improve your ability to think productively about heady passages like this. For, they will give you a clearer picture of what reasoning looks like, both as it appears in the original English and as it appears in the schematic diagrams we will employ. With paradigms of reasoning – along with practice - you will gain confidence in the face of a discourse that is confusing or intimidating and not be tempted to regard it as something it is not.

So, what is the purpose of Totalitarian Subjects? Arendt wants to provoke her readers to think about why denying a distinction between true and false would make someone an ideal candidate for totalitarian rule, so that they will come to discover – for themselves - why they should not want to deny such a distinction.  She does not give the reasons that will lead to this discovery, at least not in this sentence. She may give them elsewhere in the piece from which the sentence was taken.  So, we might either cast our net more broadly and read further to see if we can find the reasons, or decide that the author intends the reader to come up with them on his own. 


Here is one more case which might tempt you to think persuasion is afoot.  It too involves heady ideas, but the difficulty it presents is not the same as that of Totalitarian Subjects.

Science as Art. In a statement that many of this group of sociologists would endorse, Barry Barnes argues that it is wrong to describe the scientist as gaining knowledge through the contemplation of an external nature.  Knowledge, according to Barnes, is to be accounted for in terms of social interests just as surely as social forces set the “conventional forms of artistic expression.”
 

Science as Art reports the ideas of a sociologist, who clearly holds some controversial views. Does it report the sociologist’s reasoning as well?  The phrase “argues that” points to an argument given somewhere.  Is that argument contained in this passage, though?  Both statements are controversial:  Almost no one in the general public would deny that scientists study nature that is external to them; likewise, few from the general public would accept that scientific knowledge depends on social forces the way art does. The goal of justification is to remove a statement from the sphere of the doubtful, and it would be pretty bad strategy to do this by means of a statement which may itself be as dubious as the one it is alleged to support. For justification to succeed, reasons must be statements the audience is inclined to accept. (Whether they are justified in accepting them is a separate issue). Neither of the statements in the preceding fits in that category.  Unless we have good evidence for thinking that an author is supporting a dubious statement by an equally dubious statement, it’s probably best to say there is no attempt at justification.


What is the purpose of these two sentences, then?  The sociologist’s thesis is a rather subtle and complex matter; it is not easy to understand just what that thesis comes to.  In order to help the audience to understand the thesis, the author (who neither endorses nor rejects that thesis here) gives a couple of different ways of thinking about it. On the one hand sociologists tell us that scientists do not gain knowledge as we imagine that they do, viz., by contemplating external nature.  On the other hand, they tell us that scientists do gain knowledge, but only in ways we don’t imagine, viz., by satisfying social interests.  The sociologist’s thesis, then, amounts to two sides of the same coin:  Scientists gain knowledge not by studying nature, but by satisfying social interests.  It is quite common for authors to present a complicated idea in smaller, more easily digested chunks.  But the chunks are not meant to support one another; rather they complement one another.

· Don’t confuse the elaboration of an idea in two or more sentences for an attempt at justification.

Totalitarian Subjects and Science as Art are alike in an interesting way. They both make pairs of claims that are related as follows: Such and such is not (as we might suppose) like this thing, but it is like this other thing (that we would not suppose). 

We know that controversial statements are an earmark of persuasion, and discourse that contains controversial statements is very common. But persuasion also requires reasons whose purpose is to convince us of the truth of those statements. Granted, we have not given much instruction on how to tell whether a statement is controversial or how to identify reasons. However, critical thinking does not begin in a vacuum. You already have enough of the requisite abilities to be able to identify the controversial statements in passages from 1.1. You use these abilities, built up over the years, in many situations each day.  For example, you are able to distinguish realistic from unrealistic outcomes of a basketball game and plausible from implausible excuses. Again, you have been able to pick out at least some of the reasons offered in behalf of those statements, simply by noticing that some statements can render others less doubtful.  There is more to logic than simply paying attention to your intuitions; but these intuitions – common sense, we might call them – are an excellent guide.  They will serve you well, provided you temper them with what you are about to learn about the language and structure of reasoning.   

