REASONING FROM CLASSIFICATIONS AND DEFINITIONS

Many argumentation schemes have now been studimddern argumentation theories
(Hastings, 1963; Kienpointner, 1992; Walton, 20@&)J there has been in-depth inquiry
into well-known schemes like argument from exp@ihoon, argument from analogy,
and so forth. However, it is interesting to notileat very little attention has been paid to
what is arguably one of the most fundamental scsenmamely what has been in the
history of schemes referred to as “argument frombaleclassification”. Classification is
fundamental for the simple reason that reality nmeshamed and linguistically organized
in order to talk about it. Moreover, verbal clagsifion is in many ways the subtlest and
most powerful argumentative tool. Accepting a vedbassification, that is, the use of a
particular word to denote a fragment of realityjuiees accepting the classified object’s
possession of certain properties. The acceptanitteesé properties, without the audience
(respondent) realizing it, may, by inference, warthe acceptance of a conclusion. In
this paper we will look at several examples fromaokHessons can be drawn. In
particular, we will show how the process of “namreglity” or classifying it can be used
in inferences leading to value judgmehor instance, the conclusion “This is a bad
company” can be supported by a factual premise as¢h has monopolized the
market”. Schiappa (2003, p. 131) and Zarefsky (2@p0@04) call this strategy argument
by definition (Zarefsky uses also the name ‘pernstadefinition’) and represent it as a
pattern of the following kindx is P (thereforex is good/bad). These argumentation
patterns, both based on endoxical propositionspeamsed fallaciously by manipulating
the commitments (c@ndoxa of the interlocutor.

The modern concept of classification or namingcdbss the effects of a process of
inference grounded on a semantic link between mesrand conclusion called in the
ancient tradition focus a definition& namely topics from definition. Definition, in logr
words, describes the semantic reason linking aigeesuch a®, “Bounce — O Company
controls the manufacture of all ping-pong ballshie U.S.” to the conclusio@

“Therefore Bounce — O company is a ping-pong balhapoly” (Windes — Hastings
1965, p. 160). The logical link between the clasatfon conclusion to the premise can
be described by the missing premise “monopoly rgrob of the market”, namely a
definition of the concept of “monopoly”.

If the argument from verbal classification showsvitbe conclusion is a
classification of a fragment of reality based omeaharacteristics (namely hdw
follows fromP in virtue of a link of classification), it does t&how the semantic-
ontological reason why the premises and the comiwe linked (namely why
“monopoly” and “control of the market” are connetitand how). The concept of
definition, grounded in the Aristotelian semantistem, can help understand the missing
relation between the logical aspects of the reagpmiased on a logical relationship, and
the reasons of its reasonableness.

2. The role of classification and definition in argimentation

1 This is not to interpret such arguments as puretpal in nature. Argument from values (positive o

negative) is a distinct argumentation scheme iows right, and it can be joined to arguments from
classification in significant ways, as severalta examples in this paper will show.



Definition plays a fundamental role in the procetslassification. However, before
analyzing how reasoning from classification workd #e relation between definition
and classification, we want to take into accouaiigumentative power, namely how
classification and definitions can become powegfigumentative strategies.

The use of definition and classification is extrém@mmplex and deeply embedded in
argumentatiof. The primary role of definition is the determiioatof the issue at stake.
If two parties in a dialogue do not share the sanderstanding of the problem, there is a
risk that the goal of the argumentation will notamieved. In other words, the
interlocutors can talk about the same words withallking about the same concepts.
Aristotle highlighted this fundamental role of defion (Sophistical Refutationg opic9
taking into consideration the concept of polisemg &llacies from ambiguity.
Definitions however play other functions in argur@ion and in particular they can be
powerful instruments of persuasion, as emerges thentheories of Perelman,
Stevenson, and Schiappa. In particular, definitsaine instrument of naming reality,
namely the aspect of shared knowledge allowingtorgave a name to a fragment of
reality. However, naming in many cases is not gu@entatively neutral process. On the
contrary, names can constitute powerful instrumehfgersuasion and manipulation.

1.1. The argumentative and persuasive uses ofitil@fin

In Perelman and Olbrecht-Tytec&Be New Rhetoridefinitions are seen as standpoints
that need to be supported by arguments (suchrasstance, etymology or
consequences), and as arguments grounding a tBeéisitions, for this reason, are
analyzed as the result of an argumentation andeagremises for an ulterior
argumentative move. lihe New Rhetorjadefinitions are seen as instruments which can
be used to influence the relations between theeggrand a whole system of thought
(Perelman and Olbrechts-Tyteca, 1969, p. 213).fAidien, for this reason, is always a
matter of choice. The correspondence of identitywben thedefiniensand the
definiendumis a quasi-logical relation, argumentatively watesl. The most prominent
argumentative strategy based on definition higlédihby Perelman is the dissociation of
concepts. In order to support a point of view, Binitéon is used to reduce the denotation
of a concept, by splitting the previous meaninghefterm into two concepts. For
instance (p. 418),“true” equity is opposed to “aod’ equity, thereby introducing a
polisemic use of the term “equity” and distingurgibetween two different concepts.
This theory has been developed by Van Rees (26&5)proposal is based on the
observation that dissociation is always employeidtimduce a new meaning of the word
defined, which bears a certain connotation or valdgment.

The notion of dissociation introduces anotheremly interesting function of
definition, namely emotive persuasion. Some wardéct, have an “emotive force” or
are associated to certain consequences, suchasdegs (for instance, if a person is
characterized as a “thief” he will be prosecutddhe relation between definitions,
emotive language, and argumentation has been agy@an the principal works of
Stevenson and Schiappa.

For an insight into the argumentative use ofrdtdin, see (Robinson, 1950), (Walton, 2005),

¥ The concept of dissociation and of the emotivedmf words is analyzed also in (Hallden, 1960).



Stevenson iiethics and Languaggrounds his account of persuasive definition upon
a behaviorist theory of language. The meaningwbal is the correlation between the
sign and the reaction it provokes in the interloc¢Stevenson, 1944, p. 54). There are
two principal reactions, or types of meaning: tbgrative and the emotive reaction. The
descriptive (cognitive) meaning is in some instanoased on the emotive meaning.
Some terms, in fact, are emotively charged bectnggereferent is positively considered
by the community of speakers. On the other handpme cases, such as ethical terms
(the adjective “good” for instance), the two megsicannot be distinguished. At the
same time, these terms signify certain propertigsewvoke a certain behavior. This
linguistic foundation is basic to understanding shrategies of persuasive definitions and
guasi-definitions. In cases of persuasive defingja term that has a descriptive and an
emotive meaning is re-defined in order to changeéénotation. Its denotation can be
restricted or enlarged, in order for the emotiecton to apply to the categorization of a
particular fragment of reality. The emotions of theerlocutors are directed towards the
desired object. For instance, a positively valthtsuch as “culture” can be re-defined
as being grounded on the fundamental property fifwality”, and thereby including in
this positive category of “cultured” people who kavo wide knowledge. The mirror
image of the persuasive definition is the quasiritain. In this argumentative technique,
the descriptive meaning is left unaltered, whike &motive meaning is changed. For
instance, the positive emotive attitude elicitedtmy word “virtue” may be changed by
the quasi definition “virtue is an antiquated rudfbivhich robs a man of all
individuality”. In this case, a positively connotegtm can be used to express a negative
emotive attitude that, in effect, works as an uestgpremise in an argument.

