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Abstract

The present study wishes itself an examination hef way in which the theory of

argumentation precepts apply to pragmatics fronragrpa-dialectic perspective with
special reference to the theist-atheist type ofatkebdebate being by definition a
configuration of dialogic communication approaclealfiom both perspectives. The
argument cases and argumentation instances wilbdeeated on with tools that are
specific to informal rather than formal logic. Thaitomatically circumscribes our
approach to the area in which natural languageisiseformal, particularly context-

sensitive, and controlled by rules that wish thdwesefree of the rigid constrictions of
formal logicality.

Key words: pragma-dialectic, discourse analysiéadg, reasonableness, dialectification,
functionalisation, socialisation and externalisatisophistry.

II. Structure of the thesis
Preamble
The aim of the present thesis is to make a scruirtiie occurrence of fallacious passes
in atheist-theist debates.
The study of fallacies is of no recent concernduotars interested in the art of argument
making, this interest dates back to ancient timase precisely to the Greek Antiquity,
when it first dawned on a great philosopher’'s miAdstotle, to take the magnifying
glass and hunt for the mistakes that occur in kElglinking and its expression in speech.
No decent study can be performed in the absencthefargumentative support
that contains the reasonably accepted configuratiots structure, and since ‘fallacy’ is
a term which allows for manifold interpretation, axhaustive study of this ever-
multiplying and, at the same time, chameleonic ph@&mon, would be hardly possible.
That is why anyone interested in taking a jourreeyhe heart of reasoning — an attempt
with results applicable in practically any domainrestigation — would have to choose
the route that would best serve the real, imptiaitpose or purposes of the investigation.
We will therefore attempt to follow the pragma-@ictical line, at the moment the
most generous and welcoming to research and igedistn, traced by the Dutch school
of argumentation and subsequently taken over, gaase reformulated efficiently by
other schools and scholars in the domain.
Preferably, we should agree on a self-evident usaleaspect that shows us that
the phenomenon of deviance is normal and thatgtasent within every life area simply
because life exists according to rules, and thokes rare permanently broken, in a kind



of perpetual dialectic game of doings and undoi@gsxe some form of its manifestation
is begotten, so will its exception, in an almostamtaneous riposte.

In reference to (social) standards and norms, ickessociologist Emile Durkheim
notes that the deviance, the infraction of a nobmcomes subsequently the very
mechanism through which norms are created andoreied.

We propose to look at the mechanisms of disruptlwat are functional on
linguistic level within the field of pragmatics andside its subfield called debate,
through the combined lenses of philosophy, rhetoelogion and sociology.

In principle, the debate is a formal method of riattéive and representational
argumentation, and a structural analysis perforroadit has to have in view the
principles and rules that technically govern argomirmation. A type of dialogic
exchange of information or mere opinions, formadl anformal, found in a variety of
forms of expression, such as the persuasion dielofgritical discussion), the
information-seeking dialogue, or the eristic dialegnegotiation, or deliberation, debate
is a combination of all these under a unique idgmtnd probably with a broader area of
argument applicability than the any of the otheietées.

Despite its organisational formality, but also hesmof its conformity to the spontaneous
nature of human dialogue, debate shelters undaunitsrella theinformal element of
communication as well, with its the occurrence bé tunplanned (passes) and the
unexpectedness of the debaters’ reactions to twerants they are presented with.
Logical informality is the substance of argumenitgneveryday usage, which, because of
its broad terrain of manifestation, is laxer inuratthan formal arguments, confined as
they are to mathematically rigorous norms.

The buffer element between formality and infornyaldét least in debate configuration, is
theburden of progfwhich tilts the balance of the arguments empldygthe debaters in
favour of one register or another. Actually, idissirable to maintain an optimal balance
between the burdens, of proof, on the affirmatiide,sand that of rejoinder, on the
negative side. The burden of proof is assumed féwgthat a change is needed,” while
the burden of rejoinder, presupposes that its beazas “the obligation to attack the
affirmative arguments once the burden of proofleen established. In such cases when
“the negative runs a counterplan, the roles of éurdf proof and of rejoinder are
reversed.’

Argumentation modelled on debate is one that is atmtentoriented, apart from it
beingform-oriented, as is the case of logical argumentatidrere the major concern is
not with the particulacontentof arguments but with thegeneral structureand form.
After all, the content element, is ultimately respible for the phenomenon of argument
contextualisation.

Moreover, the present study wishes to undertake egamination of the
application of argumentation faragmatics(debate being part of it) by looking at the
phenomena from the perspective of the pragma-dieé¢@rgumentative precepts. The
argument cases and argumentation instances wilbdeeated on with tools that are
specific to informal rather than formal logic. Thaitomatically circumscribes our
approach to the area in which natural languageisiseformal, particularly context-
sensitive, and controlled by rules that wish thdwesefree of the rigid constrictions of
formal logicality.

! Bruce Najor, “Burden of Rejoinder”, 2007, httpdilsncyclopedia.wikispaces.com/Burden+of+Rejoinder



And last but not least, there is tileetorical component to be considered in
argument formation within the frame of debate, ohet being, on the whole and
essentially, a technique of persuasion. Logicaktancy and expositional accuracy and
pertinence are part of the requisite of the deleatnt, whose ultimate purpose is to
employ persuasion in order to facilitate the adheeeto the issues brought into
discussion (subject to debate). Debate is a cot#tion of arguments where the winner is
always the best. The argument that turns out ttria¢egically and in terms of its subtlety
and refinement superior to its competitors is declavinner by a forum consisting of an
official deliberating bodies and the audience.

Chapter I: Argument and its fallacies — theoreticalconsiderations

Chapter contents

This chapter is mainly focuses on aspects of argurfrem a constructional, general-
theoretical perspective. It treats problems such as

- components of argument, what is and what is noargument(e.g. conditions to be
fulfilled for any communicative segment to be colesed argument: its statements to
havetruth value one of which (theoremis@, at least, must providevidencefor another
claim (theconclusion).

—deductive, inductive and abductive arguments

(a) In ceductivearguments, the premises providertain guarantee for the truth of the
conclusion. The soundness of the argument cantablisted by the fact that the truth of
the conclusion is prefigured by the truth of themises. This can be determined through
entailment specific to formal logic or through metiatical necessity.