Chapters 2 and 3 go more deeply into how to identify the various parts of a piece of reasoning by paying attention to both linguistic and contextual cues.  This will make identification easier and reduce the likelihood of misidentification.  

Summary

The point of this section is to make you aware of a boundary – not sharp, but nonetheless real – between discourse that appeals to your logical abilities and discourse that does not.  Early in your study of logic you are apt not to notice that boundary, particularly when you are reading on your own and encounter controversial opinions on confusing or intimidating topics.  You will find that if you re-read a passage, taking into account everything it says and perhaps restating it in more familiar terms, your logical intuitions will usually be able to tell on which side of the boundary it falls.  

Exercise 1.2

A. Outside assignment
On your own, find four passages each of which contains one of the following:

A. A persuasion to believe;

B. A persuasion to act;

C. An explanation of a natural occurrence or phenomenon;

D. An explanation of an action of an individual or group.

For pedagogical reasons, limit your choice to no more than 8 sentences. 

B.Identification 
Directions.  Read each of the passages below carefully and decide whether it contains a discovery, an attempt at persuasion to believe or to act, or an explanation of an event (or phenomenon) or an action. If it contains one of these, indicate which it is and identify as you did in Exercise 1.1 the sentence that contains the hidden implication, controversial belief, or action to be performed, or the phenomenon or action being explained. Warning: Some of the passages were not written for any of these purposes. If a passage was not, then so indicate by writing “none.”

Problems

1. Digital Age. Because the digital age lets us indulge our passions, the argument goes, we’re losing the shared experience that fuels workplace chatter.

2. Chastity. Lord, make me chaste and continent, but not yet. (St. Augustine)

3. God’s Existence. Something can exist only if it is a material thing. God is not a material thing. So God cannot exist. (Friedrich Engels)

4. Water Paradox. Philosophers and economists at least since Copernicus have noted that, although no substance is more valuable than water, none is more likely to be free. In The Wealth of Nations, Adam Smith called this the "diamond-water paradox": although water is essential for life, and the value of diamonds is mostly aesthetic, the price of water has always been far lower than that of diamonds.

5. Determinism. Determinism seems to rob us of our opportunities, seems to seal our fates in the total web of causal chains extending back into the past. We generally ignore this dire prospect. We all spend quite a lot of time thinking about how things may go today or next year, or might have gone if only such and such. We seem, in other words, to assume that our world is not deterministic.

6. Proverb. The fortunate ones will learn from the mistakes of others, the unfortunate ones will learn from their own mistakes.  (Arabic Proverb)

7.  Don’t Attack. Snowcroft, national security adviser to the first president Bush, staked out the realist position on CBS’s Face the Nation…A few days later he made a more comprehensive argument on the editorial page of the Wall Street Journal…Snowcroft’s article appeared in the newspaper’s edition of August 15, 2002, under the headline DON’T ATTACK SADDAM.
“We will all be better off when he is gone,” the retired general and Bush family confidant began. But he wanted to know what the case was for doing so at the moment. There was “scant evidence to tie Saddam to terrorist organizations, and even less to the Sept. 11 attacks.” What’s more, there “is little evidence to indicate that the United States itself is an object of his aggression.” So, Snowcroft methodically proceeded, attacking Iraq would undercut the U. S. counteroffensive against terrorism.

8. Long Winter. In The Long Winter Laura Ingalls Wilder writes:
Laura looked at the four pounds of beef.  She thought of the few potatoes left and she saw the partly filled sack of wheat standing in the corner. . . .

Laura could not help asking, “Pa, you couldn’t shoot a rabbit?”

Pa … did not answer Laura’s question.  She knew what the answer was.  There was not a rabbit left in all that country.  They must have gone south when the birds went.  Pa never took his gun with him when he was hauling hay, and he would have taken it if he had ever seen so much as one rabbit’s track.

