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a b s t r a c t

This paper proposes a theory of interpreting argument types as an integral part of a sys-
tematic and comprehensive ‘hermeneutics of persuasive discourse’. It first explains how
such a hermeneutics can be developed based on pragmatic insights about the use of
language for persuasive purposes expressed in the philosophy of argument. Then, after
having provided an overview of the main hermeneutical stages involved in interpreting
persuasive discourse, the paper focuses on the stage of argument type identification. It
formulates a ‘hermeneutics of argument type’ in terms of the Periodic Table of Arguments
(PTA), an argument categorization framework systematizing existing accounts of argu-
ments in the broad sense of the term (topoi, loci, argument schemes, fallacies, means of
persuasion). For each of the three parameters within this framework, ‘argument form’,
‘argument substance’, and ‘argument lever’, the paper describes how to determine their
value by analyzing several examples of natural arguments.
© 2022 The Author(s). Published by Elsevier B.V. This is an open access article under the CC

BY license (http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/).
1. Introduction

Since the start of the digital revolution, people have faced an information overload that is difficult to deal with, both in
quantity and quality. Related phenomena such as mis- and disinformation can have deleterious consequences, especially
when they occur in communicative interactions aimed at changing people's minds or behavior, in short, in ‘persuasive
communication’: efforts to convince people to believe or do something run the risk of being perverted into efforts to
manipulate them into believing and doing something (Brave et al., 2022; Floridi, 2014). Gaining a better insight into the
cognitive aspects of how people process information in persuasive messages could contribute to finding a solution for such
problems of the information age. However, empirical questions about how people process information aimed at changing
their minds or behavior can only be answered after generating theoretically informed hypotheses about how people interpret
the discourse containing that information. How does such an interpretation take place? Which elements, parts, character-
istics, or aspects of persuasive discourse are relevant to consider?

Existing theories of interpreting persuasive discourse are normatively informed in that they are aimed at reconstructing
the argumentation contained therein for the purpose of determining its validity, soundness, or acceptability. The criteria
employed for such an evaluation are often ‘external’: they embody an ideal of reasonableness that deviates from how people
evaluate persuasive messages in concrete cognitive environments. Examples of such normative ideals are the notion of a
‘universal audience’ (Perelman and Olbrechts-Tyteca, 1958), the ‘geometrical’ concept of argument validity (Toulmin, 1976),
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and the ‘ideal speech situation’ (Habermas, 1981). In this paper, I propose a theory of interpreting persuasive discourse that
does not presuppose such an Archimedean point but instead builds on insights about the production of such discourse from
the ‘philosophy of argument,’ a field of research originating from the three classical disciplines logic, dialectic, and rhetoric e
for a recent overview, see Wagemans (2021b). These insights are ‘pragmatic’ in that they pertain to the use of language for
persuasive purposes.

A common label for the type of discourse aimed at convincing people to believe or to do something is ‘argumentative’
discourse (van Eemeren et al., 2014). Unlike ‘informative’ or ‘explanatory’ discourse, argumentative discourse emerges from
communicative situations characterized by disagreement about the acceptability of a particular point of view or the desir-
ability of carrying out a particular action (Govier, 2018). Such discourse is ubiquitous: arguments or, more generally,
persuasive techniques are used in discussions and speeches produced within a wide range of domains e from informal and
private deliberations about which tv series to watch on a particular evening to highly regimented and public exchanges
between lawyers in a courtroom.

The fact that argumentative or persuasive discourse is the product of communicative interaction aimed at managing
disagreement is of particular importance here, as it provides a hint for which insights can be used to inform its interpretation
without referring to an external normative viewpoint. From classical antiquity onwards, philosophers and rhetoricians have
formulated guidelines for successfully producing such discourse, mainly by carefully observing awide range of argumentative
and persuasive practices and by theorizing about the factors that influence the success and failure of participants in achieving
their communicative aims. Subsequently, they have generalized, ordered, and didacticized the instructions into a learnable
system of production guidelines, in short, into an ‘art’.

The best-known example of such an art is classical rhetoric, which provides detailed insights into the rules and con-
ventions governing the production of speeches e mainly of the judicial genre e aimed at convincing an audience of a
particular point of view. Apart from rhetoric, the disciplines of dialectic and logic have played a crucial role in the devel-
opment of the philosophy of argument. Dialectic is the art of debate, consisting of instructions for conducting a philosophical
discussion. And logic can be characterized as the art of reasoning, i.e., as a set of instructions about how to conclude from
premises in a successful, in casu, valid way. The three disciplines, then, while they focus on different subgenres and address
other aspects of argumentative or persuasive discourse, can be seen as considerably overlapping and complementary sets of
production guidelines for such discourse.

The idea that instructions for producing a particular type of discourse are related to insights about how to interpret that
same type of discourse is also reflected in the classification of the arts into poetic, practical, and theoretical arts (Lausberg,
1998:5e8). The goal of the latter is to provide an inspection (inspectio) of a given object, consisting of a recognition (cogni-
tio) and an evaluation (aestimatio). When the inspected object has been produced by a poetic or practical art itself, such
inspection can be seen as ‘the theoretical counterpart of every poetic and practical ars […]. The “critic” […] is either a former
practicing artist […] or merely a theoretically educated lay connoisseur (who has gone beyond empeiria [experience] to
achieve the theoretical techn�e [art])’ (Lausberg, 1998:7). If we apply these insights to the use of language for persuasive
purposes, we can say that the art of interpreting argumentative or persuasive discourse is the theoretical counterpart of the art
of producing it. Within this terminology, the activity of ‘interpreting’ the discourse includes both its analysis and evaluation.