Another interesting approach to definitions anth&r use in argumentation is
Schiappa’s pragmatic theory. Schiappa refusesctugreze that words have an essential
meaning, and instead defends a “social construstioconception of reality and
language. He develops this position to supporttdmelusion that defining reality means
advocating a theory and a point of view. Definimghis opinion, is describing the use of
a word to refer to objects according to the way thay are conceived by people. Every
definition is based on a set of similarity-diffecerrelationships, by means of which the
speakers can classify reality. These relationsihgpse from the process of learning, and
the meaning of a word is identified in the dene®tonformity of a community of
speakers. Schiappa, considering learning to beethét of a process of persuasion in
which a theory is imposed on the learner, descidedéisition as a means of leading the
interlocutor to accepting a specific theory. Fas tlieason definition is depicted as an
argumentative act whose goal is to alter our vaduatf reality, an act imposing a
different way of thinking. Schiappa applied thisdhy to the study of the “definitional
ruptures”, or re-definitions. A re-definition isneys advanced to defend a particular
viewpoint, such as in the case of the redefinibbfdeath” as “brain death”. This
terminological change was done for the purposetdreling the denotation of the term.
On the other hand, a definitional change can bpeed for the purpose of changing a
determinate perspective on a fragment of realitysum, to fully grasp a definition we
need to see it as dependent on the goal of theeatefi a talk exchange.

Schiappa distinguished between two main schematuelko definition:

| Argument from definition | Argument by definition




| Al Xare Z; Y is an X; therefore Y is Z | X is Y (¢mefore R) |

The second scheme, by definition, is based ondhgupsive use of naming. Naming a
state of affairs X as Y is an argumentative straf@gvoking an emotion (a reaction R).
For instance, a complex reality can be denoted ‘lopmestic term” (for instance, a
missile can be named “Peacekeeper”) or a “buretiat¢esim”, incomprehensible for
most of the interlocutors (for instance, neutrombs are called “radiation enhancement
weapon”). Names can enhance positive attitudesatige same time denote or conceal a
fragment of reality commonly considered negativi@is tharacteristic of words is
exploited in some descriptions. Defining and nanforgSchiappa always express an
attitude, orientating the interlocutor towards gai@ conclusion. Describing reality is on
his view never neutral either. The same realitylwalifferently framed, in order for it to
be differently categorized. Some aspects of atsina@r of an object can be emphasised
while others are concealed or ignored. For thisarathe same fragment of reality can
be differently described to defend specific powitsiew. Schiappa’s theory, we can
notice, is extremely interesting since it highlgktite fundamental relation between
definition, reality, and attitude. However, the fiddtional relativism” his theory is
grounded upon is problematic. His view that a deéin is always aimed at altering our
valuation of reality seems not to distinguish betweedefinitions, fallacious definitions,
and definitions shared by a community.

Schiappa and Stevenson point out the argumentatidgersuasive use of definition.
Both stress the fundamental relation between eme@md predication, and how a
definition plays a crucial role in legitimating aeglication of an emotive word or of a
term which is argumentatively relevant (for instanlegal terms). In particular, whereas
Schiappa focuses on the persuasive uses of definlBtevenson analyzes the structure of
persuasion through definition distinguishing betwéee descriptive and the emotive
component of meaning.

1.2. Definitions, values, and argumentation

If we take into consideration the persuasive useetnition and Stevenson’s distinction
between emotive and descriptive meaning, we catotrgconstruct the inferential
structure of the argumentative use of definitionpérticular, if we inquire into
Aristotle’s concepts of choice and action, we catice that the structure of the
argumentative move can be analyzed as a two séspmang: a process of classification
and an inference drawn from the notion of “value”.

In Aristotle’s TopicsandNicomachean Ethi¢cghe good, the pleasant and the useful,
namely the desirableiipstov) (Topics118b, 27-30), are considered the principle of will
and action Ethicslll, 4), “for everything aims at the goodT¢pics116a 18). Because
the choice is based on the will which aims at tgirdble, the desirable itself is the
foundation of the decision making. The topics & third book of Aristotle’d opicscan
be considered a set of reasons aimed at estalgigHiat is desirable, on the basis of the
interlocutor’s interests and experiences. In othenrds, these topics can be used to
determine what is good, what is bad, and whattigben the basis of values, namely
reasons to act. If we apply the Aristotelian pnhes to the argumentation based on
definition and classification, we can see how thenection between a classification and



the evaluation is simply a matter of common knowkdConcepts such as “beauty”,
“youth”, “courage”, “culture” are commonly consigelto be positive in our culture
(obviously this evaluation is highly subjective andturally bound). In other words,
these concepts are positive values and therefaieatie and reasons to act. The
classification itself works in these cases as apligih argument as in the analysis of the
following classification of “the suppression of tbpponents of Bolshevism”:

These actions [the suppression of the opponeriteedolshevism] are acts of peace.

| Therefore these

Lau:tiu:uns are good

_ = — —— — —

Thesze actions [the IFnaau:e iz goodd y What leads to

e IFIEETD | | e |
suppression of the good result iz tself
opponents of the | oot |
Bolzhevism]ate | — — =
actz of peace.

| &n act of peace is y The suppreszion of y
|an act whose goal | the opponents of |
iz to defend the | |Bozhevizm is an act
|expansion of |aimed at defending
LEiDshevism | the expanszion of
_____ |Bolshevizm |

Figure 1: Argument Diagram for the Bolshevism Exame

In the grey boxes the implicit premises are represk We should observe that in the
argument represented by the classification of “seggion of the opponents of
Bolshevism” two crucial steps can be identifiedeTinst step is the process of
characterizing the fragment of reality consideredats of peace” by means of an
implicit redefinition of “act of peace”. The secostdp is the evaluation of the
suppression of the opponents, grounded on an ecaelgemise (peace is good) and a
maxim, what leads to good results is itself goodgtatle, Rhetoricl, 6). This second
implicit step leads to the conclusion that the sapgion of the opponents is good
(desirable). This evaluation is an implicit commetm to the rightfulness of the action.



The argumentation process leading from values tevatuation, and therefore to a
commitment, can be represented by the followingiia@ntation scheme from values
(Walton, Reed and Macagno, cap. 9):

Argumentation from Values

PREMISE1: ValueV is positiveas judged by age#t (judgment value)

PREMISE2: The fact that valu¥ is positiveaffects the interpretation and
therefore the evaluation of gad@alof agentA (If valueV is good
it supports commitment to god, ).

CONCLUSION: Vis a reason for retaining commitment to gGal

The second premise, in particular, represents siaaion of the possible maxims
connecting values and evaluations. It leads frarlassification of a situation (acts of
peace) to an evaluation (acts of peace are desjrafdhich is in itself an action (agent A
supports acts of peace). By distinguishing betwhberprocess of classification from the
evaluation (using the argumentation from valuestoead in (Walton, Reed and
Macagno, cap. 9)), we can identify the role of wigfn plays in the persuasive process
of persuasive definitions and how a definition baeome manipulative.

