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Some Random Advice about Bodies 

(some old, some new, some obvious)

1.  
Some organizational plans to avoid (or at least doubt)

A.
Do not organize the body of your paper as a narrative of your research or thinking

B.
Do not organize the body of your paper as a summary of your sources.

C.
Do not necessarily organize the body of your paper to reflect the order of the items in any assignment you've been given.  (This is tricky business: sometimes your readers want the information in exactly  the order of an assignment.  How do you know when to follow the assignment?  We have no rule, but here's one idea to consider: Does your reader want you to think or only want information?  If they want information: follow the assignment.  If they want you to think, they're more willing, maybe even  eager, for you to create a different organization than the assignment.) 

2.
Some organizational guides to keep in mind:

A.
If you have a significant and thematically rich point at the end of your introduction, you can use that as a heuristic to the major elements of the body of your paper.

The sociolinguistic relationships among social classes in English c. 1575-1600 were complex and changing.

In London, c 1575-1600, the more skilled and therefore more affluent artisans were developing patterns of speech that reflected their rising social status, particularly in forms of address that they used with those above and below them and that they expected others to use, creating a complex set of relationships that had to be observed in moments of public interaction, especially between strangers.

B.
If you must have a section to review/summarize/give background or definitions, put that section immediately after the introduction and be certain to include as many main themes as you can.  If necessary, shoehorn those themes in.  Even better: think of the section not just as a means of providing background but as a means of enriching the problem.

C.
If there is narrative order in the material, follow it, BUT: (1) impose on the narrative a visible structure of non-narrative analysis; and (2) remember not to start the narrative until after you've motivated the text by constructing a problem.

D.
Every few pages, especially at the juncture between major sections, summarize the development of your exposition.

E.
Whenever the genre allows, use lots of headings, sub-heads and white space.

From Coherence to Motivation to Persuasion


Some key assumptions about your readers, your goals, and your writing:

1.
We assume that you always want your writing to be coherent.

We have argued that the source of textual coherence is discourse structure: Issue position, Themes and Point.

2.
We assume that you sometimes need to motivate your readers to care about your writing.

We have argued that one powerful means of motivating readers is to open a text by constructing a problem that readers recognize as their problem.

3.
Now, we assume that you often need to persuade your readers to agree with your point.

Sometimes, you can solve readers' problems simply by explaining: all they need you to do is give them information they did not already have.  But very often, it is not enough to inform--you must persuade.  We will now argue that there is a means of analyzing arguments that can help you judge and enhance the persuasiveness of your argument.

1. 
You write a text to offer the solution to a problem:

Problem  -->  Solution

2. 
That solution is the main point of your text:

Solution  =  Main Point

3. 
If you need to make an argument to persuade your readers to accept your point,  that main point  becomes the main claim  of your argument.  

Main Point of Text  =  Main Claim of Argument

So in a paper that is an argument:

Solution  =  Main Point  =  Main Claim

From Coherence to Motivation to Persuasion
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Two Problems with some Traditional Views of Argument

1.  
Since Aristotle, argument has been troubled by the following problem:  Aristotle associates artument with a kind of logic that deal with certainties rather then probabilities.  This logic seems not to work well with arguments in the real world:

All A is B
Either A or B
If p, q

All B is C
Not A
p

All A is C
B
q

2.
At least since Cicero, argument has also been trouble by an association with conflict, as metaphorical warfare:

We marshal  evidence, we deploy  logic, we attack  positions.  We also defend  positions, we concede, we yield, we even give up.

We think there is a better view of argument, a view that is more suitable to an exchange between professionals, professionals who share the view that while we may need to make commitments, we rarely make these commitments on the basis of absolute certainty.  Our answers, solutions, conclusions are most often not certain, but only relatively probable.

Argument as Response to Doubt

Conversation #1:

Person A:
Hello.  

Me:
Hello.  My name is Larry McEnerney.

Person A:
Glad to meet you.  I'm Michael Jones.

Conversation #2:
Person A:
Hello.  

Me:
Hello.  My name is Larry McEnerney.

Person A:
"McEnerney."  Is that Scottish?

Me:
The name is actually Irish, though I'm not sure I pronounce it the way the Irish would.

Conversation #3:
Person A:
Hello.  

Me:
Hello.  My name is Larry McEnerney.

Person A:
May I see your identification?

Me:
Certainly.  Here is my passport ...

Argument as Response to Doubt

The essentials of argument.
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By this definition, only conversation #3 was an argument

Person A:
Hello.  