These reflections on how to interpret persuasive messages bring us to the field of hermeneutics, the art of interpretation
(ars interpretandi)e for general accounts, see, e.g., Bühler, 2021; Gadamer,1974; Grondin, 1996; R€od, 2021. The hermeneutical
tradition from classical antiquity onwards has developed various theories and techniques of interpretation, focusing on
myths, sacred and classical texts, and legal discourse. The need for interpreting such texts or speech follows from the idea that
there are all kinds of discrepancies between the ‘literal’ or ‘perceived’ meaning of the text and its ‘intended’, ‘spiritual’ or
‘original’ meaning, which is believed to be lost, hidden under the surface, or distorted by conventions or previous
interpretations.

In a more general conceptualization, hermeneutics is not only relevant for interpreting specific discourse genres suffering
from one or more of the above discrepancies but rather for any discourse genre. According to Schleiermacher, who gener-
alized hermeneutics in this way in the 19th century, ‘every act of interpretation is the reversal of an act of speaking, when it
has to enter into consciousness what thinking formed the basis of the speech’ (Schleiermacher, 1809/10 as quoted by Grondin,
1996:1364, my translation). As Grondin observes, this brings hermeneutics in thematic relationship with rhetoric: ‘Both have
to dowith conveyingmeaning, whereby rhetoric strives to convey the intendedmeaning to the persuasive expression and the
hermeneutics goes back from the expression to the intended meaning’ (1996:1351, my translation). Since the disciplines of
logic, dialectic, and rhetoric are considerably overlapping and complementary sets of instructions for producing argumen-
tative discourse, this characterization of the relationship between hermeneutics and rhetoric can be extended to logic and
dialectic (in as far as they can be conceived as arts).

This paper, to recapitulate, develops a hermeneutics of argumentative or persuasive discourse that is not based on a
normative ideal of reasonableness but rather on instructions for producing such discourse as formulated within the phi-
losophy of argument, constituted by the three classical disciplines of logic, dialectic, and rhetoric. It is thus premised on the
idea that the theoretical art of interpreting argumentative or persuasive discourse, which includes both its analysis and
evaluation, mirrors the practical art of producing it. This methodology does not guarantee absence of discrepancies between
118
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how an argument is intended and how it is interpreted. After all, the arguer can, at most, aim to take the audience's viewpoint
into account.1 But since the guidelines for producing argumentative discourse reflect best practices and conventions about
using language for persuasive purposes (independent fromwhether they have been applied consciously or not), they form a
sound basis for developing a theory about how people usually interpret such discourse.

The paper is structured as follows. First, in Section 2, I formulate a general hermeneutics of persuasive discourse based on
the classical rhetorical didactical framework of the ‘tasks of the orator’ for producing a speech. Then, in Section 3, I address the
more specific challenge of how to identify an argument type. For this purpose, I use the argument categorization framework
of the Periodic Table of Arguments (PTA) (Wagemans, 2016, 2019, 2020, 2021a), which systematically summarizes the insights
about producing arguments formulated within the three disciplines constituting the philosophy of argument. In Section 4, I
recapitulate my proposal, label the various hermeneutics involved accordingly, and indicate some directions for further
research.
2. General hermeneutics of argumentative discourse

The above considerations about the relationship between, on the one hand, the classical disciplines logic, dialectic, and
rhetoric, and, on the other, hermeneutics, were aimed at building the case that insights from the philosophy of argument can
help formulate a theory about how people interpret persuasive discourse. But which insights from this vast field of research
are relevant for this specific purpose? And how do we knowwhat elements of the discourse should be considered in the first
place?

To answer these questions, we refer to the classical rhetorical idea that the production process of a speech consists of
various stages, which are also known as the officii oratoris (tasks of the orator): the inventio (finding), dispositio (ordering), and
elocutio (wording). In classical rhetoric, this idea is used to organize the set of instructions for how to produce the speech:
some instructions pertain to the finding of the content of the speech, others to the ordering of the various parts of the speech,
and yet others to the wording of the individual elements e see Fig. 1.
Fig. 1. The production of argumentative discourse (Wagemans, 2021b: 573).
In the system of classical rhetoric, the three main tasks have been subdivided into smaller tasks, each consisting of
specific subsets of instructions e for a detailed description, see van Eemeren et al. (2014: 121e129). The main task of
inventio consists of two subtasks: intellectio, i.e., the finding of the main point of view to be defended in the speech, and
inventio proper, i.e., the finding of the individual arguments in support of that point of view. For the intellectio, the speaker
or writer can make use of insights about the characteristics of speech genres, the various degrees of defensibility of points
of view, and status theory e the latter consisting of different strategic possibilities for choosing a particular point of view
in relation to that of the other party in the controversy. For the inventio proper, the speaker or writer is provided with
instructions regarding the use of the various means of persuasion (logos, ethos, pathos) as well as with lists of argument
types based on which they can generate arguments in support of the point of view to be defended in the speech. The
second main task, the dispositio, contains instructions about how to divide the speech into several parts and which
content (generated during the inventio) should be expressed in which of these parts. The elocutio, finally, provides in-
formation about virtues (and vices) of style, various kinds of style, and lists of rhetorical figures and tropes that can be
used for the embellishment of the speech.

