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ABSTRACT: This paper looks around among the majaditional fallacies —
centering mainly around the so-called "gang of &igh" — to discuss which of
them should properly be classified as fallaciesetdvance. The paper argues that
four of these fallacies are fallacies primarily &ese they are failures of relevance
in argumentation, while others are fallacies in ayvthat is more peripherally
related to failures of relevance. Still others hameeven more tangential relation to
failures of relevance. This paper is part of adangsearch project on dialectical
relevance in argumentative discourse, currentlyemwdy in collaboration with
Frans van Eemeren and Rob Grootendorst.
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The textbooks vary widely on how they classify thajor informal fallacies as
failures of relevance.' Copi and Cohen (1990) dhasdl twelve of the major,
traditional fallaciesoutside languages fallacies of relevandeMost texts
select out a smaller subset of these as falladiesl@vance.

Another problem is that the fallacy imnoratio elenchi(Aristotle's category
of "ignorance of refutatiof is often frankly treated as a "wastebasket" or
"ragbag" category in which to throw any or all &aies that appear to resist any
better explanation.

Of course, classification of fallacies, as hasmfieen pointed out, is an
improfitable andad hocactivity, at this stage of the development of fajla
theory. But even so, the current developmentsérattalysis of fallacies
suggests some provisional hypotheses and directvbich could contribute
parts of a basis for the future development of seystem of classification.

With some of the fallacies, likpetitio principii, the failure is not, at least
primarily, one of irrelevance. Generally, in fallegs circular arguments, the
offending premise is relevant to the conclusiobocargued for — the problem
generally is that it is somewhabo relevant With other fallacies likgost hoc,
ad ignorantiammany questions anad verecundiamiyrelevance is
tangentially
involved, but it is not the main problem that defirthe fallacy as a distinctive
type of argumentation technique used well or badly.

Of course, all such classifications depend on how gefine relevance, what
your criteria are. One propositiénis topically relevanto another propositioB
whereA andB share some common subject-matter overlap. Oneopitign A is
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probatively relevanto another propositiorB where B can be proved fronA.
Probative relevance is discussed more fully undemiame ‘pertinence’ in Walton
(1982, pp. 63-65).

Now a circular argument that commits the fallacypefitio principii is, in its
simplest and most basic form, an argument of the f&\, therefore A.' In such a
case, clearly A is topically relevant to itselfvgn that the relation of subject-
matter overlap is reflexive — see Epstein (199063). But in such a case, #s
probatively relevant tA? This depends on what you mean (more precisely) by
probative relevance.

Following are two more precise definitions of probarelevance.

(D1) Ais probatively relevanto B, if, and only if, A is a premise that gives
some evidence or reason to acdgps true.

(D2) A s probatively relevanto B if, and only if,Ais a proposition such that
if A were true, the would be true too.

The second definition defines a kind of hypothétif@onditional) notion of
probative relevance, whereas the first one is nstidnger. It defines a substantive
kind of relevance, one which actually shifts a lraf proof towards proving that
B is true. By contrast, according to (D2),is relevant toB if it would tend to
prove thatB istrue,if A were true. But this does not necessarily shift @léniof
proof to the truth oB because A could be false (ofno evidential value to fulfil
the required probative function).

Clearly then, much depends on how you define relewaAnd there could be
different kinds of relevance, or criterdd relevance at work in a particular case.
Even so, generally, irrelevance is not the mainbjgm with arguments that
commit the fallacy opetitio principii. The main fault lies elsewhere — see Walton
(1991).

Notably with four of the traditional major fallagie however, failureof
relevance seems to be the main problem, or isaat kessentially associated with
the source of the problem. These four fallacies @lap be classified in another
category — they are the emotional fallacies —afgumentum ad misericordiam,
theargumentum ad populurthe argurentum ad baculunand theargumentum ad
hominemln these four fallacies, the emotional aspect &edaspect of relevance
are combined together to pose the problem of thacfg to generate thmodus
operandiof the fallacy as a deceptive technique, and twigeothe key to the
analysis and evaluation of the fallacy as an irexirtype of argumentation.

Copi and Cohen (1990, p. 103) classify #tepopulum, ad misericordiaand
ad baculumtogether under the heading of appeals to emotibey THiagnose the
common fault as failure of relevance.