1.3. Manipulating definitions

If we analyze the possible types of manipulatioocpeding from the persuasive uses of
definition, we can see that there are three maialogies of fallacies related to the
process of classification. First, it is possibletfte definition not to be shared by the
interlocutor. Second, it can be the case not drdythe definition is not shared, but also
that the evaluation of the concept defined is eftemhird, the interlocutors might agree
on the fact that the features given occur in anitédn of an object, but the description of
the fragment of reality (the object) is alteredthy speaker in order for the object to fall
into the classification.

An example of the first case is the Leninist deiom of peace (Codevilla, 2003, pp.
69-70). Peace is defined as everything that favtiregxpansion of Bolshevism,
included war itself. This new meaning of the wopaédce” is used (or imposed) to
classify acts of war. Obviously, this concept o#dgoe”, like many other concepts (such
as “revolution’ itself (Codevilla, 2003, p. 63))net commonly shared by all
interlocutors. The same word, for this reason,lmnsed to signify two contradictory
concepts, and thereby manipulate communication.

In other cases, it can be the case that the defing shared, but the evaluation of the
concept it refers to is not. For instance, as Atistpointed out inopicsll, 11), in some
communities it is honorable to sacrifice the fattvénereas in others it is not. The same
concept (for instance “to sacrifice a relative’hdze defined in the same fashion, but
differently evaluated. However definitions can Isedito change the evaluation of the
concept, as we can notice in the following caseli@fie, 2000, p. 98), in which Don Juan
is trying to persuade his interlocutor, Sganareifehe negativity of marriage and
fidelity:



DoN JuaN: What! Would you restrict a man to staying chaiteethe first woman who takes
his fancy, have him give up everything for her arder look at any others again? The idea is
ludicrous — making a bogus virtue out of beinghfait, being trapped forever in the same
relationship and as good as dead from youth onwartte other pretty faces that might

catch our eye! No no: fidelity is for imbeciles.| Aeautiful women are entitled to our love,
and the accident of being the first on the sceneldh’t deprive the rest of the rightful

claims they have on our affections.

In this example, it is interesting to notice how #ituation is described not only using a
not-shared definition of marriage, fidelity and éowut also a not-shared evaluation of
these concepts. In this argument, in fact, thelggyrgaresupposes that being committed to
a relationship is not desirable (trapped), thattbenen look for the kind of affection
described as “love” and that the men have to fuli¢ appetitive desires of women.
These premises are hardly accepted as true byténoicutor, a defendant of the
faithfulness in the marriage and of the positiveigaf the original concepts. This
redefinition takes into consideration only someid&atal aspects of the concept defined,
namely that a relationship can be a trap. The nugetiipn of the concept defined leading
to altering the values associated todkeé&nienduntan consist of narrowing or
broadening a concept that sometimes is vague (seedAin, 2000), including positive
(negative) accidental aspects or excluding pos{tregative) essential aspects of the
concept. There is nothing inherently fallacioushie speaker’s defining a particular way
he is using a term. The risk of fallacy can ari¢emwhe is presenting the particular word
use as the proper use of the word everybody agieas The risk of sophistry lies in the
fact that the concept defined by the speaker isheosame as the hearer’s, but is
presented as such. By narrowing down a concejgtpiissible to select only the worst or
best aspects of the reality it refers to. We caammére the following example, in order to
make this concept clearer (Goarke, Tindale 20099).

Socialism is that form of government that stealalthefrom energetic people and divides it
among the lazy poor.

Here the definition is of a commonly shared conceptialism. The definition, instead
of referring to the whole reality of what is comnhypmtended to be “socialism”, takes
into consideration only a particular aspect oh&mely its degeneration. The thing, the
concept defined is another concept, namely therdgeed socialism, or the worst
effects of socialism, not “socialism” itself. Thefaher, in other words, defines a new
concept and make the negative emotive inferencégegienerate socialism” apply to
“socialism in its entirety.

The last case regards the relation between adhkafaition and a not-shared
framing of the situation. In order for a state fiais to fall into a definition, it has to
present the essential features stated in the tefiniThe speaker can use a shared
definition, but presuppose that the situation presseome inexistent features, or suppress
relevant evidence. For instance we can analyzexhmple belo

4 http://www.cwfpac.com/chairmans_corner_speechesld 01.htm



Reverend BARRY LYNN (Americans United): | just think it's incredibly inappropriate
when you've got the head of an agency or a depattofigovernment having a daily
religious ritual that includes some people andafrse, by definition...

MATTHEWS: OK, ritual--loaded term.

Rev. LYNN: ...excludes some.

MATTHEWS: Loaded term, ritual.

Rev. LYNN: Oh, sure. But it is--but it is a prayer sessiostualy section. It does include a
prayer as well and | think that the proof...

The word “ritual” presupposes a situation includimgg only prayers, but also some
ceremonials making the situation itself a “religgazeremony”. Here the definition is
shared, but the situation is framed including félett are not accepted by the other party,
such as the presence of prayers. In fact, in gtentave, Rev. Lynn has to prove that
there are prayers as well. The classification eabdsed also on the suppression of
relevant evidence. For instance we can consideotfmving caseé:

'‘Once again Britain has been found sucking updtatbrships.' (Or maintaining friendly
relations with strong governments. Note how ‘foungblies that we were discovered in a
guilty secret.)

Here the classification is put forward referringtie relationships between Britain and
fascist countries. If we consider this statememictvcan be used as an implicit argument
for drawing a value judgement on Britain, we catiagthat the move consisting of
classifying dictatorships as “strong governmengsfallacious. The definitions of
“government” and “dictatorship” are shared, anganticular nobody would think that
“dictatorship” does not include in its definitionet suppression of political rights. The
classification move presupposes that the countnestioned do not suppress political
rights (otherwise they would be dictatorships, andgovernments), framing the
situation in a fallacious way. The suppressioniet@s of information relevant to the
making of a classification can be considered assa of suppression of evidence. This
strategy is often used to depict a complex realitger a single label (see Rigotti 2005;
Lakoff, 1996, p. 320; Goarke, Tindale 2004, pp.839-

2. Schemes from verbal classification

As seen in the section above, naming reality caexaenined as having two
argumentative aspects: it is grounded on defirstimnd it often leads to evaluative
inferences. In this section the inference leadiogifa definition to a classification, or to
naming reality, will be analyzed, starting from teading theories on argument from
classification.

We can observe that the accounts presented appiftabpic of reasoning from
classification from two different points of viewn@he one hand, Hastings is concerned
with the logical structure of the link between prs@s and the classificatory conclusion,
without considering the semantic reason allowirgftictual premise to support the
classificatory conclusion. On the other hand, Keenfmer’'s approach to argument
schemes is more related to the connection betweeocanclusion and the semantic

5

http://www.adamsmith.org/logicalfallacies/00063#&



reason. In particular, he examines the argument ftefinition. From the analysis of
Hastings’ and Kienpointner’'s schemes we come tesasthe potential weaknesses of
Walton’s argumentation scheme from verbal classiio® and propose a new
formulation of this inferential pattern.