Me:
Hello.  My name is Larry McEnerney.   



(I claim that my name is Larry McEnerney.)
Person A:
May I see your identification?  



(I doubt your claim that your name is ...)
A sentence is a claim only if the writer and reader (or speaker and listener) understand that the reader might doubt that the sentence is true.  If no one in the conversation considers that the sentence might be doubted, then the sentence is not a claim, and the conversation is not an argument.

Argument as Response to Doubt


Very often, writers and readers don't know when, or whether, they are engaged in an argument.  A writer may write a sentence that readers doubt, but the writer doesn't know it.  He did not anticipate that his readers would doubt the sentence, so he didn't know that he would be be engaged in an argument.  The conversation looks like this:

Person A:
Hello.  

Me:
Hello.  My name is Larry McEnerney.

Person A:
May I see your identification?

Me:
The name is actually Irish, though I'm not sure I pronounce it the way the Irish would.


The reverse situation is also common.  Often, writers will engage in an argument when readers don't understand that the writer intends to be making an argument.  The writer thinks that his readers will doubt his sentence so he provides an argument, but the readers are not actively doubting it.  The conversation looks like this:

Person A:
Hello.  

Me:
Hello.  My name is Larry McEnerney.

Person A:
Is that Scottish?

Me:
Here is my passport ...


Perhaps the most basic reason that arguments fail is that writers and readers are not aware that they are engaged in an argument.  If you, as a writer, want to persuade your readers, you must accept the responsibility for: (1) correctly anticipating where your readers will doubt your claims: and (2) clearly showing your readers when you are arguing and when you are not.

Argument vs. Persuasion:

Reasons


Aristotle most often gets credit for pointing out what everyone knows: argument is only one form of persuasion.  Persuasion is the enormous category of methods by which we get others to do what we want them to do.  I try to persuade my family to do what I want by such techniques as threats, force, bribery, blackmail, inspiration, passion, and a thousand others.  Only one of these techniques counts as argument.


By our definition, you are arguing only when you are responding to a particular kind of doubt.  This kind of doubt is that kind that demands a reason to agree with the claim.  "Reason" is an immediately complicated idea, because what counts as a reason changes from conversation to conversation.  What is a perfectly good and acceptable reason in one conversation is completely unacceptable in another.  But it does seem to be clear that there are some kinds of persuasion that are not reasons at all.

Me:
Brent, you need to clean your room.

Brent:
But I'm ...

Me:
BRENT ...

Brent:
OK.
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An Argument (?)
1.
from an HSBC advertisement:

Through an outstanding ability to focus sounds into a beam and interpret the returning echoes, dolphins are masters of sound imaging.  


Through bringing value-enhancing ideas to our clients, our Investment Banking and Markets business delivers a world class corporate advisory service to the telecommunications sector.  We have established a leading position through our international advisory and equities expertise and a relentless commitment to client service.


During the last year, we have advised some of the world's largest telecommunications companies on strategic acquisitions and capital raisings.

(Implied) Claim: 



One reason: 



Another reason: 



Predicting Doubt

(Implied) Claim: 
Your telecommunications company should hire HSBC's Investment Banking and Markets.
One reason: 
We deliver a world class corporate advisory service to the telecommunications sector.

Another reason: 
We have advised some of the world's largest telecommunications companies on strategic acquisitions and capital raisings.
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Warrants
Warrants are often the trickiest elements of arguments.  They are certainly the elements that cause writers the most trouble, usually because when we write, we're not aware of the warrants we're using.  And when we rely on unconscious warrants, we usually assume that readers will rely on them too.  And they might.  But they might not.   Writers often misjudge readers.  We often assume that readers will apply a warrant which they don't.  They may simply miss that the warrant is needed, or they may not agree with the implied warrant.  Sometimes, you need to state your warrants.


A warrant is an idea that links a reason to a claim.  


That's all a warrant is:

it links two notions;

it justifies agreeing with one notion on the basis of the other.
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The Structure of Warrants

Warrants in arguments are often left unstated, so writers can have trouble even grasping what their own warrants are.  But you can generally start to get a handle on what warrant is being used by applying a two-step analysis.  For this example, assume that we're identify the warrant between a reason and a claim. 


First, create an "If ..., then ... "statement with the following content:


If  Reason


then  Claim.


Second, generalize the "If ... then ..." to a "Whenever ... then ...." statement:


Whenever   Generalized version of reason


then  Generalized version of claim.