Ex. Paula works either at Mackey's or at Byrnef2dula works at Mackey's, then Paula works
in a grocery. If Paula works at Byrne’s, then Pautaiks in a grocery. Therefore, Paula works in
a grocery The key to the credibility of a deductive conclusies in the premises. Since
the conclusion must follow from the premises, théyavay for a deductive argument to
be considered invalid is if one of the premisgsrs/en false.

b) Inductivearguments, no matter how strormy not provide certain guarantee for the
truth of a conclusion.Despite its weakness, howedteconclusiomightstill be true, but
due to this structural fragility, the truthfulnessthe conclusion is doubtful. In this type
of argument if the premises are true, the conciugiay be true but it mayas well be
false The inductive type includes arguments dealindn \statistical data, generalizations
from past experience, appeals to signs, evideneatbority, and causal relationships.
Italians are known to be very good singers.

Paolo is Italian.

Therefore Paolo is a very good singer.

Paolo may or may not be a good singer, despitbéirgy Italian.

- thedifferencebetween inductive and deductive arguments doebane to do with the
contentor subject matter of the argument. The same utteranay be used to present
either a deductive or an inductive argument, dejpgndn theintentionsof the person
advancing it.

- Per Martin-Lof defineproof as the agent “that which makes a (hypotheticalyémaent
evident, in other words, turns an enunciation iattheorem (or ‘proposition’ in the
traditional sense). For proving a conclusion yoachmore than a good argument to it.
The premises from which the proof starts must disotrue (the word ‘sound’ is
sometimes reserved for valid arguments with tr@gnises) and must be already ‘given’



— i.e. accepted or acceptable at a stage whendheusion is not (you cannot, for
example, prove a true conclusion from itself, ewaough you would be arguing
soundly).” (UIf Schiinemann, “Logic and Reasoning”)

Therefore, we may conclude tHagic andrhetorictogetherform the basis of reasoning
A thorough understanding of both will significanthcrease the chances of making good
decisions and decrease the chances of being fbgléaulty arguments or clever use of
words.

(c) Abduction

Abductive reasoning, or abductive inference, is wBaarles Sanders Pierce called
‘guessing’. This happens when wenk (= guess) that something has taken place because
of certain empirical evidence. It is a form of hyjpesising over aurprisingphenomenon
or fact based osufficient but not necessargxplanatory condition for the circumstances
that led to its occurrence. Abduction can be careid useful in explaining empirical
observations, without, however, giving us the 100éftainty to make them rules or
axioms. They are what they are: means of hypotingsis

- truth, validity and soundness in arguments

An argument isvalid when from true premises a true conclusion is meférthrough
logical derivationfrom the premises.

A soundargument is an argument with all its claims truemelytrue premises and true
conclusionUnsoundarguments are arguments with at least one of #amiges false.

- inference

When we infer something, when we arrive at a cagicluor we form an opinion, we rely
in this on known facts or evidence.

- implication and tautology

In implication, the conclusion that can be drawn from somethaithough it is not
explicitly stated. It is common to deductive reasgn where the word “implies,” is
represented by “ =>". a => b can be translatetiftyyis true, b is also true.”

a = “Any house has (at least) a door.” (true)

b =*“A door is used for entering.” (true)

For a => b, we have “If the house has a door,usid for entering.”(true)

Even ifais false, for example, if we replace ‘house’ wigipple’ (a = Any apple has a
door) the implication remains true.

A tautologyis an assertion which remaitrae whatever way we formulate Rhetorical
tautologies are series of statements containisgge argumentvhich isrepeated over
and over again without bringing in any new inforioat

- formal and informal arguments

- the division intoformal andinformal arguments is established on basis of the stristnes
or laxity of their built-up — the degree of forntglior of informality is established
according to thenature of the claim — its vagueness or clarity — and tbe@hesionin
evidencesuccession, the element that is responsible écamfiguration of the argument.
In the formal argument, the conclusion is supported digarly-formulated claims and
orderly evidence succession. Also, the evidence must coone éredited and verifiable
sources.

Theinformal argument does not have the proper substance peftyaconvince. It's very
poor in persuasive force but, after all, it is parsuasiveness this type of argument
should employ. It is made to highlight an issu¢comake an assertion — we have already



seen how ‘strong’ or impactful assertions are + tam act as an incentive to discussion
on controversial issues. The reasonableness comdifi conflict resolution is hardly
applicable in such contexts, yet it representsjairement nevertheles$.”

- formal arguments are theperational objectsof formal (pr symbolic) logic and are
governed by mathematical rules, logic being by rdéfin the realm of formality
(Concise OED),

Informal arguments, unlike the logical ones, are presertommunication in natural
languages and are thoroughly employed as studgtsig critical thinking.

The presence of farmal fallacyin a deductive argument does not imply anything
about the argument’s premises or its conclusiorh Bway actually be true, or even more,
probable, as a result of the argument (e.g. apgeauthority or argument by/from
authorityargumentum ad verecundiymbut the deductive argument is still invalid
because the conclusion does not follow from thenges in the manner described. Also,
an argument can contain a formal fallacy even iinot deductive, for instance an
inductive argument that incorrectly applies prihegpof probability or causality can be
said to commit a formal fallacy.

While fallacies of the formal type are rather fixnumber, the group of informal
fallacies is considerably larger, and is still exgiag as new and new approaches enter
the scene of argumentation and rhetoric. Some o gasses, no longer than, say, a
couple of decades ago, we did not even suspect tallacies at all, as in the case of
many of the attitudinal fallacies.

Formal fallacies are found only in deductive argumentthvidentifiable forms.
One thing that makes them appear reasonable ifathehat they look like and mimic
valid logical arguments, but are in fact invalid.

1% premise: Water is fluid."2 premise: Quicksilver is fluid. Conclusion: Water i
quicksilver/ Quicksilver is water.

Both premises in this argument are true but thelosion is false. The defect is a
formal fallacy and can be demonstrated by reducing the argutmétstbare structure: A
is C; Bis C and A is B. We can replace A, B anthyCother words and the argument
would still be invalid and for the very same reagtfoney is fluid; Water is fluid;
Money is water.)

We can thus say that it can be helpful to reducargnment to its structure and ignore
content in order to see if it is valid.