2.1 Hastings

Hastings, in his Ph.D. thesis (1963), identified s¢hemes that can be treated under the
label of argument from classification. The firsheme, in fact, leads from a set of
characteristics to the attribution of a predicata subject, much like the process of
classification described above. In the second seharsubject, classified as X, is
predicated of the definition of X. In other wordisst a predicate is attributed to a subject
(the subject is classified); then in virtue of thedinition of the predicate some
fundamental characteristics are attributed to thgest.

We can notice that the second scheme is the nimage of the first. The definition
used to classify a subject is in the latter schappied to the classified subject. We can
represent the two argument schemes as followsHastngs, 1963, pp. 36-52):

Argument from Criteria to Verbal Classification

Event or object X has characteristics A, B, C...
If x has characteristics A, B, C... theis Q
Therefore, event or object X is Q.

For example, Hastings gives the following example36):

In Voluntary health insurance you generally gebargeturn for your money because
overhead and profits of the insurance company gauge chunks of the premiums you pay.
On individual policies these companies spend farlogad and profits an average of about
60% of what you pay them and only about 40 cent®af premium dollar goes for benefits
to policyholders. Obviously such insurance is ahtyigpoor buy.

40% return on o, certainly, thiz is
premmium — a poor return for the
money.
warrant

Since 40% return in
health insurance
can be described as
& poar return

Unless ather
companies can do
no better.

Figure 2: Hastings’ Insurance Example
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Hastings highlights the fact that the classificafpwoceeds from the evidenit&t is
presentedThis is an extremely interesting observation, siwe can notice that it is
connected to the ancient studies on isss&si§. According to this ancient theory (see
Cicero and Hermagoras), the process of classificdtillows two other stages, in which
evidence is collected and the definition of then®is established.

The classification, moreover, proceeds from a ofilelassification that is shared by
the audience. There are seven critical questidastad to this scheme (pp. 42-45):

C.Q1 What is the implicit definition being used?

C.Q.2 Is the definition acceptable: are the cdt@dceptable as a definition of the
classification, label, adjectival category, etc.?

C.Q.3 Are there exceptions or qualifications todkénition and criteria?

C.Q4 Are other criteria necessary for an adegdetfieition?

C.Q.5 Do the characteristics described meet therz?

C.Q.6 Are enough characteristics described tofjustclusion in this category?

7]

C.Q.7 Could the event fit better into another catggor be classified differently on the basi
of its characteristics?

In Hastings’ argument from characteristics to vedbassification we can notice that the
critical questions play a fundamental role. In shreicture of the inference nothing is said
about the nature of the conditional propositionemas the critical questions specify that
the strength of the inference depends on the aaloidipt of the definition.

If the argument from criteria to verbal classifioa represents the conditions of the
predication of a name, argument from definitiomharacteristics highlights the structure
of the inferences that can be drawn from the pedidin itself. In his account of argument
from definition to characteristics, Hastings (1988;54) did not appear to offer any
precise schematic form representing this argumentatheme, even though he did set a
list of three critical questions correspondinghis type of argument (53-54). The
following new argumentation scheme for argumentfiefinition to characteristics was
put forward in (Walton, 2007, Pluto).

Argumentation Scheme for Argument from DefinitianG@haracteristics

Premise: according to the definiti@nof concep(C, propertyP is included inC according
toD.
Conclusion: thereforP is a property o€.

In argument from definition to characteristicstate of affairs is named in a certain way
and, on the basis of the definition of the namejesgharacteristics are predicated of the
state of affairs. The characteristics predicatetthénconclusion might be semantic
characteristics contained in the definition, or licgtions drawn from the definition. As
in the case of argument from classification, thengise, that is the definition, must be
acceptable and accepted by the interlocutors, exsfegal in the critical questions
(Hastings, 1963, p. 53):

C.Q. 1 | Isthe definition an accurate or an agrgemhudefinition?

C.Q. 2 | Do the implications or characteristics fallfyom the premises?
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| C.Q.3 | Are any conflicting, inconsistent, or sugeliag principles involved? \

The structure of the scheme can be understood tgidering the following diagram
displaying the structure of an argument from (Rebm 1947, p. 200):

Since you believe in tolerance in all things, yawdano right to be so critical of this man's
ungentlemanly conduct.

vou believe in wou have no right to
talerance in all he =o critical of thiz
things man's ungertlemanly
conduct
lwarrant '

|Since, tolerance |
implies not to be |
| critical of anything

Figure 3: Robinson’s Tolerance Example

Here the scheme proceeds from an implicit definibbtolerance (tolerance is the
acceptance of any kind of behavior or positionepted by the audience and
presupposed by the assertion ‘you believe in taea From the definition an

implication is drawn in the conclusion. Toleranaden understood as the acceptance of
any kind of behavior or position, implies an abgeatcriticisms of any kind of conduct
or position. This kind of argument can not onlydea a conclusion based on an
implication, but also to a conclusion proceedirggrirthe predication of a semantic
feature of the definition, as follows (Hastings639p. 48):

If the United States be not a government propdrabwassociation of States in the nature of
contract merely, can it, as a contract be peaceaatthade, by less than all the parties who
made it? One party to a contract may violate iteak it, so to speak, but does it not
require all to lawfully rescind it?

If the United States cettainly, then it
are joined by a — requires all states to
contract rescind the contract,
one state cannot
rescind it.
warrant

The nature of a
contract requires
action of all parties
o vaoid it

Unless the definttion
i wrong, ather
principles apply, etc.

Figure 4: Toulmin’s Structure of Hastings’ Contract Example
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2.2 Kienpointner

The most extensive account of arguments schemesdiassification is given in
Kienpointner (1992). IRlltagslogikfour schemes from definition are identified and th
classifications by means génus and whole and parts are analyzed. The schemms fro
definition can be represented as follows (1992 250-252):

Type of scheme Scheme

Descriptive What is predicated of the definition is also pratkel of thedefiniendum
andvice versa

X is predicated of the definition

Therefore X is predicated of tlkefiniendum

What thedefiniendunis predicated of, also the definition is predidabdé
Thedefinienduris predicated of X
Therefore the definition is predicated of X

Normative If X is defined by means of definition Y, valuatidnrelative to X is
justified

X is defined by means of definition Y

Therefore valuation Z relative to X is justified

If X is defined by means of definition Y, actioniZadvisable.

X is defined by means of definition Y

Therefore action Z is advisable

In these schemes, the definition can be substitydtie interpretation of the name (p.
259). The last two schemes are frequently use@rsuyasive definitions. In commercials,
a product is described as having a certain numhbgualities, leading to the conclusion
that it should be bought. The scheme can be pregeastfollows:

If product X is defined by means of Y, it is adwgato buy X.
Product X is defined by means of Y
It is advisable to buy X

The definition is necessary to the process of leason. If there is not a unique
definition of a term, the same reality can be cadhittorily classified. For instance, the
word “full employment” can be defined as “a sitoatin which only 5.5% of the
population of a country is unemployed”. If this ikgfon is considered, a country like the
U.S.A. can be classified as and characterized Wy émployment”. On the other hand,
the same term can be defined as “a country in walicthe employable adult people have
a full-time activity”. In this case, the same caynwvould be not be classified as and not
characterized by “full employment”.