There is some logic to the order of tasks in that carrying out the elocutio presupposes the content of the speech already
found and ordered by having performed the tasks of the inventio and dispositio, respectively. In practice, as acknowledged by
authors of rhetorical handbooks, the production process of a persuasive speech is not as linear as described within these
books but instead follows an arbitrary order as the maker, i.c., the speaker or writer, usually goes back and forth between the
(sub)tasks, making use of the associated (sub)sets of instructions e for an overview, see Table 1.
1 I would like to thank one of the anonymous reviewers for pointing this out.
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Table 1
Overview of (sub)tasks and (sub)sets of instructions in classical rhetoric (adapted from van Eemeren et al., 2014: 123).

(Sub)Task (Sub)Set of instructions

invention of the standpoint (noêsis; intellectio) - speech genres (genê tou logou or tês rhetorikês genê; genera causarum or rhetorices genera)
- degrees of defensibility (causarum genera)
- status theory

invention of the arguments (heuresis; inventio) - modes of persuasion
- topics (topoi; loci)

arrangement (taxis; dispositio or ordo) - parts of a speech (logou merê; orationis partes)
wording (lexis; elocutio) - virtues (virtutes) of style

- kinds of style (genera dicendi)
- embellishments (ornatus): tropes and figures
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In the next section of this paper, I shall formulate a specific hermeneutic of argument type, for which I use the instructions
regarding the inventio in the strict sense, i.e., the finding of arguments. But first, I shall situate this effort within the broader
context of formulating a general hermeneutic of argumentative or persuasive discourse, which consists of much more than
individual arguments as it is the result of the entire production process.

Analogous to the process of producing persuasive discourse, which is subdivided along the lines of the ‘tasks of the
speaker’, the process of interpreting such discourse can be thought of as comprising several stages e see Table 2. When
interpreting an argumentative text or discussion, the addressee must identify the main claim (conclusion) and the argu-
mentation, consisting of one or more arguments (premises). This hermeneutic stage, which I will call ‘argument detection’,
describes the first step in the process of interpretation of persuasive discourse. The question of how to recognize utterances
functioning as conclusions and premises is not only studied in argumentation theory but is also the main focus in the
emerging research field of ‘argument mining’ (Lawrence and Reed, 2020), i.e., the (semi-automated) extraction of argu-
mentative elements from texts.
Table 2
Overview of the questions and output in the four hermeneutical stages.

Hermeneutical stage Question Output

argument detection Which discourse elements count as argumentative? elements labeled as argumentative
argument mapping How are all the argumentative elements connected in an

argumentation structure?
an argument map connecting the elements

argument type identification What type of arguments are instantiated by each of the
conclusionepremise pairs represented in the argument map?

arguments labeled with the name of their type

argument evaluation What is the quality of the arguments? evaluated arguments
Next, to orientate themselves within the argumentative fabric of the discourse, the addressee needs to get an idea of the
interrelations between the argumentative statements (conclusion and premises) contained in it. This hermeneutic stage can
be called ‘argument mapping’, a term primarily used to indicate the activity of providing a general overview of the discourse
and related to the notion of ‘argumentation structure’ (Snoeck Henkemans, 1992; Freeman 2011; van Eemeren et al., 2014:
21e24; Yu and Zenker, 2022). The hermeneutical activities performed in this stage can be carried out by writing down a
numbered list of arguments (van Eemeren et al., 2002), by drawing boxes and arrows (Reed and Rowe, 2007), using graphs
(Dung, 1995) or adpositional trees (Gobbo et al., 2021, 2022). This stage is mainly informed by instructions concerning the
dispositio, the ordering of the discourse.

Once the overall structure of the argumentative text or discussion is clear, the addressee can zoom in and proceed with
identifying the type of arguments substantiated by the pairs of statements containedwithin that structure, i.e., any individual
combination of a supported statement (conclusion) and a supporting statement (premise). While this activity is sometimes
referred to as identifying the ‘scheme’ or ‘structure’ of the argument, I will call this hermeneutical stage ‘argument type
identification’ and conceive it as being mainly informed by the instructions regarding the inventio proper, the finding of the
arguments. Within the philosophy of argument, such instructions take the form of lists of argument types, which include, in
the broad sense of the term ‘argument’, lists of argument schemes and fallacies as well as descriptions the means of
persuasion (logos, ethos, and pathos). While the output of this particular stage consists of arguments labeled with the name of
their type, it can also be added as a new layer of information in the output of the previous one, the argument map.

Finally, there is the stage of ‘argument evaluation’, which is different from all previous stages in that the addressee em-
ploys specific criteria for evaluating the quality of the argument under scrutiny, thereby moving from analysis to evaluation
or, in the classical terms referred to above, from cognitio to aestimatio. Approaches to such evaluation can be divided into two
groups, one based on the concept of ‘fallacies’ (Hansen, 2020), the other working with the concept of ‘critical questions’
(Hastings, 1963; Walton et al., 2008) or, more broadly conceived, ‘procedural questions’ (Hinton and Wagemans, 2021).
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Like the stages distinguished within the production process of persuasive discourse, those distinguished within its inter-
pretationprocess are not necessarily followed in a linear fashion. In fact, part of the problems regardingmis- and disinformation
mentioned in the introduction might well be related to the addressee deviating from or taking short-cuts within the process of
interpreting what has been produced by the speaker or writer. As noted earlier, gaining empirical knowledge about the nature
and extent of these ‘misinterpretations’ requires a theory about how persuasive discourse is interpreted in the first place. In the
next section, I provide part of such a theory by developing a specific hermeneutics of argument type.