Informal fallaciesare therefore regarded as defects which can Imtifiede only through
an analysis of the actuebntentof the argument rather than by looking at its rmage
premise 1: Emotional unbalance causes depregtioe)

premise 2: Depression is synonymous with econowdettl. (true)

conclusion: Emotional unbalance causes economittddtalse)

The structure is valid: A=B;B=Cand A=C.

Since we have an ambiguous context, generatedeytihmeanings of the term
‘depression’, we can speak of a special case laiciglnamely oequivocationwhich is
aninformal fallacy

In the present study, the focus is by and largenformal fallacies

2 Source: “Formal vs. Informal Arguments”, http:/ftirnrg.colostate.edu/about/contact.cfm



- syllogism, enthymeme

A syllogism is a classical form of argument, of detive nature, in that its structure
seems to be one that is most easily recognise@pmapriated by and large, in that they
always containtwo premises anda conclusion, that is, three terms. Two of the three
statements are called premises (major and minod) twe third statement is the
conclusion that derives from them. In fact, theyvetymology of the word contains this
information. In GreeksyllogismogovAloyioudc) means ‘inference’ or ‘conclusion.’

John Woods regards a syllogism to be “a (clasgicaihlid argument, none of whose
premisses is redundant and whose conclusion isareitlentical to nor immediately
inferential from any single premiss, hence is deiwithout circularity.®

The three types of syllogism are: conditional, gatecal and disjunctive. The first two
syllogistic structures are uniform or homogenousthat it is implied that there is a
‘sameness’ or similarity of the two assertions eordd in the premises (A is of a certain
nature, then B is of the same nature):

If A'is true, then B is true (that is if A then B)conditional

C is contained in A and, therefore, C is contaimeBl — categorical

If Ais true, B is false (or, if B is true, A isl&e) — disjunctive

The frame of the third type, the disjunctive sylkig, as its name shows, implies a
disjunction which leads to choice-making between two statéspeme of which is the
reverse of the other (A or B).

Enthymemes are syllogisms that leave part of tharaent unstated.

In the example “X is a Catholic priest, thereforeit unmarried,” the premise “catholic
priests are not allowed to marry” is consideredtémd to reason, thus it is left unstated)
- the pragmatic input of implicatures

Grice’s distinction between what is said and whatimplicated has been greatly
elucidating with respect to the relation betweemasatics and pragmatic®aul Grice
urges anyone who engages in a conversation to fpldy to each other, namely he
thought that the partners should behave in suchyas to help the conversation follow
its normal course towards its finality. He said aheuld “make contribution such as it is
required, at the stage at which it occurs, by teepted purpose or direction of the talk
exchange in which you are engagéd.”

These requirements lie at the heart of Grice’sqgpies related to human conversation
especially that related to cooperation. In a cosaton the first to fulfil the requirements
of the cooperative principle is the speaker, whdact provides a ‘model’ to be taken by
the speakers to follow and enter the conversaifitwe. listeners acknowledge that these
requirements have been met by the way they reaathtt they are being told by the
speaker. The communicated message should thusoilmprehensible However, the
meanings contained in the message are not alwagbcidy conveyed, in which
situation, one should have to look for thielden implicationghat are contained in it.
Grice called these not overt implicatiangplicatures

% John Woods, “The Concept of Fallacy is Empty —eés@urce-Bound Approach to Error”,
http://philos.unipv.it/emabardo/filcog/shared_falllezione_12/woods.pdf

* Paul Grice, “Logic and conversation”, 1975, 8yntax and Semantjc8004,No 3: Speech Acts: 22-40,
http://faculty.washington.edu/smcohen/453/Gricec@isplay. pdf



“A: What do you think of Werner’s course?” “B: I'actually considering taking up text
interpretation.”

- fallacies: points detailed

- form and content

A logical or formal fallacy represents a flaw in the structure of a deductirgument
which renders the argument invalid.

a) The division intdormal andinformal arguments is established on basis offittmeness
or laxity of their built-up — the degree of formality or aiformality is established
according to th@ature— vagueness or clarity — of tblaim and thecohesionn evidence
succession that induce the configuration of theumwent. In theformal argument, the
conclusion is supported leyearly-formulated claims andrderly evidence succession.
Also, the evidence must come from credited andiabie sources.

Theinformal argument does not have the proper substance peftyaconvince. It's very
poor in persuasive force, but, after all, it is pa&rsuasiveness this type of argument
should employ. It is made to highlight an issuécomake an assertion that can act as an
incentive to discussion on controversial issues fidasonableness condition of conflict
resolution is hardly applicable in such contextgt yt represents a requirement
nevertheless.

b) The presence of rmal fallacyin a deductive argumemtoes notimply anything
about the argument’s premises or its conclusiornh Bway actually be true, or even more
probable as a result of the argument (e.g. appealuthority or argument by/from
authorityargumentum ad verecundianor, in Latin, argument to respekt but the
deductive argument is still invalid because thectmion does not follow from the
premises in the manner described. By extensionargnment can contain a formal
fallacy even if the argument is not a deductive;doe instance an inductive argument
that incorrectly applies principles of probability causality can be said to commit a
formal fallacy.

c) While fallacies of thdormal type are rather fix in number, the group informal
fallacies is considerably larger, and is still exgiag as new and new approaches enter
the scene of argumentation and rhetoric. Someeasethno longer than, say, a couple of
decades ago, we not even suspected to be fallatial, like many of the attitudinal
fallacies.

Formalfallacies are only found only in deductive argutsesith identifiable forms. One
thing that makes them appear reasonable is thdHatthey look like and mimic valid
logical arguments, but are in fact invalid.

1% premise: Water is fluid.

2" premise. Water is a beverage

3 premise: Quicksilver is fluid.

Conclusionl: Quicksilver is a beverage.

(Conclusion 2: Quicksilver is water.)

Both premises in this argument are true but thelogion is false. The defect idamal
fallacy, and can be demonstrated by reducing the argutmétstbare structure: Ais C; B
is Cand A is B. We can replace A, B and C by otherds and the argument would still
be invalid and for the exact same reason (Bearsaay; | likes honey. | am a bear.)

We can thus say that it can be helpful to reducargoment to its structure and ignore
content in order to see if it is valid.



Informal fallaciesare therefore regarded as defects which can Imifidd only through
an analysis of the actuebntentof the argument rather than by looking at its raake
premise 1: Emotional unbalance causes depregtioe)

premise 2: Depression is synonymous with econowdettl. (true)

conclusion: Emotional unbalance causes economittddtalse)

The structure is valid: A=B;B=Cand A=C.