These three fallacies, although common enouglalsoeso evidently fallacious as to
require little explanation here. In each case thenjses are plainly not relevant to the
conclusion, but are deliberately chosen as instntsngith which to manipulate the

beliefs of the listener or reader.
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Clearly, the presumption is on the side of thegpiments being fallacious, for
Copi and Cohen.

Although thead hominenhas distinctivdeatures in its own right as a separate
type of fallacy, clearly it also is strongly assated with appeal to emotion and
also with failure of relevance.

Given the space limitations of this paper, we wihcentrate on the positive
side of showing why and how these four fallacies grimary fallacies of
relevance. The negative burden of showing thatrailof relevance is not the
primary problem in diagnosing the fallacy, in tleses of the remaining fallacies,
requires more lengthy consideration. However, saea of what some of the
main problems are, in analyzing these remainintadas, can be gotten by
looking at the treatment given them in Walton (198%d it is not too hard to be
convinced that these problems mainly center ardtnings other than simply
failure of relevance.

In this paper, relevance will be understood asagpatic notion. To say that a
something is relevant in an argument means thatdtrs as part of a speech act
used in argumentation in a critical discussion uichsa way that it serves to
contribute to the goal of resolving the conflict afinions in the discussion. A
participant in a critical discussion has the ollga (burden) of arguing for, or
questioning, a particular thesis. Any move that sdowt contribute to the
fulfilment of this obligation can be judged as lereant, at least from the
normative point of view of the critical discussi@s a model of reasoned
argumentation.

1. THESIS ONE: DEFAULT ARGUMENTS

Traditionally there has tended to be a perceivethatomy between logical
argument and argument based on emotional appeebrding to this tradition it
was a sufficient refutation to say of an arguméxpur argument is based on
emotional appeal and is, therefore, not a logicglment." Hence, it is easily
taken for granted that any emotional appeal in mentation can be presumed to
be fallacious or erroneous. This assumption isectdd in the traditional
treatment of emotional fallacies in the logic texdks, where it is generally
presumed that not much argument is needed to disats baculum, ad
misericordiamandad populumarguments, in particular, as fallaciés .

However, this assumption may only have been pléagibthe past because of
a deductivist orientation which set the standardafgood (successful) argument
unrealistically high, and the exclusive choice fioe criterion of formal validity
with regard to attempting to analyze fallacies. laommon arguments, we now
recognize, are based on a defeasible weight ofupmgon that enables a
conclusion to go forward in a dialogue as provialynacceptable as a basis for
action in a given situation where knowledge or hasddence that would
definitely resolve the conflict of opinion is ngpréctically) availablé.In such
cases, setting of reasonable burden or proof impoontonic reasoning can
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rightly define a target of success which makes @hgument presumptively
reasonable (correct, for practical purposes), stittigedefault at some future point
in the dialogue if an opponent can bring in newdewtce to refute . As a use of
practical reasonirign a framework of dialogue, an argument basedmatienal
appeal could be presumptively reasonable, ever i§ i(in itself) weak and
defensible. In a situation where hard evidenceadectisive, or cannot be bought
to bear, an appeal to emotion could be a reasomalitke to prudent action in
deciding how to proceed.

The presumption here is that there is a distincietween a weak argument
and a fallacious argument. Another presumptiohas &n argument can be weak,
in an absolute sense, yet be successful to felfilirements of burden of proof as
a reasonable, provisionally acceptable argumeatdontext of dialogue.

What is meant by saying that an argumismiveakin this context is that the
premises provide some support to the conclusiohnbiuvery much, so that there
can also be good reasons that would go againstcahelusion, or the open
possibility that such reasons may come to be de@alin the future. A weak
argument is open to critical questioning and dqubtg it is not necessarily so
bad that it ought to be rejected or refuted asrititéy erroneous or incorrect.

By contrast, a fallacious argument is inherentlyoeeous or incorrect,
meaning that it ought to be rejected as a bad agtuniThe phrase "This
argument is fallacious' is a strong kind of condatium or refutation of an
argument. It is a serious charge that needs toabkeld up by showing that the
argument being criticized is in worse shape thareléeing weak, in the sense
above.

Generally speaking then, the blanket presumpti@t #émotional appeals in
argumentation are inherently erroneous or irratiowgeds to be questioned and
challenged.

Thesis 1:There is nothing wrong (fallacious, irrational) aboemotional
appeals per se in argumentation. These argumemtsbea
reasonable.