Kienpointner’s account, we can notice, revivesaheient tradition on topics. The
“major” premise of the schemes, such as for ingaWhat is predicated of the definition
is also predicated of the definiendum and vicea/aepresents the ancient maxim of the
locusfrom definition (see for instance Boethius, 198859c). However, in its scheme it
is not clear how the general principle (the maxsmelated to the endoxical premise,
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namely the definition. This aspect of the argunsatieme from definition opens an
interesting perspective that will be developeda following subsection.

2.3. Developing argument schemes from classifinatio

The purpose of this subsection is to show how tgaraent schemes from classification
presented in the last section are somehow inadedquakescribe the semantics of the
inferential structure of the argument. By takingpinonsideration the weaknesses of the
schemes we can develop a new formulation of thenaegitation from classification.

In Walton (2006, p. 129), the following scheme freembal classification is advanced,
maintaining the structure of the scheme preseméthstings (1963):

Walton 2006 Scheme

INDIVIDUAL PREMISE a has property.

CLASSIFICATION For allx, if x has property, thenx can be classified as having propegty
PREMISE

CONCLUSION: a has property.

We should notice that in this scheme, such as Btikigs’ argument schemes, the relation
betweerF andG is not specified. If the structure of the inferemepresented is logically
valid, the reasonableness of the inference itsetddot seem to be considered in the
classification scheme. The conclusiaris blue’ follows logically from the classification
premise ‘for allx, if x is red therxis blue’ and from the premise ‘a is red’, but is
unreasonable. In (Walton, Reed and Macagno, 280& hature of the classification was
made clearer by developing the classification psenmto the following one:

CLASSIFICATION PREMISE(Walton, Reed and Macagno, 200Fr all x, if a fits
definition D, then x can be classified as havinggarty G.

Walton’s (2006) scheme can be therefore refinednaade more useful for describing
the inferential structure by making the naturehaf telation betweeh andG explicit.
However, even in this scheme, the relation betvizand G is not clear. A better
formulation of the inferential passage can be foumideinpointner.

If we take into consideration Kienpointner’s schemoen definition and apply it to a
case, the following argument will follow:

Thedefiniendunis predicated of X Bob is a man

What thedefiniendunis predicated of, If Bob is a man, then Bob is a rational animal
also the definition is predicated of

Therefore the definition is predicated of| X herefore Bob is a rational animal

However, we can notice, the endoxical premisedrati animal is the definition of man’
is lacking her& The only possible inference that can be drawmftioe premises is the
following:

®  We would like to thank Eddo Rigotti for his adeiand observation on this aspect of Kienpointner's

argument schemes.
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Thedefiniendunis predicated of X Bob is a man

What thedefiniendunis predicated of, If Bob is a man, then the definition of man is

also the definition is predicated of predicated of Bob

Therefore the definition is predicated of| X herefore the definition of man is predicated obBo

For this reason, we can represent the structutteeahference as follows (see Rigotti -
Greco 2006):

MAXIM ENDOXON

What thedefiniendunis predicated of, also
the definition is predicated of

Rational animal is the definition of man

PRELIMINARY CONCLUSION
What man is predicated of, also rational animakédicated of

Thedefinienduris predicated of X Bob is a man

Therefore the definition is predicated of X Bolaisational animal

Following the connection between the endoxon ardriaxim, the argumentation
scheme from criteria to verbal classification carfdrmulated as follows, merging
together the schemes advanced in (Walton, ReetYandgno, 2007) and (Walton
2008), in which :

DEFINITION PREMISE a fits definitionD

CLASSIFICATION For allx, if x fits definitionD, and D is the definition of G, then
PREMISE can be classified &5.

CONCLUSION: a has property.

In this scheme, we can notice, the reasonableri¢se mference is guaranteed by the
relation between the definition and dsfinitum whereas the relation between the
endoxical premise and the relation betwdefiniensanddefiniendumis represented by
the additional premise ‘D is the definition of Ghe classification premise could be also
represented as ‘What tlefiniendunis predicated of, also the definition is predidaté,
and D is the definition of GThe critical questions appropriate for this versabmhe
argument from verbal classification are the follogv(from Walton, Reed and Macagno,
2007, chapter 9)

CQ1: What evidence is there that D is an adeggetinition of G, in light of other

possible alternative definitions that might excladehaving G?

CQ2: s the verbal classification in the classifion premise based merely on a stipulative
or biased definition that is subject to doubt?

CQ3: Does actually fit definition D?

On this view, the abstract inferential structuregented in Hastings is combined with an
analysis of the semantic link between the defingigoremise and the conclusion. In

’ We would like to thank the anonymous refereenfsrcomments on this point.
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particular in the implemented argument scheme flefimition we can notice that by
making the link between the definition and tefiniendunmexplicit (“D is the definition
of G”) the endoxical nature of definition is highttited.

3. The nature of endoxical definitions: the traditon and the theory of predicables

The analysis of the argument schemes from verbatilcation shows how the link
between the premises and conclusion is groundedsemantic link which was called by
the tradition the maxim, and on an endoxical, ancwnly shared premise, namely the
definition itself. In the section above, in fact wok into account the structure of the
inference, showing how the conclusion depends @ncowditions:

¢ the objectk must fit the definition D

¢ D must be the (shared) definition of G
However, we can notice, there might be differepesyof definition of the same concept.
For instance, a concept such as “man” can be dkéiséthe rational animal”, “the
animal that can pity the Gods” “the biped animétie being composed of two legs, a
head, two arms...”, “the beingomo sapiens sapiemsidHomo sapiens idaltbelong
to”...There might be many types of definition, di#et for the semantic content (for
instance “man is the rational animal” and “marhis laughing animal”) or for their
structure (for instance “man is the rational aninaald “man is the being composed of
two legs, a head, two arms...”.

In the first case, we can notice, the acceptahlitthe conclusion of a reasoning from
definition depends only on the acceptability of tieéinitional premise. For instance, we
can consider the two different inferences drawmfiwo different definitions of
“monopoly”:

1. Pop Cola ixontrolling the soft drinks Monopoly is a company that
market Therefore it is a monopoly. exclusively controls the market

2. Pop Cola is théiggest soft drinks Monopoly is thebiggest industry in a
company Therefore it is a monopoly. field of activity.

Whereas in (1) the inference is drawn from a comgnaacepted definitional premise,
the conclusion in (2) follows from a definition wionopoly which is hardly acceptable.
The conclusion in (1), we can notice, is much nameeptable, for this reason, than the
conclusion in (2).

In the second case, however, the acceptabilitheotonclusion does not only depend
on the acceptability of the definition, but alsowhat we can call its “nature”, or type of
definition. For instance, we can compare the twiofang inferences:

3. There is a building that serves as living |Houseis a building that servesas
quarters for one or a few families. living quarters for one or a few
Therefore there is a house. families

4. There are four walls, a roof, the foundatiohlouse ifour walls, a roof, the
Therefore there is a house. foundation.
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Whereas in (3) the conclusion reasonably followsifthe premise, in (4) the conclusion
is not supported in the same fashion from the penif there is a building that serves as
living quarters for one or a few families, theresnbe a house, but even if there are four
walls, a roof, the foundation, it can be reasonablycluded that there is no house.