3. The hermeneutics of argument type

Of the four hermeneutical stages distinguished in the previous section, the third stage of argument type identification
takes as its ‘input’ parts of the results or ‘output’ of the earlier stages. The addressee will usually answer the question of what
type of argument is instantiated by a particular conclusionepremise pair from having an idea about the main claim defended
in the discourse and the function of the individual argument within the larger fabric as represented in the argument map.
However, the following hermeneutic of argument type remains independent of this subjective knowledge and presupposes
nothing as an input but the two statements functioning as the conclusion and the premise of the argument.

One problem in identifying the type of argument is that any such ‘type’ may have an unlimited number of linguistic re-
alizations. What abstractions regarding the content should be made? Under what conditions does it make sense to talk of the
same type of argument? And what are the boundaries of the linguistic variations defining such a type? For the purpose of
developing a hermeneutic of argument type, I will use the instructions regarding the generation of arguments as they are
found in the classical and modern taxonomies of arguments, fallacies, and other means of persuasion. In line with the general
aim of the paper to enable the analyst to provide a systematic justification of their interpretation, the hermeneutic developed
in this section is based on a systematic summary of these accounts as formulated in the argument categorization framework
of the Periodic Table of Arguments (PTA).

The PTA shares with logical taxonomies of argument that it takes the form of an argument to be a fundamental charac-
teristic. However, it also differs from these taxonomies in that the ‘argument form’ is not the only parameter considered in
describing an argument type. Inspired by the classical dialectical and rhetorical taxonomies of arguments, two other pa-
rameters are also taken into account: the ‘argument substance’ and the ‘argument lever’. In this respect, the PTA is in linewith
other theories of argumentation that seek to complement insights from logic with those from dialectic and rhetoric (van
Eemeren et al., 2014). At the same time, the PTA considerably differs from these endeavors: instead of providing an
informal list of argument types (or argument(ation) schemes), it takes a ‘parametric’, ‘combinatorial’ or ‘factorial’ approach to
argument classification by defining an ‘argument type’ as the unique combination of the values of three parameters (form,
substance, and lever). This innovation not only enables the accommodation of any existing account of argument types in the
more traditional sense of that term, be it from a logical, dialectical, or rhetorical origin, but also provides a systematic
framework that can be used for comparative purposes.

In the following subsections, I provide separate explanations of each of the three parameters, followed by specifications of
their hermeneutics. The explanations are based on previous work on the theoretical framework of the PTA (Wagemans, 2016,
2019, 2020) and the specifications of their hermeneutics are based on the Argument Type Identification Procedure (ATIP) e
Version 4 (Wagemans, 2021a). Their present iteration is an adapted version of the iterations in Wagemans (2020) and Hinton
and Wagemans (2021), elaborating on determining the values of the parameters defining an argument type.

3.1. The hermeneutic of argument form

Within the theoretical framework of the PTA, an argument is conceptualized from a linguistic and pragmatic perspective.
When viewed linguistically, an argument combines two statementse a conclusion and a premisee occasionally connected by
argumentative function indicators such as ‘because’ or ‘therefore’. When viewed pragmatically, it can be assumed that an
arguer puts forward the premise to support the conclusion, i.e., to make the conclusion (more) acceptable in the eyes of the
addressee. The arguer, in other words, aims at changing the epistemic status of the conclusion from ‘doubted’ to ‘accepted’. I
shall refer to this projected change in the epistemic status of the conclusion with the term ‘acceptability leverage’.

To explain how the acceptability leverage from the premise to the conclusion works, the PTA assumes the ‘law of the
common term’. This law states that the premise, to fulfill its pragmatic aim of rendering the conclusion (more) acceptable,
should share precisely one common term with the conclusion. While this common term functions as the ‘fulcrum’ of the
leverage of acceptability taking place within the argument, the relationship between the non-common terms, which ex-
presses the underlying mechanism of the argument, functions as its ‘lever’.

Another starting point of the PTA is that in natural argumentative discourse, any statement can be expressed as a prop-
osition or as an assertion. The difference between the two modes of expression is that in the latter, the arguer's doxastic
attitude regarding the proposition is explicitly present in the discourse. The statement ‘The president is doing a great job’, for
example, is expressed as a proposition. In contrast, the statement ‘I believe that the president is doing a great job’ is expressed
as an assertion. While both contain the proposition ‘the president is doing a great job’, the assertion additionally has the
doxastic attitude marker ‘I believe that’, indicating the fulfillment of the sincerity condition of the speech act of asserting
something. In the following, I will assume that it is possible to add a standard doxastic attitude marker ‘is true (T)’ as a
predicate to any proposition (‘a is X’) or as a replacement of any other doxastic attitude marker explicitly present in the
121
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discourse - such as ‘I believe that’ in the above example. Any statement functioning as the premise or the conclusion of an
argument can thus be expressed in two ways: as a proposition ‘a is X’, for example, ‘The president (a) is doing a great job (X)’,
or as an assertion ‘a is X is T’, for example, ‘The president (a) is doing a great job (X) is true (T)’.

Based on the above linguistic and pragmatic starting points about the constituents and working of arguments, the PTA
distinguishes four basic argument forms. In what follows, I will briefly describe these forms and present an example for each
of them. The analysis of the examples focuses on form but also mentions the lever, which will be analyzed in more detail in
Section 3.3.

If the conclusion is expressed as a proposition (a is X), the law of the common term yields two basic possibilities of
argument forms. The first possibility is when the conclusion and the premise share the same subject (a), giving the argument
the form ‘a is X, because a is Y’. Within the framework of the PTA, such arguments are called ‘predicate arguments’ (pre): the
subject (a) functions as the fulcrum and the relationship between the predicates (X and Y) as the lever of the argument. A
concrete example is ‘Unauthorized downloading (a) is not theft (X), because unauthorized downloading (a) does not deprive
the original owner of the use of an object (Y)’, which has unauthorized downloading (a) as its fulcrum and the relationship
between ‘does not deprive the original owner of the use of an object (Y)’ and ‘is not theft (X)’ as its lever.