When an emotional appeal is spotted in an argupasgage, a critic should not
be permitted to leap directly to the conclusiort thdallacy has been committed.
There should be a presumption in place that anappefear, pity, or whatever
emotion could be a legitimate argument. While idgimy an emotional appeal is
a good clue in evaluating argumentation, as arairpbint for identifying a kind
of argument tactic, it does not follow automatigathat the argument is
fallacious. Restraint needs to be shown, in leapinthis kind of conclusion. A
good case in point is trErgumentum ad misericordiam.

Case 1:In a letter soliciting funds to support medicaleash for a particular
disease, a picture of a young boy is enclosed, isttpthe
pathetic nature of his bruises, injuries, and
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suffering. A letter, in the bay handwriting makes a pathetic
appeal.

One can say a lot about this case, and the appqzityt has to be looked at in
context. Is the appeal to pity being used to cayea lack of information on why
medical research on this disease really needsrfgAddow do we know that the
funds solicited will really be spent on medicale@sh, and not on "administration”?
But, in principle, it seems that the appeal to styot illegitimate in such a context.
After all, it is a charitable appeal, an appeatio

emotions and human instincts to help others whaaffering and in need of help.
Can we presume to conclude that the use oatheisericordiamargument in this
case is a fallacy? | think not.

In such a case, an emational appeal can be a eddsomay to argue because it
can be helpful in breaking a tie on whether to godne practical line of action or
another opposed line of action, in a situation whire available knowledge is
insufficient to clearly resolve the problem. By gfieal reasoning,
you may either have to do something or nothingo¢a thing or another) in a given
situation. But you may not have time to conducingpiry and collect
enough knowledge to be able to decisively decidielwis the most prudent line of
action. In such a case, appealing to emotionalraegts or "gut feelings" could
swing a burden of proof one way or the other, ebeugh the arguments on both
sides are weak and inconclusive.

Another case in point is ttlgumentum ad populurRolitical speeches are often
used to illustrate this fallacy. Copi and Cohen9(9p. 103) write that thad
populumis the device used to appeal to "patriotric frenzy'propagandists
and demagogues, even citing the speeches of Hildre "classic example." But can
we presume, in a democratic system of governniasit at political
argument that appeals to the opinions, acceptéeffiedr enthusiasms of a majority
of the population is a fallacious argument? | dbthimk so, and indeed
it would seem that to so argue would go against libsic principles of the
democratic system. Of course, lashing a crowdtimmultuous enthusiasm
instead of looking at the relevant evidence on Isidhs of the issue to be discussed
is something else again. But in principle ahpopulunargument that
appeals to popular sentiments should not be disedunr classified as fallacious,
for that reason alone.

Another often-cited culprit of the textbooks is tbhemmercial advertisement
message. Copi and Cohen (1990, p. 103) are typitaing the logic textbooks
denouncing commercials as users of the fallacolugopulumargument.

Those who rely most heavily upon argumeadspopulumare now to be found in
advertising agencies, where the use of that faltexs/been elevated almost to the
status of a fine art. Every attempt is made tocésosome product being advertised
with things of which we can be expected to apprstvengly, or which excite us
favorably. The breakfast cereal is associated withyouthfulness, athletic prowess,
and vibrant good health; whiskey is associated lihry and achievement, and beer
with high adventure; the automobile to be solé#aiated with romance, riches, and
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sex. Every device, appealing to sight and soundsamell, is brought to bean the
men who use the advertised product are clear-eazhd-shouldered and

distinguished; the women are slim, lovely, verylwdeéssed — or hardI?/ dressed
at all. Advertisers, as we know well, often selldasydreams and delusions of
grandeur. So clever and persistent are the ballginsts of our time that all of

us are influenced in spite of our resolution tastes

This condemnation may seem a little naive, howewben you ask the question:
what is the purpose of a commercial supposed tddésupposed to present a
balanced critical discussion of the strong or weaknits of the product? Is it
supposed to be a scientific investigation of thedpct to prove the product is
satisfactory? Is it supposed to be expert or ridiadvice to show you that buying
the product would be a wise policy? Anyone whokhkithe answer is “yes' to any
of these questions is very naive. For we all kndwattthe purpose of a
commercial is unabashed, partisan selling of tloelpet. The basic goal seems to
be to attract the potential buyer's attention, emavey a positive attitude in favor
of the product. Who is to say that these goalsirgrerently illegitimate, or that
carrying them out using argumentation is "plairdifacious" per se?