Since we have an ambiguous context, generatedeytihmeanings of the term
‘depression’, we can speak of a special case laiciglnamely oequivocationwhich is
aninformal fallacy

In the present study, the focus is by and largenfommal fallacies.

- historical overview on the study of fallacies

Aristotle noted his studies concerning such erier®e Sophisticis ElenchigSophistici
Elench), an appendix to th€opics where he mentions thirteen types of fallaciese Th
studies of argument and its shortcomings was taken by Medieval European scholars,
after which time the concern over them seemed Y@ leatered a period when previous
information was verified, processed and ascertainedture rearrangements and
reconsiderations of the previous information weredlow only with the information
boom of the second half of the twentieth centurlgem qualifies expertise brought back
to attention this complex phenomenon. It now mdue abject of interest of many
apparently separated disciplines such as commumicaitudies, psychology, and
artificial intelligence, beside the more consedataiaes, philosophy, rhetoric and logic.
The most outstanding contribution in the field ofwmentation also in what regards
fallacious passes was initiated in the 1980s byoamof theorists from the University of
Amsterdam lead by the distinguished professor Fréhzvan Eemeren and his
collaborator Rob Grootendorst.

- the Curtis Taxonomy of Logical Fallacies

- discussion of some fallacies

- two fallacies of (grammatical) analogy (compasitand division); ambiguity;
equivocation; no true Scotsman; quoting out of ertittwo relevance fallacies (appeal to
authority and appeal to emotion and desire)

- conclusion

The ever growing number of fallacious forms in angumt making is growing,
reason for which their study and interpretation agra a wonderful challenge still, a
promise of a matching number of perspectives fdur&u research. The work with
argument and its global implications for human ife@ne that merits lifelong dedication,
which, without any promises for easily-obtained ufess does promise however
unthinkable satisfactions.

The present research work is merely an attempttoeg, re-order and interpret
some aspects of argument making and its deviafiams the accepted norms, aspects
that bear the imprint of previous notable contridnos.

After the incursion into the general field of argamtation, we have selected and
stopped over those fallacies in argument that igreficantly related to the general topic
and have not been discussed in other chapters.

An issue we considered worth including in this dbaps Maurice Finocchiaro’s
‘conciliatory’ attempt with regard to fallacy treaént. Looking critically at the various
approaches to fallacies, Finocchiaro distinguighese main stream lineand adheres to



on of them himself. While admitting their meritsge hdetaches himself from the
mathematical-formalist bias proposed by Woods anditdl as well as from the
empiricism of experimental psychologists. The fare considers to be rather rigid in
its orderly conventionalism and formalism, the datinaybe too empirically excessive,
displaying a “value-free attitude” and, more impatty, because it regards fallacies not
necessarily as related to reasoning but to cognéotivities, such as perception.

Through his own stand, Finocchiaro advocates tha,ilordering to some extent
on Grootendorst’s own position, according to whiclallacy is produces only “within
the framework of a given practitioner's conceptminthe argument he is commenting
upon.” He also agrees with the dialectical positonargument treatment, which doesn’t
regard the fallaciousness of an argument as amctolgly verifiable fact but rather as the
result of the intersubjective interaction of thegmns engaged in a dialogue.” This last
point of view on fallaciousness in argument maksgrobably closer to our approach to
fallacies due to the fact that debate is an optigraund to study the aspect of
subjectivity in opinion making, with specific apgdition to the conflict of opinion
context.

Chapter II: Pragma-dialectical and Rhetorical Argumentation in Dialogue Frame
Chapter contents

Since the present thesis proposes to apply thedtieml approaches present in
argumentation, especially the pragma-dialecticahdpoint, to the analysis of fallacious
passes occurring in three debates, in this chamgropose to focus on the evaluation of
the critical discussion, a type of dialogic intérac considered analogous to persuasion
dialogues. Persuasion dialogue, on the other Hamus the pivotal structure in debates.
If persuasion dialogues are characterised by irdbityn in that they are common to
every-day speech interactions, or opinion exchangebates are organisddame-
structuresthat house speech interactions that are, or at @ devised to be, more
formal in nature. These conventionalised structuaies subject to strict rhetorical-
argumentative rules.

The informal talk of the common conversation orlatiae is a free-flowing
course of utterance exchange, in which the conm&ssare more or less equally
(un)informed.

In debate, as Glazer and Rubinstein show, the cgzatits adopt conflicting,
contradictory positions about the decisions thaiugh be made, the reaching of the
appropriate conclusion being dependent on sevesécés and outcomes that occur
during the conversation. Unlike in the informalktahat is carried out more or les
unceremoniously in casual contexts, in debate #imatrs are the informed party, and
their dialogue is meant to inform an uninformedtypan this case, the audience.

We will try to look into the argumentation engagedsuch dialogue and see the
way in which the pragma-dialectical theory applesiebate argumentation, in general,
and to resolution making, in particular. After delbranalysis of thepragma-dialectic
logo, we will also make some historical referenabgch reveal the auspicious conditions
which provided ground for the emergence of thi®tie

This trend started taking life back in the earlghgies at the initiative of Frans H.
van Eemeren and Rob Grootendorst as their work wsgired by the Aristotelian
dialectics and rhetoric, — on which they worked amdntually developed it according to
the models offered by the dialectical theory otical rationalists — and the Searlean



direct and indirect speech acts theories. In tesindialogic communication in natural
languages, the pragma-dialectic approach recommandapport framework for the
process of rational dialogue development, seen agseem of four principles named
dialectification functionalisation, socialisatioandexternalisation.

The pragma-dialectical orientation throws new aratarelucidating light on the
initial understanding of the concept of argumeptatas disciplinary field. This is so
because it takes communication exactly for wha,ithamely an interaction among
participants which is profiled against the conteka discourse that can influence it in a
negative or positive way, depending on the situaioenvironment in which the
interaction takes place. From this angle consideasglimentation renews its studies also
from the Popperian perspective, an approach whesisron objective normative,
contrastive evaluation procedures made in thecatitationalist spirit.

To this perspective, the pragma-dialectical thougénd attaches the pragmatic
dimension with special emphasis on Grice’s langyaigsophy and discourse analysis
and, last but not least, the inclusion of the tkieof speech acts for the practical
application of the theoretical-ideal model of conmicative instance.