(You take this second step because almost all arguments rely on warrants that are more general than the "If ... then ..." version.) 

If
We deliver a world class corporate advisory service to the telecommunications sector.  (Reason)

then
Your telecommunications company should hire HSBC's Investment Banking and Markets.  (Claim)

Whenever
A firm delivers world class service

then

You should hire that firm.
More on Warrants

Remember: we are not saying that you should state every warrant you rely on.  Very often, you don't need to state a given warrant because readers will it for themselves.  However, stating a warrant for yourself can help you argue more persuasively in at least two ways.  

First, it can alert you the fact that your argument implies a warrant that even you actually believe.  Do you really think that "Whenever Generalized Reason then Generalized Claim"?  Maybe you don't really think so.  If so, then you probably shouldn't rely on your reader thinking so.  If may be that you need to restate either your reason or even your claim, so that the warrant is more plausible.  

Second, the warrant analysis can alert you to the fact that you need to state your warrant, or even make a further argument to support your warrant.  You may find that you're making an argument that relies on a warrant that you accept, but that your readers might not accept.  If you leave that warrant unstated, readers are likely to be unpersuaded of your claim, because they don't see how the reasons justify that claim.  So you may need to state the warrant, and even give reasons why readers should agree with that warrant.  This "warrant work" can be the most difficult task you do as a writer: it can also be the most valuable.

If readers might overlook a warrant, you need to show it to them.  

If readers might disagree with a warrant, you need to support it.  

Examples of Warrants

Unstated Warrants

... The painting is ingeniously constructed (fig. 1).  The six figures and the dog in the foreground occupy a space that is rather shallow and not very wide, but they are unconfined--they do not huddle.  

If


then


Whenever


then



Americans and their leaders disagree on foreign policy. [1] Polls show that 80 percent of Americans support the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty, but the Senate overwhelmingly rejected it. ... [2] Nearly half of all Americans supported using ground troops in Kosovo, but the Clinton administration resisted admitting that it was even considering the option.

[1]
If


then


Whenever


then



[2]
If


then


Whenever


then



Embedded Levels:

or "Because I'm the Daddy, That's Why."


For every reason and for every warrant, it is possible that readers may repeat their question: "Why should I agree with that?"  That is, they can treat the reason or warrant as though it were a claim, and then demand that you give reason(s) to support that claim.  Readers can get to seem like two year olds:  "Brush your teeth."  "Why?"  "Because it's good for you."  "Why?"  Because it keeps your teeth healthy."  "Why?"  "Because the brushing gets the junk out of your teeth and because there's stuff in the toothpaste that prevents cavities."  "Why?"  "Because I'm the . . . "

(Implied) Claim: 
Your telecommunications company should hire HSBC's Investment Banking and Markets.
Reader: Why should I agree with that?

Reason: 
We deliver a world class corporate advisory service to the telecommunications sector.

Reader: Why should I agree with that?

Evidence for the reason: 
We have advised some of the world's largest telecommunications companies on strategic acquisitions and capital raisings.

Warrant between evidence and reason:

If
We have advised some of the world's largest telecommunications companies on strategic acquisitions and capital raisings.  (Evidence)

then
We deliver a world class corporate advisory service to the telecommunications sector.  (Reason)

Whenever
A firm advises some of the world's largest clients.

then

That firm delivers world class service.
Embedded Levels:

Reasons Sit on Evidence; Evidence Sits on Itself

We commonly use "reason" and "evidence" as though the two were synonymous:

What reason can you give for your claim?

What evidence can you give for your claim?

But reason and evidence are not always synonymous, because we can find other contexts in which we cannot exchange them.

I want to see your [reason or evidence] with my own eyes.

It is important to look everywhere for good [reasons or evidence}.

Most of the important questions in our lives are those for which we have no good [reason or evidence] for deciding either way.

The histories of the words illuminates one aspect of their differences:

Evidence goes back to the Latin e-videre: "to see."

Reason goes back to the Latin ratio: "to calculate or think."

Reason  seems to refer to something inside our heads, something that we cannot expect others (like readers) to directly experience.

Evidence  seems to refer to something outside our heads, something that we can expect readers to experience for themselves.

Embedded Levels:

Reasons Sit on Evidence; Evidence Sits on Itself


There is no theoretically certain stopping place: readers can always doubt anything you say.  So the levels stop only when readers grant that what you're giving them IS evidence.
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Reason/Evidence Examples

Basic Elements of an Argument
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(adapted from Stephen Toulmin, The Uses of Argument, Cambridge University Press, 1958)

Two Notes:

1.  
We are not saying that you need to state all your warrants.  We think that you will write more persuasively if: (1) you know exactly what warrants you're using; and so (2) you are able to decide whether your reader needs you to state them.