Moreover, if we consider other types of definitipn® can notice that they can be
used for different purposes. We can introduce dpetby taking into consideration the
two following inferences:

1. Man isthe being who can pity the To pity the Gods is good.
Gods. Therefore man is a good being

2. Man isthe being who can despise the To despise the Gods is bad.
Gods Therefore man is a bad being.

In these two examples, different types of eval@atnferences are drawn from the two
definitions. In both cases, we can notice, therildn can be acceptable, and it is
convertible with thelefiniendunm(man is the only being who can pity or despise the
Gods). However, according to the definition useffecent conclusions can be supported.

From these examples, we can notice how definittbifisr not only because of their
different status as shared premises, namely wh#ibgrare commonly accepted or they
are not, but also because of their nature. Thetigmese want to address in this section
regards the possibility of evaluating definitio@sir claim is that the existence of many
different types of definitions does not lead toefimitional relativism, but, on the
contrary, to argumentative discussions on whdtadest definition. In order to have a
discussion on definition, however, it is necesdasy to establish what the best, or the
“real” definition is. The starting point for our alysis is Aristotle’s dialectical work,
namely theTopics in which the concept of dialectical definitionimroduced.

3.1. Definition and the Aristotelian semantic syste

Aristotle in hisTopicslaid the fundamentals of his dialectical studieslassification. In
this work, Aristotle distinguishes between the fpuedicables, that are four classes of
semantic-logical relations of predication. Thedatiens are formulated in the form of
intrinsic topics, namely instruments of discovengl anference warrants directly
connected to the subject of discussion. Aristoéitjuished four predicablegenus

(for instance “house is a building@efinition (for instance “house is a building that
serves as living quarters for one or a few fanii)iggroperty (for instance “do up a
house”, which is said of “house” only), aadcident (for instance “red” or “nice” said of
“house”). All the predicables can be predicatethefspecies, which, in these examples,
is for instance “house”. The species, conceivediistotle as a thing, can be interpreted
as a categorization of a fragment of reality thatoan describe as the meaning of a
word®. The species (or concept) is that which can bdigaged of more individuals
different in number (for instance “house” can bedicated of my house, or my

8 This interpretation is coherent with Aristotlgierspective of dialectic. Dialectic does not dehw

objects and individuals (what we can call “thing$)it with species, namely linguistic organizatain
reality. He is not interested in the matter, buthie form, that is in the relevant semantic prdperf the
concepts.
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neighbor’s house....), and falls outside the doméutialectic. Dialectic is concerned
about relations between concepts, not about reagwoelative to the particular objects
(Crowley & Hawhee, 1999, p. 54; Green Pedersend 198119].

The predicables are divided into two groups accwydlh their semantic properties.
The first class incorporates the predicables thatreveal the essence of the thing, that is
(see Rigotti — Greco 2006), what the concept isather, its fundamental characteristics
(see Stebbing, 1933, p. 429). In this group fadisug and definition. The second class is
characterized by not expressing the essence ahiting and it incorporates property and
accident. On the other hand, a second divisioh@ptedicables is advanced in the
Topics and is relative to the logical properties. Whikdinition and property are
convertible with the species they are predicateg@fus and accident are not. From this
broad division it is possible to understand therdébn of the predicables.

Thegenusanswers the questioiVhat is it? and reveals the essence of the thing,
without being convertible with the species it iegticated of. It is predicated of several
species. For instance, the genus (or, rather,rthhamate genus) of man is “animal”: in
fact, it would be meaningless to sayhis is a man, but he is not an animate beiite
definition is that which is convertible with the speciesipredicated of and reveals the
essence of it. It is constituted by the proximaaug and the specific differert®eFor
instance, the definition of man that was agreechupdhe Middle Ages was “animal,
mortal, rational”. Theroperty is what is convertible with the subject it is peaded of,
without expressing the essence of the thing. lerotvords, the property is absolutely or
relatively predicable of only one thing. In orderexplain this concept, it is useful to use
some examples. The word “pitch”, used as an adgatian only be predicated of the
term “black”. “Grammaticuy in the Aristotelian and medieval tradition, wasnsidered
the property of man, since it cannot be predicafeghy other being. This property
differentiates the concept from everything elsés,ltn other words, absolute. However,
the property might be relative. If nearby a stdahkre are horses, dogs, cows, and a
kangaroo, the kangaroo can be identified as the-tegged animal”Two-leggednesss
in this case a property of kangaroo relativelyhi other four-legged animals. Last in the
Aristotelian semantic system comes the accidentident is defined as “something
which can belong or not belong to some one pagrdhing” (Topics102b, 6-7). For
instance, a person can be sitting or not be sittimg a house can be red or white, nice or
tiny, big or small.

°  Aristotle (Topics I, 10), considers a dialectical proposition toebgroposition held by everybody, or

the majority, or the wise. Dialecti@@pics |, 14) is about science, and science is not aoieckewith
particulars. In the Middle Ages, the account of pnedicables is different. Medieval tradition steins

fact, from Prophyry’s Isagoges, in which the spgdseconsidered to be a predicable, along with gntgp
difference, genus and accident. This distinctioexisemely helpful in the process sifisis

10 A good example of this procedure is found in @¢eTopics (Topica, XXVIII): Hereditas est
pecunia. Commune adhuc; multa enim genera pecukiiie quod sequitur: quae morte alicuius ad
guempiam pervenit. Nondum est definitio; multisremnodis sine hereditate teneri pecuniae mortuorum
possunt. Unum adde verbum: iure; iam a communiggeliiuncta videbitur, ut sit explicata definisi:
Hereditas est pecunia quae morte alicuius ad quempervenit iure. Nondum est satis; adde: nec ea au
legata testamento aut possessione retenta; comfesti

1 |tis interesting to notice (Rigotti, 1997) taman can be sitting or standing, or he can beched
out, but he must be in a position. Similarly, angt@an be green or grey, but cannot jump. Accident
related to the possibility of predication, to tleersntic genera of the predicates, the ten categorie
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From this distinction between the different relamf predication, it is possible to
understand the Aristotelian treatment of the tygfedassification. It is possible to
classify a concept (a thing) indicating its gerfe@: instance, a man is an animal. It is
possible to identify a thing by using its definitid-or instance, a man is a rational
animal. Finally, it is possible to describe a cqidey using a property, absolute or
relative. For instance, a man is a being that s ttblearn grammar, or is a two-legged
being, or the animal at the top of the food ch@ilme Aristotelian semantic system allows
one to understand what the definition is and hovait be explained as a method for the
semantic analysis of a concept.

3.2 Characteristics of the essential definition

The notion of definition in Aristotle is crucial fanderstanding the importance of this
predicable in the argumentation theory. Althougthim traditional rhetorical treatises
several kinds of definitions have been analyzed, (& instance, Victorinufe
Definitioné, in this section we will discuss the one typeoggized by Aristotle, the
definition bygenusanddifferentia

An awareness of this type of definition is fundataéto communication and
argumentation. According to Aristotle, there mustdmly one definition of a thing, that
is, of a conceptlopics VI, 4, 141a 32-34; 143a 1). His interest is famisn the
different possible uses of a worBiopics 106a 9-10), namely, the different essences a
word can be used to represent. This approach caarbed, using the modern
classification, as “terminological” (See De Besd4®90). Making distinctions between
the different senses of a word (a semantic analigses necessary preliminary step to any
discussion, in order to avoid equivocations. Ireothords, only if the interlocutors speak
about the same concepts it is possible for theamtterstand each other and avoid
fallacies. The method to achieve this result isitare the same definitions of the
concepts.