According to van Eemeren Grootendorst, the pragmal@aticism, viewed from
now on as an integrative trend, pleads for a sysiemengagement of the two
coordinates, the pragmatic and the dialectic, & lfar all research in the domain of
argumentation. Thus, one of the first perspectivenging proposals made by pragma-
dialectics is the implementation of the four prples necessary for investigation
procedures.

All the four principles focus on the speech act, ase element of the
communicative intercourse.

- the first principle functionalisation asks that discourse be treated as a purposive act
- the second principleocialisation highlights the interactive role of the speech act

- externalisatiorfocuses on the relation between the speech adgtsaaoadntribution to the
communicative act, namely the resultim@positionalandinteractional commitments

- dialectificationsees the speech acts dynamically, in their aettebange between
participants, a perspective on which the entir@dof critical discussion rests, and
which is actually considered the ideal model fo(wvan Eemeren & Grootendorst, 2004
52-53).

- the speaker-listener tandem

No conversation—based communication can be imaginettie absence of a listener.
Within the monologic frame, the listener is eitlilee speaking selfengaged in a self-
reflexive act — she who speaks spefmksherself — or it is thgroup calledaudience In
organised persuasion, however, dialogic interacsioch as debate, negotiation, critical
discussion, etc., the audience plays a major pag.role of the audience in this kind of
contexts will also be discussed in the present pagspecially because it represents a
defining element that separates logic from arguatemt, an issue on which the
rhetorical theory of Perelman-Olbrecht-Tyteca dmat bf the pragma-dialecticians are in
agreement.

Also, the chapter focuses on issues related taligterction between dialogic
and amultilogic discussion, both grounded ultimately on a basiairement, namely that
of reasonablenessa prerequisite first postulated by Chaim Pere|mdrch he always
opposed taationality. The concept was competently adopted and substyaelapted
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by the pragma-dialectic school, where it was used painstudies related to the ways in
which differences of opinion are “resolved.”

- It would be inappropriate to omit mentioning timepact the new pragma-dialectical
theory has on various fields of communication, tasystematically combines normative
insights from philosophical dialectics and dialodogic with pragmatic insights from the
Gricean speech act theory and discourse analysis.

- The present chapter also makes note of issuels asctheindexical support in
argumentation in relation to the propostional cahtend the aspect dfamatism seen as
an important ingredient of the argumentative comication. The concluding part of the
chapter proposes some critical reactions to sontleegbragma-dialectical methodology.

- An overview study which does not claim to be exdiave in any respect, this paper is
an attempt to bring together some elements thatdmvoe useful for further research in
the field of argumentation in general, and whiclildathrow light on untrodden tracks
that may contain valuable answers to issues thiatvatt for them.

Chapter IlI: The contribution of Discourse Analysis to Argumentation. Discourse in
theist-atheist controversy

Chapter contents

Deriving etymologically from the word ‘course’, amlyscourse can be imagined
as a stream of communication (communicative flomhich, the existence and progress
of which is related to a context. The context falthe roles of source and support for the
discourse, that is it provides it withc@ntext which is crossed by the communicative
stream on its way to its destination. The purpdsiésdiow is toconvey a message from
source to destinatiorOnce the message reaches destination, is recemnedexoded, it
returns to the source. Three key elements define caurse: the point ofnitiation
(source), thedestination(target), theflow (action), which connects the source to the
destination.

In communication, the flow is the carrier of a megges written or spoken, one at a
time, in normal communication. The message moveantb fro, from source to target
and, depending on the case, back from target toceo0he source is the proponent/
sender and the target is the recipient, receiveeaeficiary of the message.

Today discourse analysis, a proteic and eclectia af investigation, is employed
by many fields of human activity, whether of so@alof purely scientific orientation, its
central axis being the communicative event, orakioiten. Beyond doubt, the discourse
phenomenon has multiple and obvious social impboat the latest interest being to a
great extent in the way in which language, whetrat or written, reflects the socio-
political realities of the moment.

- discourse-based controversies

It would be no exaggeration if we said that onéhefmost conflict-ridden terrains
of human discourse is religion. Ever sirfe@mo sapiensias made the evolutionary leap
and becamé&omo religious he has attempted to translate the experiencatedeto this
(newly discovered — by him) dimension of his lifetd language and employ that
language in order to establish a dialogue withféllsw beings. As soon as he voiced his
spiritual experiences, the counter reactions oecatmost instantly, his arguments being
rebutted by those fellow beings of his who couldrdidn’t, or simply wouldn’t
understand him. Hence, one of the biggest andngastvars’ ever to trouble mankind
broke out: the clash between those who believetlaoge who refuse to believe that life
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was sourced by a supernatural force referred teolbye as Deity. Mankind was split into
the antagonistic parties called theists and athefst expected, their discourses reflect
the whole arsenal of their ideological fight, tlemduage employed by them being the
expression of their overall mentality, culturald®eag, feelings, beliefs and social practices.

Human endeavour is by definition dialectical, commication included, therefore
it is but normal to regard the controversial typali@alogue — seen as strategy of arriving
at the truth by logical argument exchange — asgomiarked by dialecticism as well.
In one of the analysed debates, Reza Aslan, a@febiatself, contends that: “The most
significant factor in the way one understands omelggion, in the way one interprets
one’s religion, is not that religion itself, it'©nhthe religion itself, it's yousocial context.
According to Walton and Macango “all human commatian is grounded upon what is
already known or accepted as information that @ataken for granted, and makes verbal
interaction possible. We can call this basis of anrmommunication “common ground”
or “common knowledge”, adopting respectively a lirggic or an argumentation
terminology.”
- discourse community

A particular type of dialogueis established within a particular group of
individuals by convention and, in order for theamhation to be commonly-accessible
and facile in usage, all the members of a givenmamcative group must be familiar
with it. This particular type of dialogue is estiahked on basis of the complex linguistic
networkimg of discourse or informational matrix, which involves the usé looth
linguistic and metalinguistic factors. Metalingigst is an aid in the investigation of
discourse communities and their dialogic relatiothiat it studies “dialogue relationships
between units of speech communication as manifestatand enactments of co-
existence.” The psycholinguistic factor which ideigrated in discourse community
studied by metalinguistics focuses on “behaviowels in the cognitive context of
subjects who perform them.” For the analysis of atdigcourse community, the
psychological factor plays a major role, so muctasahe individual is the participant in
its formation on basis of his individuality, a cheteristic which is to a great extent
psychologically determined.
- the social dimension of discourse