9. Dams. While dams have made an important and significant contribution to human development, and benefits derived from them have been considerable, in too many cases an unacceptable and often unnecessary price has been paid to secure those benefits, especially in social and environmental terms, by people displaced, by communities downstream, by taxpayers and by the natural environment.

10. Having a bad reputation for schools and intelligence can harm a state's efforts to attract good companies and high-paying jobs.

11. Beach Robbery. Beach police theorized the trio of robbers who invaded the Tepper residence at 4830 Pine Tree Dr. about 9:15 a.m. yesterday arrived by boat.  They got away with $5,000 in jewelry and currency. 
A crew of linemen in the street outside the home saw no cars arrive or leave during the robbery.  But the rear of the house has a dock on Indian Creek.
12. Drug Coverage. The modest drug coverage authorized in the bill is hardly worth the price of privatization. Those with chronic illnesses and ongoing drug expenses will see little benefit because of the convoluted benefit structure. The average Medicare beneficiary who is currently without drug coverage and who spends about $2,300 on prescriptions, will actually spend $2,900 in 2007 even with the new benefit, assuming drug costs continue to rise at the same rate. That’s likely, since Congress has placed no cost controls on pharmaceuticals and indeed expressly forbids the government from using its muscle to bargain for lower drug prices, as it does in the Veteran’s Administration health system.

13. Experiment. An experiment, like every other event which takes place, is a natural phenomenon; but in a Scientific Experiment the circumstances are so arranged that the relations between a particular set of phenomena may be studied to the best advantage.  In designing an Experiment the agents and phenomena to be studied are marked off from all others and regarded as the Field of Investigation.

14. E-mail. E-mail has revolutionized the way messages are sent and received in the world of work. It has become the lifeblood of almost any business or organization because it expedites communications within your firm as well as communications outside, domestically or internationally. Professionals in the world of work may receive between 50 to 100 e-mails a day from supervisors, colleagues, clients, and a host of vendors and suppliers. Because e-mail is easy and immediate and assuming that you do not need to make a hard copy, it has moved businesses toward the uncluttered paperless office. Moreover, you can send a variety of documents via e-mail, including memos, correspondence, pictures, video clips, sound bites, and various tables, lists, and statistical files.

15. Indians. Erickson and Balée belong to a cohort of scholars that in recent years has radically challenged conventional notions of what the Western Hemisphere was like before Columbus. When I went to high school, in the 1970s, I was taught that Indians came to the Americas across the Bering Strait about thirteen thousand years ago, that they lived for the most part in small, isolated groups, and that they had so little impact on their environment that even after millennia of habitation the continents remained mostly wilderness. Schools still impart the same ideas today. One way to summarize the views of people like Erickson and Balée would be to say that they regard this picture of Indian life as wrong in almost every aspect. Indians were here far longer than previously thought, these researchers believe, and in much greater numbers. And they were so successful at imposing their will on the landscape that in 1492 Columbus set foot in a hemisphere thoroughly marked by humankind.

16. Conservation & Economics. One basic weakness in a conservation system based wholly on economic motives is that most members of the land community have no economic value. Wildflowers and songbirds are examples. Of the 22,000 higher plants and animals native to Wisconsin, it is doubtful whether more than 5 per cent can be sold, fed, eaten, or otherwise put to economic use. Yet these creatures are members of the biotic community and if (as I believe) its stability depends on its integrity, they are entitled to continuance.

17. Religious Right. Balmer often argues as passionately as an Old Testament prophet.  As only a fellow Evangelical could, he criticizes the ruse of selective literalism, by which those who insist on an inerrant Bible obsess over certain issues while deemphasizing others, such as divorce.
     Given their fervent stances on abortion and homosexuality, he says, “My question to the Religious Right is this:  If you are serious about your professed commitment to biblical literalism, why are you not working to outlaw divorce? To make it illegal except in cases of marital infidelity.”
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