The other basic possibility is when the common term is the predicate (X), which means the argument has the form ‘a is X,
because b is X’. In this case, the predicate (X) is the fulcrum, and the leverage of acceptability can be explained by assuming
that there is a relationship between the non-common terms of the premise and the conclusion, namely their subjects (a and
b). Within the framework of the PTA, such arguments are called ‘subject arguments’ (sub). An example is ‘Cycling on the grass
(a) is prohibited (X), because walking on the grass (b) is prohibited (X)’, which has ‘is prohibited (X)’ as its fulcrum and the
relationship between ‘cycling on the grass (a)’ and ‘walking on the grass (b)’ as its lever.

In the two possibilities discussed so far, the conclusion is expressed as a proposition (a is X). As indicated above, an argument
can also be expressed as an assertion (a is X is T), consisting of a proposition (a is X) and a doxastic attitude marker (T). When
conceptualized as an attribution of a second-order predicate to a proposition that itself consists of a subject and a predicate, an
assertion can be said to have a complete proposition (q) as its subject and a doxastic attitude marker (T) as its predicate. Under
this assumption, application of the law of the common term yields another two possibilities of argument forms, which are
found by varying either the predicate or the subject of the conclusion (q is T) and can thus again be labeled as predicate and
subject arguments. To distinguish them from the former two possibilities, these are called ‘second-order arguments’.

I will start by varying the predicate (T) of the conclusion (q is T), keeping its subject (q) the same. This yields ‘q is T, because
q is Z’ as the argument form of a second-order predicate argument. An example is ‘We only use 10% of our brain (q) is true (T),
because we only use 10% of our brain (q) is said by Einstein (Z)’, which has ‘we only use 10% of our brain (q)’ as its fulcrum and
the relationship between ‘is said by Einstein (Z)’ and ‘is true (T)’ as its lever.

The other possibility results from varying the subject (q) of the conclusion (q is T). This variation yields a premise with a
completely different proposition (r) as its subject and the doxastic attitudemarker (T) as its predicate, giving the second-order
subject argument the form ‘q is T, because r is T’. An example is ‘Peace can be started by truth (q) is true (T), becausewar can be
started by lies (r) is true (T)’, which has ‘is true (T)’ as its fulcrum and the relationship between ‘peace can be started by truth
(q)’ and ‘war can be started by lies (r)’ as its lever.

In sum, the theoretical framework of the PTA distinguishes between, on the one hand, predicate and subject arguments,
and, on the other, first-order and second-order arguments, yielding four basic argument forms e see Table 3.
Table 3
The four basic argument forms distinguished in the PTA.

Argument form First/second-order argument Subject/predicate argument

a is X, because a is Y first-order predicate
a is X, because b is X first-order subject
q is T, because q is Z (or a is X is T, because a is X is Z) second-order predicate
q is T, because r is T (or a is X is T, because b is Y is T) second-order subject
One of the challenges for developing a hermeneutic of argument form is to find a method for providing a justifiable
determination of the form of an argument, given that there might bemany different linguistic realizations of the same natural
argument. Compare, for instance, the following two linguistic realizations of the argument mentioned above as an example of
a first-order predicate argument:
Linguistic realization 1
Unauthorized downloading is not theft, because it does not deprive the original owner of the use of an object

Linguistic realization 2
Since unauthorized downloading does not deprive the original owner of the use of an object, I don't believe it is theft
How canwe justify our claim that these two arguments have the same configuration of subjects and predicates expressed
in their conclusion and premise? How can we show that these are ‘just’ two different linguistic realizations of the same
argument? And if so, what is the fully explicit linguistic realization of that argument?
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In my view, the specific hermeneutics of argument form require the interpreter to provide a maximally explicit record of
how they got from the original phrasing of the natural argument to a standardized version indicating the elements relevant
for recognizing the argument form. The above examples, for instance, would then both be rephrased as ‘Unauthorized
downloading (a) is not theft (X), because unauthorized downloading (a) does not deprive the original owner of the use of an
object (Y)’. In the rephrasing of the first linguistic realization, the only change is the substitution of ‘it’ by ‘unauthorized
downloading’. In rephrasing the second one, there is slightly more work to do. Apart from the substitution of ‘it’ by ‘unau-
thorized downloading’, the interpreter has changed the order of the statements expressing the conclusion and the premise,
substituted the connective ‘since’ by the standard connective ‘because’, hidden the doxastic attitude marker ‘I don't believe’,
and moved the negation ‘not’ inside the predicate ‘is theft'.

To build such a record of transformations of the original phrasing of the argument toward its canonized version, I propose
to use Quintilian's four ‘categories of change’ as a starting point. This so-called quadripartita ratio comprises four basic
possibilities for changing something: (1) leaving something out (deletion), (2) adding something (addition), (3) replacing
something (substitution), and (4) changing the order of something (permutation). While classical rhetoricians like Quintilian
himself used these categories to provide a systematic description of the possible variations in the wording of a speech,
present-day pragma-dialecticians have used them to describe how their reconstruction of argumentative discourse deviates
from their model of a ‘critical discussion’ (Lausberg, 1998: 217e229 ; van Eemeren et al., 2014: 535; Wagemans, 2021b: 574).
The use of the four categories of change as proposed in this paper takes place on a different andmore detailed level of analysis,
respectively: that of the recognition of the form of an individual natural argument. As an example, I provide in Tables 4 and 5
the records of the hermeneutical transformations involved in canonizing the two linguistic realizations of the first-order
predicate argument just mentioned.
Table 4
Hermeneutical transformations of linguistic realization 1.