Copi and Cohen retreat somewhat from making thisoowincing claim
outright, by conceding that an emotional appeah inommercial is not neces-
sarily an argument (p. 103):

Of course, the mere association of the productthecgmotion is, by itself, no
argument — but an argumeatl populumcommonly lies not far beneath the
surface. When advertisers make claims about tmedyst designed to win our
emotional approval, and when it is suggested tlapught to make the purchase
becausethe item in question is "new" or "sexy" or "besling," or is
associated with wealth or power — the implicit rrlahat this conclusion follows
from those premises is plainly fallacious. The wplead appeal of certain
products does not prove them to be satisfactomy;pibpular acceptance of a
policy does not show it to be wise.

But even where an appeal to emotion in a commenoggsage is an argument, it
should by no means be straightforwardly taken f@nted that it is fallacious
because it does not prove that the product isfaetisy, or that it does not show
that buying the product is a wise policy. To holdhamercials to such lofty
standards of success and failure is not only urioemgly idealistic, it seems to
miss the point of what commercials are all abotkyrare partisan appeals meant
to sell products in a frankly biased way, and peagnerally are quite aware of
that. They are not expectinfonsumer Reportsor “wise policies' in
commercials. Everyone knows, or ought to, thatetiera difference between a
program likeMarketplace,that offers consumer advice on products that have
been tested, and commercials that promote a prodachold the one type of
dialogue to the standards of the other is a kinghrafymatic shift or confusion
between different types of discourse.

Arguments based on popular opinion or sentimens hao sides. They have
often been condemned by philosophers who have "Saghular opinion is always
changing. At one time, people believe one thing, then ten years later,
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they believe the opposite thing. Especially in [Rodmerica, popular opinion on
what is acceptable or right changes very fast,aiteh unpredictably.” According
to this sceptical view, popular opinion could benpared to théerd concept, a
kind of headlong rush to fall in with whatever isehdy, unguided by any real
intelligence or rational thought.

But there is another side. In the absence of harowledge, it is often
presumptively reasonable to act in accord with plgularly accepted way of
doing things, if you have no good reason for depaufrom it. For example if you
are going to a football game in a foreign city whgou can't read the signs at the
railway station, it may be a good idea to follove trowds who are all heading to
one end of the station. If you have no other infation readily available, it may be
prudent to follow the crowd, on the assumption thahy of them are also going
to the game. Of course, so to proceed would béemasis of a weak (defeasible)
argument that could be wrong. But in the circumstshn based on considerations
of burden of proof and the practical need for agtithe argument could have a
reasonable basis.

The worth of popular opinion is always debatablat Bs a defeasible kind of
argumentation, thargumentum ad populuim not so inherently bad or erroneous
in itself that it should be declared fallacious wheer used. An emational
argument can be helpful in resolving a conflictopiinions on what is the best
course of action in conditions of uncertainty. EvEeit is a weak argument and
defeasible, still it may be relevant, because dvjates a reasonable basis for
making a presumption as a provisional guide to @ntidction.

The following conclusion can be drawn from our dssion and defence of
Thesis 1.

Conclusion 1:When arguments, like thaed misericordiamandad populum,
that appeal to emotions, are said by a critic teehaeen used
wrongly, the critic should have to show why.

This conclusion shifts the burden of proof onto ¢hiéic to distinguish between the
fallacious and nonfallacious instances of uses ofot@nal appeals in
argumentation.

2. THESIS TWO: THE PROBLEM

Although there is nothing wronger sewith emotional appeals as arguments,
there is a problem. Because these arguments gjexstddefault, sometimes they
turn out to be stronger than we thought, once thdeace comes in, and other
times weaker than we thought. It requires care It overestimate or
underestimate the weight of commitment that shdaddrested on one of these
arguments. Appearances can be misleading.

When emotions are heightened in argumentatiorgdbines easier to give
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into bias, according an argument more or less weigan it really deserves.
Relevance is an important factor here. An emoti@mgleal may be an argument
with little or no real relevance that bears onidseie of a discussion, but because
of its emotional impact on the respondent, the oedpnt may be inclined to
presume that it is relevant. Because of the emationpact, the respondent may
try to respond to the argument as though it welevaamt, even though if he were
to take time to think twice, he might be able te gbat the appeal is of
questionable relevance. Such arguments, therefften appear relevant when
they are not.