2. 
This model does not suggest any necessary order of thinking or writing.  As you know, we think it is easier to be clear  if you state the claim first, but please do not take the model to suggest that the elements need to be thought or read in any specific order. 

An Example of an Argument: 

An Article from The Economist
"Why should I read this article?"

Here's a problem, readers, that you should care about:

Governments are not good at directing technological advance.  So the sight of politicians from the Group of Seven industrial countries congregating in Brussels this weekend to ponder the "information society" is an ominous one.  . . .  Whether from fear, or out of an equally misplaced belief that information technology offers some sort of jobs panacea, governments, being governments, will want to take control of [the great changes taking place in information technology]

Elements of Argument: 

An Article from The Economist
“What’s your solution?”  =  "What's your main claim?"
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I claim that:

The cleverest thing that governments can do about all these changes is to stand back and let them happen.

(i.e, I claim that governments should not interfere in information technology.)

Elements of Argument: 

An Article from The Economist
“Why should I agree with that?”
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One reason to agree with the claim is that:

. . .  technological change will open new possibilities so fast that government efforts to regulate and control it will seem ponderous.

Elements of Argument: 

An Article from The Economist
“How does that reason justify your claim?”
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I offer this warrant to justify reaching the claim based on the reason:

Whenever [governments] intervene [in fast changing technologies] they may distort the way a particular market evolves.

Elements of Argument: 

An Article from The Economist
“How does that reason justify your claim?”

A warrant is a general  statement, a generalization derived from an abundance of instances.  The warrant must subsume, must include as part of its generalization, both claim and reason (or both reason and evidence).  Very often we leave warrants implicit, which is fine if readers will supply them for themselves.  However, readers may well reject an argument if they do not understand or agree with its warrant.  So to write effectively, you often need to think both about what a given warrant may be and about whether you need to make it explicit.

Warrants can be phrased in many different ways.  For example:

Whenever [governments] intervene [in fast changing technologies] they may distort the way a particular market evolves.

Governments that seek to control fast changing technologies can end up distorting the development of the market.

Given rapid technological development, market evolution distortions can be an effect of the mechanism of governmental intervention.  [If the writer hasn't taken the Schoolhouse.]

If you're having trouble understanding a given warrant, it may help to begin by stating it in the simple form of WHENEVER REASON THEN CLAIM (or: WHENEVER EVIDENCE THEN REASON.)

Whenever we have the reason X, then we can claim Y.


For example:

If technology changes rapidly, then a government that intervenes with controls will distort the market.

Then, you can test the power of your warrant by testing how generally you think it applies.  Do you think your warrant always holds?  Only sometimes?  Only under some conditions?  Only to some degree?  The more you understand the limits of your warrants, the more likely you are to be able to state your argument in terms that are persuasive to your readers.

Embedded Levels

or

"Because I'm the Daddy THAT'S why!"


In the article in The Economist, the author at several points gave reasons and evidence for warrants.  For example:

Main Warrant 

Whenever [governments] intervene [in fast changing technologies] they may distort the way a particular market evolves.

Evidence for that Warrant:

From 1865 to 1896 [the government of Britain required] a person carrying a red flag to precede every vehicle.  

[The author seems to assume that we will regard this instance of government control is a distortion.  Apparently, she does not think her readers will demand any evidence before agreeing with this governmental control is an example of a government absurdly distorting a market?  A good decision?  Or should the writer have given evidence that carrying a flag absurdly distorts the automobile market.  To judge, consider the reader.  Are readers of The Economist likely to doubt that this governmental action is absurd?  Are readers of The Economist likely to doubt that any governmental action is absurd?]

How does that evidence justify the warrant?  (i.e., what's the warrant between the evidence and the mainwarrant)?

[In fact, the author omits this warrant.  But it presumably would be the standard warrant of any argument by example: if X is true in one case it is true of a similar case (or all similar cases).  Here, the warrant would be: If this instance of government control of fast changing technology was absurd, then it will also be absurd for governments to try to control the fast changing markets of other technologies.]
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Argument--I:

Basics

“Reason is nothing but the analysis of belief.”

Franz Schubert.

"A mind all logic is like a knife all blade.  It makes the hand bleed that uses it."  

Rabindranath Tagore
The Move to Argument
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