Rephrasing Hermeneutical transformation

Unauthorized downloading is not theft, because unauthorized downloading does not
deprive the original owner of the use of an object

substitution of ‘it’ by ‘unauthorized downloading’

Table 5
Hermeneutical transformations of linguistic realization 2.

Rephrasing Hermeneutical transformation

Since unauthorized downloading does not deprive the original owner of the use of an object,
I don't believe unauthorized downloading is theft

substitution of ‘it’ by ‘unauthorized downloading’

Since unauthorized downloading does not deprive the original owner of the use of an object,
I believe unauthorized downloading is not theft

permutation of the negation ‘not’

Since unauthorized downloading does not deprive the original owner of the use of an object,
unauthorized downloading is not theft

hiding of the doxastic attitude marker ‘I believe’

Unauthorized downloading is not theft, since unauthorized downloading does not deprive
the original owner of the use of an object

permutation of the conclusion and the premise

Unauthorized downloading is not theft, because unauthorized downloading does not
deprive the original owner of the use of an object

substitution of the connective ‘since’ by the
standard connective ‘because’
Original phrasing linguistic realization 1
Unauthorized downloading is not theft, because it does not deprive the original owner of the use of an object

Standardized phrasing linguistic realization 1
Unauthorized downloading is not theft, because unauthorized downloading does not deprive the original owner of the use of an object
Original phrasing linguistic realization 2
Since unauthorized downloading does not deprive the original owner of the use of an object, I don't believe it is theft

Standardized phrasing linguistic realization 2
Unauthorized downloading is not theft, because unauthorized downloading does not deprive the original owner of the use of an object
Related to the challenge posed by the fact there can be different linguistic realizations of the same natural argument, there
is the challenge of determining which of the four basic argument forms fits best the configuration of subjects and predicates
in a given natural argument. To meet this challenge, the interpreter can make use of a decision tree with heuristic questions
and paths depending on how these questions are answered. The decision tree is pictured in Fig. 2.
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Fig. 2. Decision tree for determining the argument form (Wagemans, 2021a: 8).
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3.2. The hermeneutic of argument substance

As explained above, the theoretical framework of the PTA assumes that the conclusion and the premise of an argument are
expressed by statements and that the determination of an argument type requires the determination of the value of three
basic parameters: the argument form, the argument substance, and the argument lever. While the ‘argument form’ is defined
as the configuration of subjects and predicates of the statements constituting an argument, the ‘argument substance’ pertains
to the content of the individual statements. It labels this content in terms of a widely used typology of statements that is
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developed in debate theory and distinguishes between statements of fact (F), statements of value (V), and statements of
policy (P) (see, e.g., Broda-Bahm et al., 2004; Skorupski, 2010; Freeley and Steinberg, 2014; Schut and Wagemans, 2014).

Since any individual argument consists of one conclusion and one premise, the parameter ‘argument substance’ can take
nine different values, conventionally indicated by mentioning the type of statement expressed in the conclusion followed by
that in the premise: PP, PV, PF, VP, VV, VF, FP, FV, FF. The argument ‘The government should invest in jobs, because this will
lead to economic growth’, for instance, can be characterized as a ‘PF’ argument, since it combines a statement of policy (P) in
its conclusion with a statement of fact (F) in its premise.

To determine the argument substance, the interpreter can use definitions of the three main statement types, lists of
subtypes, and several examples. For each of the three types of statements, these hermeneutical tools are listed in Table 6.
Table 6
Definitions, subtypes, and examples of the three types of statements (adapted from Wagemans, 2021a).

Statement type Definition Subtype (Example)

statement of fact a description of a particular state of affairs that is
or can be empirically observed in reality or can be
imagined to exist in a particular universe of discourse

- empirical statement (‘The tires left a trace of rubber on the road’)
- existential statement (‘Houston, we have a problem’)
- predictive statement (‘The economy will grow’)
- fictive statement (‘This unicorn has three wings’)

statement of value an evaluative judgment about something based on a
definition or one or more criteria and a decision rule

- aesthetic judgment (‘The Corrections is a great novel’)
- moral or ethical judgment (‘Circumcision is reprehensible’)
- legal judgment (‘Unauthorized copying is not theft’)
- pragmatic judgment (‘Our plan for reducing CO2-emission
is feasible’)

- logical judgment (‘This proposition is true’)
- hedonistic judgment, such as ‘Paragliding is fun’
- evaluative judgment (‘The person who is currently running the
country has insufficient economical skills’)

statement of policy a directive or hortative statement that expresses
advice to do something or to refrain from doing
something

- advice (‘Children should not sleep with artificial lighting’)
- incitement (‘It would be wise for you to begin a daily program of
exercise’)

- imperative (‘Go to your room’)
- proposal (‘Let's make the study of rhetoric great again’)
- plan (‘Maybe we should move to Amsterdam’)
- policy (‘The government should invest in solar energy’)
When the analyst or addressee is asked to justify their interpretation of the substance of a particular natural argument,
they can refer to one or more of the three hermeneutical tools mentioned above. It is interesting to note that using each tool
requires a different type of hermeneutical skill. For instance, to determine the substance based on the definitions of a
statement of fact, value, and policy, one would need to subsume the statements of the argument under scrutiny under these
definitions. If the hermeneutical tools included more specific definitions of the subtypes, this would require the same her-
meneutical skill of subsumption under a definition. In contrast, to determine the substance by using examples requires the
hermeneutical skill of comparing the statements under scrutiny with those examples in order to find the best match.
3.3. The hermeneutic of argument lever