The general nature of the practical problem withuke of emotional appeals in
argumentation is expressed in Thesis 2.

Thesis 2When emotions are heightened in a dialogue exchamglevance in
argumentation is less likely to be perceived asiadedtical
failure by someone involved in the exchange.

Arguments that are beside the point, but have emaliappeal, are likely to carry
more weight than they deserve. This factor is astjoe of how an argument
appears, to someone who is involved in a dialoguehich that argument occurs.
An emotional appeal often creates an aura of urgesa that the respondent
somehow feels obliged to respond to it strongly.isTloften has a

discombobulating effect on a discussion, and vie@way from the real issue.

Thesis 2 is a practical explanation of how emoti@mgpeals of the four species
cited here can be fallacies, in the sense of argtsribat can deceptively seem to
be correct when they are not. Part of the probldth fallacies is the practical
one of teaching students how they function as ssfakdeceptive tactics that are
commonly and effectively used to fool people inlangntation.

However, thesis 2 is not purely descriptive or b&}ogical in nature. It is a
functional question of learning how the fallacies ased as tactics of persuasion in
a context of discourse. Once we learn this, werea@se a "red flag" or warning
signal when we encounter these tricky types of ments that may indicate the
presence of a fallacy. One needs to be alert thegiitain types of situations, it is
easy to be trapped, to be caught up in an appgrapglealing and attractive, but
dangerous line of argumentation.

A good case in point here is thegumentum ad hominemn ad hominem
attack brings an argument to a personal level,thadespondent attacked may
feel compelled to reply strongly, or else he mayabpearing to concede guilt.
However, once the argument is brought to the peaistavel, it is often very
tempting for the respondent to replyquoque with anotherad hominemattack
posed against the attacker. Once this happens, vieowehe sequence of
argumentation often descends, by a kindylidsementor gradual shift, into a
quarrel.

The trouble is that the original argument may qtiggatly have been supposed
to be a critical discussion of some particular éssaccording to the agreements
the participants originally made. Once personaicat begin to
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predominate, however, there may be no longer haen lany real discussion of
that issue taking place. Personal quarrelling isegaly an inefficient way of
conducting a critical discussion of some (relativehpersonal) issue. However,
such a shift away from relevant argumentation tvauld contribute to the
resolution of the conflict of opinions in the cciil discussion may not be perceived
for what it really is. The reason — the emotionatgonalization of the argument
may be very colourful, interesting and stimulatiftg.value as entertainment may
mask its dubious relevance as a contribution tahhead of argumentation in the
discussion that the participants are supposed ®nigaged in. In the case below,
Wilma and Bruce are engaged in a critical discuss6 whether abortion is
morally right.

Case 2: BruceWell, what about you, Wilma? You had an abortion
last year. And you argue that abortion is not fight
Wilma: Youare in no position to comment on these things. You
are a man, and a man cannot experience an unwanted
pregnancy.
Bruce: Youre just trying to cover up your own lack of integrity
on this issue.

In this case, things are getting worse as the aegtigradually shifts away from a
discussion of the abortion issue towards a persgnalrel between the two
participants. Bruce's initial move is not an emfirainreasonable type of
circumstantiabd hominenmargument, put in the form of a question. Wilmajslye
escalates the quarrelsome element, however, by agiwisoning the wellype of
ad hominemargument that suggests that Bruce is inevitably ema$capably
biased on this subject. This move has the effectasiing off the discussion by the
tactic of barring Bruce from taking any further ditéde part in it. Bruce's second
move escalates the personal element a step fusthe@ccusing Wilma of being
dishonest, using the abusive (direct) typeadfhominemattack. As the quarrel
becomes more personal, it becomes more and mdieutlifor the participants in
the dialogue to get back to the critical discussion

Caught up in this type of emotional exchange itomees more difficult for an
arguer to perceive such emotional arguments ds\vaet, and less difficult to give
them more weight than they really deserve. Thadgllis tricky to spot in such
cases because the emotional argument was initiallyinreasonable as a move in
the dialogue. But then, as things got rolling, thequence of dialogue was
deflected more and more away from resolving theflabnof opinions in the
original critical discussion.