It is important to note here that discourse is atsbe analysed according to its
function as indicator of social practices, socialey and the deviations from that order,
and also according to the function it fulfils iretmaking up of social realities.
In discourse formation, the linguistiegisterplays an important part in that it represents,
as language variety, each social group which weggulge in a certain way, based on a
certain lexical agreement (selection) and with iage semantic encoding, which, in turn
will be established as conventionally mutually gateble by both the speaker and the
hearer involved in a communicative act. The digattperspective on language use in
social contexts always takes into consideratiordtbeourse community too.
- argumentation and discourse analysis

Argumentation cannot be conceived in the absendés afiscourse, the support
for the components of the argumentative activitjhe Targumentative discourse,
essentially oriented towards persuasion, mustumest in its close interdependence with

® Walton & Macagno, “Classification and Ambiguityiet role of definition in conceptual systems”, in
Studies in Logic Grammar and Rhetord® (29), 2009: 3.
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the argumentative reality. It is in this contexatthan Eemeren and Houtlosser bring into
discussion the importance aftrategic maneuveringa conflict-resolution tool also
mentioned by us in the previous chapters, lookettamh the perspective of the joint
action of the rhetorical and dialectical dimensairargumentation. As we have shown,
through discourse, the rhetorical strategy pamwi@p in the shaping of the audience in by
modifying their opinions, their values and theitibiks.
Chapter IV: Debate and its fallacies
Chapter contents

Before approaching the domain of debate in akkdsplexity, one has to prepare
thoroughly for both the understanding of its methlody and for the subsequent efficient
mastery of its operating tools, which will eventydiring the freshly-initiated debater to
the realm of success. This success means much themematerial satisfaction, — this
concept is or should be irrelevant to the genuiabater — it means self-esteem. By
winning the competition, the debater has taken areither step up the social value
hierarchy. To attain such success, however, on¢ohmeus not only, or, better said, not
predominantly on the competitive component in aatkelbut rather on the substantive
skills that underlie the critical mind, and on tdvocacy skills which are central to the
advancement of productive and useful social coscepto often, we feel, our society
fails to feature in the individual these importashills, whereas debate can offer them
generously this precious chance. The three baslis $kat need focusing on are the
argumentative skills, the persuasive skills andpiliglic speaking skills.

Argumentation is the use of reasoning and logictrjoto make points and
convince people about the validity of our points.
Persuasion is the process of using any and alitjedsols to convince the audience that
our ideas, our approaches and our concepts are aymbgbrofitable and something that
they would want to embrace themselves.
The problems tackled in this chapter relate todssuch as
- the definition of concept: characteristics, stuue, types
- the place of debate in society
- the mastery of the art of debate
- argumentation used in debate
- Toulmin’s scheme: pro and cons
- debate and the fallacies that mar its argumemtati
- the process of refutation
- selection of issues that would serve as basidis#greement according to quality,
guantity, probability, time allocation, or morabrgrements
- Henry Johnstone’ad hominem argument
- proof, its role of in argument making, its refutation
- debate rules and strategies
- fallacies: hasty generalisation; transfer falbgc{of composition and of division); of
reputation (straw person); irrelevance fallaciesn( sequitu); avoiding the issue/shifting
the ground/changing the subject; false dichotond@ddgnorantiamad populumappeals
to: emotion, authority, tradition, humour; ambiguitequivocation; wishful thinking;
pathetic fallacy; cultural bias, etc.
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Chapter V: On the Great Clash
Chapter contents

The theist-atheist confrontation whatever its versidl remains a very old and
unsolved predicament.

Epistemology is the branch of philosophy that tegchs how to make the best
choices of our life, that is, what principles shltbglide us when making these choices. It
diverges into two directions, the epistemology ofesce and religious epistemology,
each of which has developed its own axiology. Tlaiilological systems became so
different that the two, now separate, domains engedt variance with each other. This
is how religious epistemology and the epistemolofygcience are now two ¢ domains of
human endeavour set in constant antagonism.

The confrontation between the two areas of acae&adwledge has often being
referred to asonflict, dissensiorandsegregation rather tharcooperationor productive
dialogue But beyond the antagonistic aspect of the comditen, the ultimate goal of
either party involved in it is accessttae knowledge, or Truth.

- defending and attacking: presenting opinions angpsuting facts

In many religion-centred debates the major confBcstructured around the conflict of
opinions between believers and non-believers mlaighe existence (or non-existence)
of a Creating Deity. The thesis of the theists am# the apology of that religious
doctrine, which is attacked by the atheist courastegsy who bring arguments that aim at
proving that those claims are wrong.

- either side apologetics

Apologists usually engage in formal speech or gineexplanation to reply and rebut the
charges. The legal content of the word was traresleto other domains as well,
especially philosophy and religion, which used aigrterms, also implying the study of
the defence of a doctrine or belief. The apologd#éence is based on in-built principles,
which makes them almost inattackable. They condideir doctrine perfectly rational,
beneficial and superior to any other doctrines,soaa for which they strive to
acknowledge it. In belief-related domains of knadge, apologetics offers a rational
basis to defend the proposed faith against anyesgtation, ill-intended or misperceived,
and to expose that error unfalteringly to the publi

- skepticism, atheism, and naturalism

Ontological or methodological by formation, natis& oppose or overlook the domain
of the supernatural. Since atheists or sceptigaalishe same attitude towards the so-
called ‘supernatural’ (the Deity being part of ithey are sometimes found among the
militants for the concept of ‘natural world’, onleat can be explained through scientific
experimentation and processed through logical reagoVery similar to the theist, and
ultimately not unlike the atheist outlook, natusali exercises benevolent and moral
conduct, which results in creating a climate faatle for social welfare and wellbeing.
The atheist position detaches itself from this linethat it recurrently fingerpoints a
malevolent, unjust and inefficient, almost 100$iaral, Deity, of no good use
whatsoever for mankind.