After having discussed howan analyst of persuasive discourse can determine the argument form and argument substance,
I turn to the hermeneutics of the third parameter: the argument lever. Within the framework of the PTA, the lever is defined
as the underlying mechanism of the argument that expresses the connection between the premise and conclusion, thereby
answering the question of how that premise is supposed to fulfill its pragmatic function of increasing or establishing the
acceptability of the conclusion. As such, the concept of the argument lever is related to the concepts of ‘linking’, ‘missing’, and
‘implicit’ premise. Unlike these concepts, however, the lever does not have the status of a premise. One reason is to avoid
infinite regress problems: if the link between a premise and a conclusion counts as another premise, there should be yet
another premise that links the link to the conclusion, ad infinitum. Instead, the argument lever is given a status of its own by
defining it as the relationship between the premise and conclusion or, more specifically and depending on whether the
predicate or the subject functions as the fulcrum, the relationship between the two predicates or the two subjects of the
statements involved. The lever, for instance, of the first-order predicate argument mentioned above, ‘Unauthorized down-
loading is not theft, because unauthorized downloading does not deprive the original owner of the use of an object’, is the
relationship between the predicate of the premise, ‘does not deprive the original owner of the use of an object’, and the
predicate of the conclusion, ‘is not theft’.

But how can we provide a more concrete interpretation of this relationship? What is its content? Since in natural
persuasive discourse, the lever usually remains implicit, this is a genuine hermeneutical challenge. In terms of Quintilian's
four categories of change, providing an interpretation of the argument lever would require the hearer or reader to add
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something to the discourse, running the risk of adding something that the speaker or writer did not intend to convey in their
message or that they can ‘plausibly deny’when explicated by the hearer e for various types of denial see, e.g., Boogaart et al.
(2021).

One way to deal with this challenge is to work with idealized argument types already including elements that may have
remained implicit in the discourse. This is how most dialectical and rhetorical approaches to argument description and
classification solve the problem. To identify the type of an argument found in the wild, the analyst or addressee compares the
observed characteristics of the argument under scrutiny to those of the idealized argument types mentioned in the list and
chooses a type from the list that best matches them. But what should the analyst do if there is only a partial match? How
many discrepancies between the ideal and the real are admissible? And what are the conditions for naming a new type of
argument, one that is not on the list yet?

To avoid the problems involved in this hermeneutics of matching, the PTAworks with a different type of hermeneutics, at
least partially. The determination of the argument lever takes place in two steps. Since the lever is defined as the relationship
(R) between the non-common terms of the conclusion and premise, the argument form provides information about the
common element (fulcrum) as well as the non-common elements of these statements. The first step, therefore, is to derive the
so-called ‘abstract lever’ from the argument form. Table 7 provides the fulcrum and the abstract lever of each of the four
argument forms distinguished in the PTA.
Table 7
Fulcrum and abstract lever of the four basic argument forms.

Argument form Fulcrum Abstract lever

a is X, because a is Y a Y R X
a is X, because b is X X a R b
q is T, because r is T T q R r
q is T, because q is Z q Z R T
The second step is to provide content, thereby specifying the abstract lever and turning it into a ‘concrete lever’. Providing
content to the predicates or the subjects can quickly be done by substituting their placeholders in the abstract lever with their
actual linguistic expressions. Providing content to the relationship, however, is a more delicate matter since it requires the
addressee to find a relevant keyword for expressing that relationship, which may involve adding something to the original
discourse. At this point, the current version of the PTA, which is a summary of descriptions of argument types in the long-
standing traditions of dialectic and rhetoric, can serve as a heuristic instrumente for updates, please seewww.periodic-table-
of-arguments.org. Since the relationship between ‘depriving the original owner of the use of an object’ and ‘being theft’, to
use the example given above, can be characterized by the keyword DEFINITION, the argument can be labeled as an ‘argument
from definition’.

In conclusion, although this second step does not entirely absolve the interpreter from the problems related to the her-
meneutics of matching, it at least diminishes them by reducing the possibilities for the lever based on the preceding
determination of the argument form and the argument substance.

4. Conclusion

In this paper, I started out developing a general theory of interpreting persuasive discourse by distinguishing four different
hermeneutical stages: (1) argument detection, (2) argument mapping, (3) argument type identification, and (4) argument
evaluation. Subsequently, I have focused on the third stage, argument type identification, providing a specification of the
hermeneutics of argument type. For this purpose, I haveworked from the assumption that a theory of interpreting the type of
argument can be based on the instructions for generating arguments that are part of the classical task of the inventio, the
‘finding’ of the arguments (in the broad sense of the term). These instructions consist of descriptions and classifications,
abbreviated as ‘lists’ of argument schemes (topoi, loci), fallacies, and means of persuasion (logos, ethos, and pathos). To
maximize the extent to which the interpretation can be justified, I have worked with a systematic summary of these
persuasive techniques as provided in the argument categorization framework of the Periodic Table of Arguments (PTA).
Within this framework, an ‘argument type’ is conceived as a unique combination of values attributed to the parameters (1)
argument form, (2) argument substance, and (3) argument lever. After having explained the parameters and the values they
can take, I have provided their specific hermeneutics.