Diagnosing the problem in such a case is parthattenof shifting appearances.
Personal attack is not inherently fallacious peinsergumentation, but it can often
go wrong, while still seeming to be right to thetdpants in a dialogue, because
there has been a subtle and gradual shift.

The conclusion to be drawn from our discussiontudsis 2 is that in
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emotional appeal arguments like théd hominemthe fallacy or failure is to be
diagnosed by evaluating a straying away from thatpaf the original dialogue. It
is a failure of pragmatic relevance.

Conclusion2: In arguments based on emotional appeals, the yatiadailure
may be tricky to diagnose because it involves #,shhich can
be gradual, away from contributing to the goalaafiscussion
the participants were supposed to be engaged in.

Such a shift can explain the traditional idea thdallacy is an argument that
seems to be valid. An emotional exchange can seerbet legitimate and
appropriate as part of a dialogue interaction éikguarrel. But appearances can be
misleading here, as the argumentation really nded¥e evaluated by the
standards of the type of dialogue the participavese originally supposed to be
engaged in, like a critical discussion.

3. THESIS THREE: DIAGNOSING THE PROBLEM

Emotional appeals can be made for various purp@seargumentation. For
example, in a speech at a funeral to honour somesmently deceased, appeal to
emotion is not out of place. In a scientific pranfthe context of a scientific
inquiry or demonstration, however, appeals to eomotare not generally in
keeping with the goals and methods of this typemfumentation. In a critical
discussion, arguments based on appeals to ematiooften carry a presumptive
weight which is legitimate in contributing to theaj of resolving the conflict of
opinions, but they have a way of shifting, or beoairrelevant when too much
weight is put on them. This brings us to our thihésis concerning the four
emotional fallacies we set out to study.

Thesis 3:The four emotional fallacies need to be evaluateddring them as
pragmatic failures. You have to look at the contehdialogue.

Typically, the problem with these four fallacieerss from the fact that the
context of dialogue is that of a critical discussaf some particular issue, and the
emotional appeal is not relevant, within the frarngwof the rules for that critical
discussion. To judge relevance in a particular chseever, we have to evaluate
the argument as a speech act that has a placee itaither framework of the
critical discussion.

The argumenturad baculum igype of case in point. Aad baculumargument
is typically a threat, but in some cases, an apfmeééar, or use of scare tactics,
can also be called a type all baculumargument without there being a threat
made — such arguments could perhaps be calethetumor ad phobiamput
they can be classified as subspeciesdbaculumargument.
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However, in the typical case @fgumentumad baculuma threat is made by a
proponent to a respondent in dialogue, and it ig wéen an indirect threat, which
has the surface appearance of a warning. In susbscdhe argument is put
forward in the form of an indirect speech act teatvertly a warning, but covertly
a threat.

In the following case, the speech event is the mgeif a section group in a
corporation, called by the administrative headhef $ection. He is putting forward
a proposal for a re-organization of the sectionl ianhis speech, he is arguing that
his proposal would be a good thing for the compéyyng to convince the section
members in the group that his proposal is a goad.pl

Case 3: Section Head: part of this plan for re-organization, some jobs
will have to be re-structured. Of course, all ofuyshould be
warned that your jobs could be vulnerable, andni af you
disagrees, or fails to vote for my new proposatoiild be your
job that gets cat

In this case, the frightening thing for the emplegés that they know, or have
good reason to think, that the section head may lihe power to fire them.
Therefore, from their point of view, they see higrning as a threat. Overtly, his
speech act is a warning, but the employees (wistification) interpret it as a
covert threat Indeed, in this case, the threabigransparent that it is some-what
heavy-handed and even ludicrous.

But a threat is not a fallacy. Indeed in negotiadiofor example between union
and management bargaining units, indirect thre@saacommonplace part of the
bargaining, e.g., "If management doesn't back offiat one, the picketers will be
out on the line tomorrow." Overt threats are gelheraot allowed in such
negotiations, but covert threats are plentiful, anel generally accepted a part of
the negotiations, at least in many cases.

However, in case 3, the problem is that the sechiead is supposed to be
convincing his audience that his proposal is rigitesumably based on good
evidence to the effect that his plan would be gfmydhe company. This type of
speech can be construed as a type of critical sisson. But the problem is that the
threat cuts off the employeeability to contribute in an unhampered way to the
continuation of that critical discussion. Indedtk threat has the effect of closing
off the critical discussion altogether. It is adiof unilateral cutting off of the flow
of critical discussion by impeding the argumentaitid thecontraside.