- disputing the burden of proof; Douglas Walton’s ropn on presumptivereasoning,
which is neither deductive nor inductive but is $bd on burden of proof’. Unlike
deductive reasoning, “it is subject to retractionc® new premises enter into the
evidentiary picture in a disputation.” (Walton, B3911) Also, presumptive reasoning is
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supported byconversationallogic, the structural argumentative logic necesdarythe
evaluation of argument employed in communication.

One of the principles invocated most actively iristratheist controversy thmirden of
proof principle according to which the truth claimant of a prapos becomes the
bearer of the burden of proof and is duly expedtedorovide verifiable proof, or
warrants, in support of their claims. The absenfceogent argumentation justifies the
opponent to render the proponent’s claim unfouratedithus reject it.

- the support of argumentation

- theistic argumentation and atheistic counter-argntation: prima facie warrants for the
existence of God; the argument from religious eigpee; the argument from belief, the
moral argument; the argument from evil, the argumfeom reason; the ‘free will’
argument; the teleological argumemt the argument from design; Pascal’'s Wager;

- either side fallacies

- context-related argument relevance in dialoguka¥is and what is not fallacy.

The context-based analysis of fallacies is alskéddy the perspective abmmitment
in dialogue, which is “a decisive moral choice thatolves a person in a definite course
of action, a distinctive personal engagement, whiglits deeper form, comes from the
individual's heart or inner conscience. [...] one@Tanitments are personal — that is,
indexed to a distinct person or individual — anelytimay even be, in some cases, private
and only partially accessible to others.” (Waltowl &rabbe: 14)

- material fallacies

begging the questidrtircular argument(petition principii, circulus in probandp the
fallacy offalse causénon sequiturwhich means means “it does not follow”), the fajlac
of many questions (plurium interrogationunthe fallacy of theconsequenga variety of
irrelevant conclusio) the fallacies ofhccidentand theirrelevant conclusionignoratio
elench), which, in turn, includes thad argumentga) ad hominem, (b) ad populum, (c)
ad baculum, (d) ad verecundiam

These fallacies are instruments by means of whiehspeaker manipulates the audience
by obscuring the real question — one of the meacanged by the word ‘fallacy’ comes
from the Latin ‘falsus’, which means ‘false, @eceptive

- verbal fallacies

Such fallacies are met in speeches or in texts wherspeaker/writer uses improper or
ambiguous words and reaches a false conclusiony @reconventional fallacieqof
composition, division, accent, equivocation) figures of speechwhich generate
confusion regarding the metaphorical and the cdaersage of words.

- fallacies of reason

a. Relevance fallaciegappeal to improper authority, red herring, drayihe wrong
conclusion, using the wrong reasoas, hominemstraw person, casuistry (misleading
subtle reasoning), guilt by association, appe&t&o, appeal to traditiomd populumthe
bandwagon fallacy, etc. );

b. Acceptability Fallacieqfallacious use of languageirculus in probabdpfallacy of
composition, fallacy of division, false dichotonmfgulty analogy, distinction without a
difference, pseudo-precision, begging the quedfpatitio principii), inconsistency and
incompatibility, etc.);

c. Sufficiency fallacieghasty inductive generalization, arguing from igarce, omission
of key evidence, ignoring the (counter-)evidenaanfasion of necessary & sufficient
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conditions, the gambler's fallacy, subjective fejla converse accident (hasty
generalisation),argumentumad ignorantiam, slippery slope non sequitur wishful
thinking, tu quoquespecial pleading, etc.);

d. Rebuttal fallaciegred herring, straw person and poisoning the well)

- emotion appealing strategieappeal to ridicule, appeal to emotion, needling.

- other fallacies analysed in debatewllacy fallacy, naturalistic fallacy, presentism
slanting, loaded language, false analogy, falsendita, post hoc, ergo proper hoc
argument from adverse consequences (appeal tq Bggvgal to pathos, flamboyance,
Biblical literalism.

- can there be a real winner of an atheist-theistadeb

Should we be really be chasing for ‘proofs’ to dpedh the existence of God? The
pressing urge on either side for proof submissmriccprobably be considered a possible
reason to blame this great dissension on. On th@egns certain for now: the lack of
evidence on both camps hampers a lot the comimgviable, peace-making conclusion.
The resolution of the conflict is still waiting fas ‘advent’.

Chapter VI: Corpus Analysis

Chapter contents

- a few retrospective considerations — a bird’s eggwon debate argumentation

- success in communication

An important issue to be mentioned in relation wdthlogic communication is the
concept of success. Succeeding in our communicattebange does not have to mean
knocking our opponent down by all means and ‘s@aras winners as a result of a
competitive confrontation. What should prevail ircls situations is the intention of the
participants to reach a reasonable agreementisthet agreement that is reason-based in
that it equally takes into consideration and retgp#ee opinions of each/both confronting
sides. It is true that the incentive of any distois is the existence of a difference in
opinions between participants. Each party tarde¢sadttaining of success in dialogue,
translates in the winning of the confrontation. STs characteristic of debate, eristic
dialogues, persuasion dialogues of the criticatudision type, and negotiation.

Success in communication is a highly constructelational mechanism within
which the motivational component acts as stimulusprogress towards the proposed
target, and the reasonable resolution of the adriflings about the elicitation of positive
feelings from the participants.

In three two-person debatean analysis was carried out as to how arguers ¢omm
fallacies during the disputation of the proposezihb.

- debate analysis
The fallacies that mar the argumentation of theigpants in the three debates proposes
for analysis are grouped according to the criteradndoctrine affiliation and not
according to the group to which the respectiveatadls belong. Thus, the fallacies are
rendered into fallacies committed by atheists aflddies committed by theists.

It is important to note here that the argumentspisd as valid or correct by
emitting party are fallacious from the viewpoint tfe doctrinal principles of the
opposing party, and the other way round. Therefeeedirection of the present analysis is
imposed rather by the doctrinal orientation of plagticipants in the debates than by strict
tenets of the logical analysis.
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One of the most recurrent offenses committed bleeitside with the same
frequency, seems to be the result of the employrokthie ad ignorantiamfallacy. Of
course, to keep it company are other argumentdg¥@ mities, the distribution of which
is uneven, as it can be seen from the performelysisa

However, if we were to refer to the type of fallegithe prevalent fallacies are not
necessarily those who affect the structure andpareof formal logic, but rather those
who target the content, and ar of the informal tyf@ch are the fallacies that that appeal
to emotion rather than the logical, structurallafgks. It is but normal that in hot-spirited
dialogic situations it is theontextthat orchestrates the whole situation and thaefoee
the type of fallacy that is being committed is dhat attacks theontentand more
seldom the form.