For determining the value of the first parameter, the argument form, the general idea is to look for the ‘fulcrum’ of the
argument, i.e., the common term of the statements functioning as the conclusion and the premise. In the summarizing
Table 8, I have named this ‘rule-based’ hermeneutics, mainly because it can be expressed in a decision tree for determining
the argument form - see Fig. 2. The fulcrum search is preceded by an analysis of the constituents of the statements involved
and requires a transformation of the original formulation of the argument into its canonical form. The associated herme-
neutics I have listed in Table 8 as ‘analytic’ and ‘transformative’, respectively.
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Table 8
The hermeneutics of argument type identification.

Parameter Values Hermeneutic Description

argument form alpha, beta, gamma, delta analytic argumentative function analysis of elements
transformative canonization of the argument into standardized version
rule-based determining the configuration of subjects and predicates

argument substance PP, PV, PF, VP, VV, VF, FP, FV, FF subsumptive subsuming statements under the definition
comparative matching statements with examples of subtypes

argument lever abstract lever:
Y R X, a R b, q R r, Z R T

derivative deriving the abstract lever from the argument form

concrete lever:
R associated with the argument
types distinguished in the PTA

comparative matching the candidate lever with an intuition about
what is missing
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The second parameter, the argument substance, can be determined in various ways. For example, one could work with
definitions of the three types of statements (and their subtypes), which I called, in Table 8, ‘subsumptive’ hermeneutics.
Another possibility is toworkwith examples, which resembles the classical rhetorical practice of imitatio, i.e., learning how to
give a speech by means of studying model speeches delivered by masters, be it that the latter is an operation on the pro-
duction side of the discourse and not on the analytical side. In Table 8, I indicated this as ‘comparative’ hermeneutics.

Finally, the third parameter, the argument lever, requires a two-fold hermeneutics as it can be formulated based on
argument form and argument substance, yielding an abstract lever and a concrete lever, respectively. The abstract lever is
derived from the argument form because it is defined as the relationship between the non-common terms of the conclusion
and the premise of the argument. In Table 8, I called this ‘derivative’ hermeneutics. The formulation of the concrete lever
requires more hermeneutical creativity. The analyst will have to come up with a keyword that connects these non-common
elements, or, in other words, that concretizes the abstract lever by providing a specific description of the relationship between
them. Since argument types are named after the keyword in the lever, the names of the argument types distinguished in the
PTA can be used as a heuristic for finding the most relevant keyword. For this reason, in Table 8, I called the interpretation
strategy involved in formulating the concrete lever a ‘comparative’ hermeneutics.

As illustrated by the names for the specific hermeneutics of the three parameters constituting an argument type in Table 8,
the hermeneutics of argument type identification consists of various types of interpretation strategies, which sometimes can
be used in a complementary fashion.

The development of a comprehensive hermeneutics of argumentative or persuasive discourse involves much more than
articulating the strategies for determining the characteristics of individual arguments. As explained in Section 2, the her-
meneutical stage of argument type identification is preceded by the stages of argument detection and argumentmapping and
followed by that of argument evaluation. Further research needs to be done to develop specific hermeneutics for these stages
as detailed as those developed in this paper, thus enabling the interpreter to use the output of argument detection and
mapping as the input for argument type identification. Then, based on the identification of their type, the individual argu-
ments can be evaluated by making use of normative insights about the quality of arguments as they are formulated in, for
instance, Hinton (2021) and Hinton and Wagemans (2021). As such, the complete hermeneutics may function as a starting
point for developing a procedure for ‘rhetoric-checking’ (Plug and Wagemans, 2020), ‘reason-checking’ (Visser et al., 2020;
Musi and Rocci, 2022), or ‘argument-checking’ (Brave et al., 2022) as an extension of ‘fact-checking’.

Further research could also include the implementation of the hermeneutics of persuasive discourse in computational
tools. While the current state of the art in argument mining has yielded interesting results in finding the statements possibly
constituting an argument and a PTA-based human annotation of natural discourse seems promising (Visser et al., 2021), a
comprehensive computational tool reflecting the hermeneutics of persuasive discourse as developed within this paper has
not yet been developed. A robust formalization of such hermeneutics, for instance, the one proposed in Adpositional
Argumentation (AdArg) (Gobbo et al., 2021, 2022), may form the basis for developing software that can help people to analyze
and evaluate natural arguments.

As indicated in the introduction, one of the aims of developing a hermeneutics of argumentative or persuasive discourse is
to facilitate cognitive psychological research into how people process such discourse. In this type of research, the procedures
for argument detection, mapping, type identification, and assessment can be used to generate specific hypotheses about the
way inwhich humans (and computers) interpret the text on the discourse level. These hypotheses are then tested empirically
and fed back into the theory, thus enabling a further corroboration and refinement thereof. While the inclusion of an
empirical component in the research cycle may particularly contribute to our knowledge about the assignment of values to
parameters central to the hermeneutics of argument type identification spelled out in Section 3 of this paper, two additional
remarks are in place.2 First, it would be crucial to explore how the theory of interpreting argumentative or persuasive
discourse developed in this paper could be integrated into well-researched corpus accounts such as, e.g., Koszowy et al.
(2022). Second, to further strengthen the general usefulness of the theory, it would be helpful to include an affective
2 I would like to thank one of the anonymous reviewers for pointing this out.
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component in the method for argument type identification. The PTA's innovative method of describing characteristics of
arguments in terms of a set of parameters and their values enables the incorporation of relevant insights about this
component, as found in, e.g., Hample (2005, 2018) and Wirz (2018). In fact, since the PTA takes a ‘parametric’ approach to
argument description and classification, its theoretical framework can be extended with any parameters or values deemed
relevant for specific types of research into argumentative or persuasive discourse.
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