The methodology of definition given in tA@picsis based on two main
characteristics: the correctness of the definitaord the ability of the definition to
express the essence of the thing. For a definiidrecorrect, two requisites must be
respectedTopics IV, 3):

a) Avoiding obscurity and unclear expressions;

b) Avoiding unnecessarily long descriptions.

Aristotle lists a series of topics, which can beenstood as rules for the assessment of a
definition. For instance we can analyze the topelsw:

Obscurity
. The definition contains equivocal words a. A house is @lacewhere a family
lives
. The definition does not distinguish between the | b. A house isa building with a roof
different meanings of theefiniendum (Dwelling? Shelter?)

. The definition contains words used in a metaphorjaa A house it théneartof a family
sense

. The definition contains words whose use is unusual. A man is a being able ie@nthis
(not very well established and known) emotions
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e. The definition contains terms whose proper meanimg A boat is a vehicle with petty
does not describe the thing and that are not
metaphors. The sense of these words cannot be

recovered.
Length
a. The definition contains attributes universally a. A house is a building th&tas the
applicable (attributes that are not the proximate foundation
genus or that apply to all the things under theesam
genus)

b. The definition contains an attribute that is usgles | b. A house a dwellingsometimes very|
that is not necessary to distinguish the thing fedim nice that serves as living quarters

the other concepts. for big or smallfamilies.

since it does not belong to all the individualdirfaj as living quarters for families
under the same species.

The definition is not peculiar of the species defin | c. A house is dig dwelling that serves

U

d. In the definition the same attributes are preditate| d. A house is a dwellinguilt by

more than once of the same thing. humanghat serves as living quarte

for families

Definition must express the essential property thfirrg, in other words, its fundamental
semantic features. The notion of essential propertysemantically fundamental
characteristic” depends upon the concepts of igikility and differentiation Topics

VI, 4). The definition must make known the meanufidhe concept, by describing it
using the prior and more intelligible concéptshat is, the genus and ttiferentia The
genus is more intelligible than the species, stheespecies is more complex, being
constituted by the genus and the difference. Theesgpplies to the difference.

First, the semantic characteristic expressed igfi@ilon must be prior:

Topic of prior terms

An opposite cannot be defined by means of its| Good is what is ndtad
opposite (when it is possible to avoid this circula

definition)

A definition cannot contain the term defined A Beus a building that isl@ousefor a
family

A thing cannot be defined by its opposite A man is a being that is noto@ast

belonging to the same division

A thing cannot be defined by using its species.| boAt is a vehicle gerry belongs to

Second, for a definition to express an essencegeghas must be attributed and attributed
correctly. The concept of genus can be clarifiedh®ymost important topics it is
characterized byTpics IV, 120b 12- 123a 27):

| The genus must include all the members|of Goddeigienus of pleasure: therefore,

12 gee, for the notion of basic elements of mearej;cuk’s Sense — Text theory (1. Mel'cuk (1997)

Vers une linguistique Sens-Texte. Lecon inauguRdeis: Collége de France)



20

the species it is predicated of. th

is kind of plea is good.

The genus is predicated in the category ¢
essence. Genus and species must fall in
same category.

thees

pWhite is not the genus of the snow, since

White is a quality; snow is a substance

it

not tell what snow is.

The species can be predicated of the Man

definition of the genus, not vice versa.

animate body.

is an animal. Therefore, man is an

The genus is predicated of what the spec
is predicated of.

riEmowable is the genus of conjectural.
Therefore, a not-existing thing is knowab

It is impossible for something to be
predicated of the genus if it is not
predicated of one of its species.

Pleasure is not a motion, since it is neithé
locomotion, nor alteration nor any other
kinds of movement.

What is placed in the genus cannot be
predicated of the definition of anything
contrary to the genus.

The soul is life; but, since the number do
not live, the soul is not a number.

A definition therefore must show the genus, an
definiendumAristotle expresses this rule in the

critjiet proximate genus of the
followingitcs:

Topics of attribution of the genus

In a definition the genus must be specified

A lemesves as living quarters for familie

U)

The genus must be attributed appropriately. It i
possible to apply the topics from the genus in
order to see if they hold.

SA house is amstrumentthat serves as living
quarters for families (an instrument isl@vice
that requires skill for proper use. Therefore
houseis a devicg

a

The genus attributed must be the nearest. The
nearest genus presupposes the highest ones,

A house is amrtifact that serves as living
bguarters for families

not the contrary.

Third, in the definition the genus must be spedi

iy means of the specific difference.

Topics of the

difference

The definition must divide the species by mean
of the difference from something else. There m
be an opposite of the species in the division. Tk
difference must be a difference of the genus
considered.

SA house is a dwelling with a roof (no

udivelling without a roof); A man is liped

1éeatherlessanimal (no featherless animals
with four feet). A man is a rationabdy
(difference of “animal”, not of “body”)

The genus cannot be divided by negation.

A haosisebuilding which isot dedicated
to any business activity

The difference must not be a species of the ger
or the genus of the one stated.

ndshouse is building which is @welling

The difference must signify an essential (not
accidental) quality of the subject. It cannot sign
affections, special or temporal indications.

A man is an animal thatities the Gods

The genus is predicated of the species; the
difference is predicated of the species. The gen

A man isa rationalthat is an animal.
us

cannot be predicated of the difference or vice
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versa. The species cannot be predicated of the
difference.

The difference of relatives must be relative and| A boat is a vehicle designed for
relative to the primary relation of the term. Irsed transportation(not the natural purpose).
of an artifact, the difference must be relativé$o
natural purpose.

The difference must not be an affection of the | A man is areadinganimal (if there are no
genus. books, there won't be men)

The definition, in addition to being convertibletivthe subje¢f must express its
fundamental characteristics. In other words, tHendi®n must not be merely wider or
narrower than thdefiniendumbut also respect semantic and logical conditidhs.
argumentative power of essential definition is base its being hardly questionable.
Semantics can be conceived as the deepest legatoka(or shared commitments): to
refuse to accept the most basic semantic charstitsrimnay result in refusing to accept a
fragment of the shared semantic system. Moreoliere$sential definition is always
convertible with thelefiniendumand it can be used to develop inferences baséueon
genus. For instance, if we consider the defininbree speech” as “the human right
regarding the freedom of expression”, by showirag tiree speech” has been forbidden
we can support the conclusion that a human rightdean violated (what is said of the
species is said of the genus as well”. These ohens can be useful to understand the
difference between the essential definition andother kinds of definitions.

3.3 Other methods of classification

The methodology of definition Aristotle describdél®ws one to understand which is the
best definition on the basis of a semantic analysteedefiniendumThe topics can be
understood as rules for assessing what is a defiraind which definition is the best one.
The definition by genus and difference is the agfinition recognized to be such by
Aristotle. However, as seen above, the scheme étassification is grounded on other
possible types of definitions, which Aristotle saltlefinitory methods”, namely
definitions not in the proper meaning of the wodefinition”. In this section we will deal
only with three of the most common types of de@initpropositions, namely the
definition by integral parts, definite descriptiand etymology, showing why these types
of definition are not argumentatively as powerfsitle definition by genus and
difference.