Debate I:.Christopher Hitchens vs. Al Sharptdod is not Great”
New York Public Library (NYPL), May 7, 2007

Moderator: Jacob Weisberg

Debate Il:Christopher Hitchens vs. Frank Turéloes God Exist?”
Virginia Commonwealth University, November 9, 2010
Moderator: Timothy Hulsey

Debate lll:Reza Alsan vs. Sam HarrifReligion and Reason”

L.A. Public Library, Los AngeledDecember, 2007

Moderator: Jonathan Kirsch

1. Conclusions to the ‘great clash’ predicament

While theists think they have found the explanatigth respect to the origin, meaning
and purpose of life, atheists offer us their s@épt, doubt and negation. Nick Bostrom
thinks that “this doubt could be reinforced by gig out certain internal difficulties
with the deist’'s explanation”, such as the existent the Creating Deity, or, say, the
problem of evil. Theists keep providing — some wdly ironically ‘conjuring up’ — more
and more metaphysical arguments that have stilaimeed echoless for want of sound
foundation in the logically-trained, empirical mimd their opponents, except, perhaps,
“the argument from the apparent design of bioldgbcganisms”, which, Bostrom notes,
“was harder to dismis€”If for a very long time man used to resort to Peilated
justifications whenever the issue of existence enegal and personal life in particular
was brought up, ever since Darwin appeared on d@agecite his astonishing and
revolutionary theories, an increased dissidencm ftiois attitude has become manifest
and which, in the spirit of the snowball effect,giowing and growing still. Naturalism
and theism have begun their dissension, with, &opigy an ever increasing number of
adherents on the part of the former. Until recerdal/the balance seems to have returned
to symmetry. And this should hardly surprise usgcsiis it not that man is primarily
empirically-oriented and only secondly, spiritu&Iyhe answers that we derive from the
contingent reach us first and are thus perceiveth@® credible, due to their palpable
nature. The ones provided by the second categgrgpmparison, ask for extra efforts,
ones that can only be made with help from the st@wordinate of our assembly, the
spiritual dimension.

® Nick Bostrom, “Is there a God? The Evidence ford against”, http://www.anthropic-

principle.com/preprints /god/god.html
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2. Final conclusions

The present study has proposed to bring togetheétrcampare various opinions
and theories about the building and the harmingrgfiment and place them on a neutral
area of analysis, that of debate. We thought thit ¢an serve us best our plans to
fructify these observations by taking the rightliaf investigation for a study that was
expected to match as faithfully as possible theppsed blueprint. The theories and
opinions bright under lenses regard argument makinguthentic oral production, and
are to a great extent related to context-based@gtiappropriacy and inappropriacy.

Of the two choices, and using argument correctssanalytical support, we
concentrated mostly on the latter, on argumenadabk, more exactly on how and in
what circumstances they are most likely to occur.

The argument analyses proposed by formal logicndidmake the object of our
investigation, but instead we tried to follow theidglines proposed by informal
argumentation approaches, mostly the critical pegralectical ones.

The theories of discourse and discourse analysish weference to the
contribution of conversation analysis to pragmatarsd argumentation, were also
regarded as helpful to our endeavour. As we congide any theoretical study should
materialise in practical application, we selectedstibject to corpus analysis the debate
format, a context which is known to provide goodurd for this kind of investigation
and research.

We have decided for the informal approach becauseés ithe informal
argumentation that is more likely to turn fallacgoin dialogue given its laxity,
spontaneity and context-shifting propensity (coht@obility). Toulmin once remarked
that “good human reasoning is rarely valid or inductively styd and this proves once
more true, especially if we were to we turn an #sth critical eye on debate.

Another reason would be that in this domain rede@@rofuse and diverse, in special
when it comes to the ever-growing sophisticatiofiatiacious passes, which makes rich
fodder for future research, whatever the domaimwéstigationlin this sense, the debate
format provides a perfect venue where we can wadeh players carefully calculate and
time their moves in order to make the best shad $le@ ball exactly in the intended spot.
The limited time allotted for the passes is influ@nn how those passes are made. If one
has a good hand and shoots precisely over theheeball will be sure to fall correctly in
the adversary’s territory. In order to be a gooittén, a debater should have practised
the art of debating thoroughly and long, with dlétdue mastery of the labour tools:
rhetoric (persuasion, and wit), logic and dexteritygic mastery helps the debater joggle
with soundor unsound argumentation, depending on the strategydecide to employ:
the fair-play or charlatanry.

John Bush notes that even though logic is indeedndispensible tool in
argument making, it is not the only available tdelausibility is one of them, an aspect
that transcends the strict logical rules, and @itatng. “Under time pressure, the debater
will have to bring together various facts, insigrdad values that others share or can be
persuaded to accept, and then show that those idadsmore or less plausibly to a
conclusion.”After evaluation and final decision making, the mgdausible and

" John Bush, “Logical Fallacies and the Art of DeBathttp://f4fs.org/logical-fallacies-and-the-arft-o
debate/
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convincing argumentation is declared winner, somes$i by omitting logical rigour and
thwartingexpectancy.

Alfred C. Snider, the ‘debate teacher whose irdioms we have carefully
followed and whose directions we have applied esttaty in this paper, points out that,
apart from the noble truth finding mission, debet® induces in its participants the spirit
of competitivity. Yet, he jocundly remarks, “if yahink a fallacious argument can slide
by and persuade the judge to vote for you, youdiegto make it, right? The trick is not
getting caught.”

Statistically, the proportion of fallacies idengii on the two sides involved in the
analysed debates is uneven. In the three analydstes we have found that the fallacies
committed by the atheist debaters exceeded the ewofbfallacies committed by the
theists. However, these are opinions that leavenréar ‘rebuttals’. The tougher, the
better, we should say.

Due to the complexity and ever-changing, constamhewing nature of the
specialised information and research, the presedeavour does not claim to be a
conclusive study but rather an embryonic propdsat tnight be taken over, improved
and used for further, specialised investigation. Wi also never claim to have
attempted to offethe solution to the Deity predicament. This is onelypem in front of
which our expertise proves unfortunately too lidite
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