In this case, the critical discussion is used asranative model of the kind of
discourse the participants were supposed to begedga. At least we can say this
to the extent of what we know or can presume frbendiven information in the
particular case. But the fallacy is not viewed azglely in the light of the critical
discussion.

As noted, indirect threats are a commonplace gdraaining in negotiations
between union and management bargaining unitsidh a context, an
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indirect threat is not only a kind of practical angentation that is normally
expected, but it is also not necessarily a falletyer. Rather, the threat is
fallacious from the point of view of the criticailsdussion.

The explanation of how the indireetd baculumfunctions as a deceptive
argument that has some plausible or expectableasspee of seeming to be
nonfallacious lies in the shift from the criticalsdussion to the negotiation
dialogue. The negotiation dialogue supplies a gaebience or context in which
the threat appears less obviously outrageous qpmo@riate than if it were to
occur in a case where the argument had no sembddirceegotiation.

Hence it is the combining of the two perspectivieat texplains how thed
baculumargument functions as a plausible deceptive tactic.

It is precisely in this type of case then that vem qustifiably say that aad
baculum fallacy has been committed. The threat has no placthe critical
discussion. As a move in the critical discussiofsiirrelevant, and even goes
contrary to the goals of the critical discussiorifdyibiting its proper progress. But
what made thead baculumargument fallacious was not merely the fact that a
threat was made — however immoral, illegal, imgold@r nasty such a threat
might be. What made it fallacious was the indigmtech act, a tactic used in this
case to shift the line of argumentation away fraffilfing the goals of the critical
discussion.

The conclusion to be drawn from our discussionhi$ tase is that a certain
kind of evidence is needed to support the concfudiat the use of an emotional
appeal is fallacious in a given case. The firsp stas to determine what type of
dialogue the participants were supposed to be euyig The second step was to
look at how the speech act was actually broughwdod in the given case, and
used in relation to the goals for that type of amie. The third step was to look
under the surface, to see whether at a covert,|évete was a shift away from
contributing to the legitimate goals of the dialegu

Conclusion 3:In evaluating uses of appeals to emotion in arguatem, the
evidence required to prove an argument fallacicas tb come
from the context of dialogue.

The problem of evaluation in such cases turns orexamination of how the
speech act was used as a part of a larger coritdiglogue in which that speech act
has a functional place. However, when there isift, #specially a covert shift,
away from the original context of dialogue, we dbe right conditions for
fallacies and deceptions.

4. CONCLUDING REMARKS

Based on the three theses advocated above, arabicuisions drawn from the
discussions of these theses, it would seem to d¢p@od working presumption for
fallacy studies to proceed on, at least tentatjuvbigt these four fallacies can be
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classified both as emotional fallacies, and aldalicies where failure of relevance
plays a key, leading role.

Although there is not enough space to argue fogri¢, another thesis could also be
vouched for, namely that in some cases, the prifaaiy is failure of relevance, but
the fallacy is not to be identified as one of therfemotional fallacies outlined above.
This type of problem occurs in a kind of case whiie proponent in a critical
discussion keeps trying to force the line of arguinadf onto another issue (other than
the one that is supposed to be the subject ofifoeigsion). There may be various
reasons for such a tactical manoeuvre — for exaripeproponent may want to shift
over to an argument where she has a stronger fmsresenting a convincing
argument, thereby covering up the lack of realeig given to support her thesis in
the critical discussion. But in this type of catbes emotional appeal may not be the
main problem, or the basis of the fallacy. It ma&yabsimple case of irrelevance. It
would be a useful recommendation that the genextgory ofignoratio elenchi
(irrelevant argument) be preserved for this typeask.
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NOTES

' See Hamblin (1970, chapter 1).

2 Copi and Cohen treaid populum, ad misericordiamndad baculumas a subgroup
under the same heading but with separate numbdiexi¢s nine, ten and eleven). And
they treatgnoratio elenchias a separate fallacy (number twelve).

$See Hamblin (1970, p. 31).

“Ibid, chapter one, and see the quote from Copi and GBea, p. 103), above.

s Pollock (1991).

®Reiter (1987).

"Walton (1990).

s A somewhat similar case can be found in Irving MipiQntroductionto Logic, 7th ed.,
New York, Macmillan, 1986, p. 128 (exercise questiamber 29).
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