Aristotle analyzes the definition by integral (ndyn@ot formal, or semantic) parts in
his account of definition, in thBopics The definition by integral parts has three main
schemes:

Definitions Inferences
XisAandB A house is walls, the There are walls, the foundation, a rog
foundation, a roof. Therefore there is a house (there mig

13 For the use of the topics in rhetorical speeeb, Weaver (1953). Analyzing the definition of “huma

referred to the black slaves ”, for instance, hiéces that the category of “not human” applies dnly
certain circumstances to the slaves and not tihalblack people.

=

ht
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be not).
Xis made oA andB | A house is made of walls, theA house is destroyed. Therefore walls,
foundation, a roof. the foundation, a roof are destroyed
(they might be not destroyed)
Xis A plusB A house is walls plus
foundation, plus a roof. (plus
meansand or madeof)

In all these schemes, we should notice that theesuis not identical with the single part.
In the first scheme, the whole is not identicallte compound of the parts. In other
terms, the subject is not convertible with tediniens In the second scheme, the subject
and thedefiniensare not convertible since they cannot be subjettidsame
predications. For instance, if a house is destrofetparts it was made of can still be
intact. The definition must indicate the speciftergosition of the parts, in order to
indicate the essence of the compound. Finallytltind scheme can be reduced to the
other two. The “definition” by integral parts istter explained as description by
permanent property. The definition by integraltpas weaker than the definition by
genus and species. It is useful, however, for deste purposes (see Ciceilmpica9).
If one of the parts is missing, the whole cannotheecase.

The definition by definite description is analyaadhe section of th&opicsrelative
to the propertyTopics V). Property can be used in fact as a descrigti@2a): for
instance, man can be described as the animalaldedh. Aristotle distinguishes
between four kinds of property (128b 34- 129a6¥adlie per s, relative, permanent,
and temporary (see also Rigotti — Greco 2006).fsiance, we can show the different
types of description as follows:

Absolute Man is the animal which can laugh

Relative Man is the animal that has two legs (ifwamnt to distinguish
it from quadrupeds)

Permanent Man is the animal that is composedufestd body

Temporary Man is the animal living in houses

In case of definitions composed of absolute anthpaent properties, thaefiniensis
always convertible with théefiniendumwhereas in case of relative or temporary
property the convertibility is not always conveléibDescriptions can be useful in
argumentation for drawing evaluative inferences.istance, we can describe “man” as
“ubi rursus malitia versutia ceteraque vitia vetagh(Victorini, Liber de Definitionibus
18, 19-20), and use this description to supporftdbethat man is evil. On the contrary,
we can use the description of “man” as “ubi pietsis ubi aequitas continentia”
(Victorini, 18, 19-20) to praise him.

The last kind of classification we will here taked consideration is the etymology.
Etymology is the interpretation of a name, namtig, linguistic strategy to manifest a
meaning. Aristotle treats it in tiehetoric(ll, 23), and in the Latin and medieval tradition
it was considered a kind of definition along wittie tdivision into parts and the division
of the genus by means of the difference (Cic&apica9; Quintilian,Institutio Oratoria
V, 55). The nominal definition can be used as felo
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“pecuniosum a pecorum copia” (Quintilidnstitutio OratoriaV, 55}, or
Cum lex assiduo vindicem assiduum esse iubeatpletm iubet locupleti; is est enim
assiduus, ut ait L. Aelius, appellatus ab aere darf@icero, Topica9)

The interpretation of a word or of the name camged to support a conclusion, but the
force of this type of definition is extremely wei@kmost cases. This type of definition,
however can be useful for the following types dérence: “You are a teacher, and not a
politician. Therefore you should teach, and noirbgolitics”.

3.4. Definitions and essence: conclusion

There is no space for us to try to build our oweotly for evaluation of definitions
and classifications here, but one thing we carsdikétch out some elements of a prior
theory, Aristotle’s theory, that offers an ideahofv the task needs to be carried out. In so
doing, although we do not advocate a strict formiagtotelian essentialism of the kind
that has been so often criticized in philosophy deodeel that the necessary part of the
task requires the notion of an essential prop@tyour view, this term refers to the most
important and central property that needs to beiBpé for the purpose of the definition
if it is to be successful for the purpose it wasfpuwvard. Thus our view of definition is
an instrumental (pragmatic) one. Our reading oftatie’s studies comes from an
argumentation perspective and its goal is to hghitlthe importance and relevance of
these concepts for modern argumentation theories.

5. Conclusion

Argument from verbal classification is a scheme tharucial to all of argumentation
theory, not only because it is so common and sy teasverlook, but because it can be
used to lead to evaluative judgments. It is noy éasnalyze, since the concepts and the
theories, like those of classification and defonitiinvolved are controversial and
complex. The goals of this paper have been to asvargeneral methodological proposal
for the analysis of argument from verbal classtfaa In particular, our claim is that the
notion of classification, grounded on the concdmadinition, should be analyzed
starting from a clear definition of “definition”self. The first step is to distinguish the
two aspects of reasoning from definition:

1. the definition is arendoxonwhich can be shared by the interlocutors or

controversial,

2. there are different types of definition.
Reasoning from classification can be sometimes \beakuse the premise is not shared,
or because the nature of the definition does ngpsx the conclusion. In order to show
how definitions can differ in nature, the Aristagéel theory on definition has been taken
into consideration. Aristotle highlights the diféerce between the essential definition and

14
15

This example can be translated as «Rpgt(niosumfrom abundance of shegpeCorun».

The argument can be interpreted as «Accordinigedaw, the patrician must help the patrician;
therefore the rich must help the rich. In fact plagrician (assiduous) is who gives money (as daj,the
rich gives money. Therefore the rich is the samhapatrician».
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all the other types of definitory methods on di&itad grounds. The essential definition is
an instrument of semantic analysis, which can leel s support conclusions proceeding
from the convertibility odefiniensanddefiniendumand from the genus. The
Aristotelian theory can be extremely useful notydolr understanding why a type of
definition can be argumentatively more powerfulnttiae others, but also for delineating
a method for the assessment of definition. Thecopf definition provide an instrument
which allows one to examine the logic-semanticti@fs underlying the structure of the
argument scheme nowadays called argumentationdtassification, and to show how
the strength of the inference depends on bothyfiedf definition and the acceptability
of the definitional premise.
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Abstract: Reasoning from Classifications and Dé&bnis

In this paper we analyze the uses and misusegofrentation schemes from verbal classification, and
show how argument from definition supports arguragoh based on argument from verbal classification.
The inquiry has inevitably included the broadedsgtaf the concept of definition. The paper presdms
schemes for argument from classification and fguarent from definition, and shows how the lattgrety

of argument so typically supports the former. Thabfem of analyzing arguments based on classifinati

is framed in a structure that reveals the crudh it plays in the persuasion process. The suoVdlye
literature includes the work of Hastings, Pereln€ienpointner and Schiappa, but still finds much of
value in Aristotle. Lessons drawn from Aristotl&epicsare shown to be useful for developing new tools
for assessing definitions and arguments from défimi



