Thinking about reasons
A Philosophical argument

Let’s start with a distinction between statements we make about the way things are in the world and expressions of our attitudes about things in the world.  We will call the first, “World Claims” and label them Type 1 and the second we will identify as “personal expressions with a label of Type 2. In a previous discussion, The Language Primer, I identified expressions of feelings and experiences as something we do in the language. We can turn these into first person reports by using such prefixes as “I feel…” I am experiencing..” etc.  
As a simple example of Type 1, we have the claim of the weather person, “Today the marine layer kept the temperature in the 60’s”.  As an example of the second we might have, “Cool weather in the 60’s is my favorite.”   This distinction is a basic feature of our language and does not seem open to dispute.

The idea of “is true” figures in at this point.  “Is true” is an addendum we attach to Type 1 when the world is as the claim says it is.   So “Today the marine layer kept the temperature in the 60’s” is true if : a) there was something called the “marine layer” today , b) the temperature is in the 60’s, and  c) the marine layer was responsible for that temperature.
The truth conditions for Type 2 are quite different.  “Is true” is added to the second kind of expressions when the person expressing the attitude is not trying to deceive; is not unsure about his or her dislike about the weather and the person is not mistaken about at least one claim about the world, namely he or she can accurately describe the world with the temperature is in the 60’s.  By this I mean, that the person knows that 60 is a Fahrenheit reading not Celsius and the person can accurately describe the Fahrenheit reading for that day.

The truth conditions for Type 2 are a partial indication that claims about the world (Type 1) have a more fundamental role than Type 2 expressions.

Now there is a third category that has caused some confusion; “In my opinion the marine layer has kept the temperature in the 60’s” The confusion is whether this is a Type 1 or Type 2 claim.  On the one hand, it seems to be guarded, less confident claim about the way the world is, but it also seems to be an expression of the person’s attitude or state of mind.
Notice that the addition of “Is true” is not so clear.  “Is true” can refer to the opinion. “Is his opinion true?” in which case the truth conditions for Type 1 apply, (a, b and c above); or it can refer to the attitude, “Is it true that it is his opinion?” in which the deception conditions apply.  The two questions; “Is his opinion true?” and “Is it true that it is his opinion?” may be the source of the confusion.   

The use of “favorite” earlier with Type 2 expressions raises the questions of values.  If we take one of the well-worn value words, “good”, we see the appearance of our distinction again.  “The marine layer (when the grapes are maturing) kept the temperature in the 60’s, which is good for the grapes.”  This looks like it is again about the world, so we could call this Type 1 value claim.  On the other hand, “Weather in the 60’s is good” can be understood as a personal expression not unlike “Weather in the 60’s is my favorite” So we might call this Type 2 value expression.

What has this to do with our subject—writing arguments?  In general, we argue about things in the world, and specifically whether these claims are true.  The argument about the cause of the Apartment fire in England is a clear example of a Type 1 claim.  We also argue about Type 1 value claims, e.g., who was irresponsible and to be blamed for the fire that cause the death of scores.. We also see examples of our mixed claim—“In my opinion…etc.”.  From our discussion above, these claims are the source of argument when they are understood as Type 1 claims.  (We have no reason to doubt their truth when we understand them as Type 2, at least in general)
We now need to consider a position, that if true, would prohibit any further effort to formulate arguments, evaluate their worth, and the use of arguments to convince and persuade.  This position we can call “Rational Skepticism” or RS for short.  It goes something like this:
When it comes to statements about the world in the two varieties you list, there is no point in arguing.  If they are Type 1 but not Type 1 value, for example claims about the marine layer, we don’t need to argue.  If there is a dispute, which you see is essential to being an argument; we settle the matter by looking at the facts.  We go out and observe the sky; we measure the temperature etc.  And that will settle the mater.

With Type 1 value claims, they come down to belief systems and value standards that vary from individual to individual, culture to culture.  To argue in this area, assumes a single objective standard for value, which is not the case.  Therefore, arguments are pointless here too.
(See previous hand out and the argument about women’s vote)

As an additional feature of this position, one usually claims that value statements about the world (Type 1 value) are really personal expressions (Type 2 value).  And since this is the case, arguments here too are pointless.  We have seen above, that with Type 2 value arguments are generally irrelevant, so the question is whether Type 1 value are really disguised Type 2 expressions.   I will try to show below that this is a mistake.

Like many philosophical positions, the RS view contains an element of truth that masks a fundamental confusion.  The element of truth is that we do not argue about things we can directly observe or immediately measure.  But as we shall see, there are important Type 1 claims that we don’t directly observe; historical occurrences, alleged causes, assessment of general conditions, summary statements, phenomena too small or too large to be directly observed are just some of the categories.  So the RS position we are considering would have to allow arguments in these cases.  What is then left for the RS position is to attack the possibility of arguments when the claim in some way touches on values.
Lets first consider what I called the addendum to the RS position, namely that Type 1 are really Type 2 expressions.  In terms of our example, “The marine layer causing the temperature to be in the 60’s is good for grapes.” reduces to the expression, “In my opinion, the marine layer and the resulting 60’s temperature is good for grapes”.  On the RS view is last expression is not a guarded claim about the world, but a personal expression.
The two-truth question should lead us to reject this view as well, namely the two questions—Is the opinion true? and “Is it true that it is his opinion?”  If the RS position is correct, there should not be these two questions; Is the opinion true? should reduce to “Is it true that it is his opinion?  Clearly, there are two distinct questions, so we are left only with the main thrust of the RS position—there are no agreed upon objective standard for Type 1 value claims. 

(See the women’s vote argument again)
To decide whether this is true, we need to consider examples on a case-by-case basis.  It would seem that in some cases, it is simply not true.  In the grape case, there is an objective standard for determining whether the grapes are good, i.e., a measure of their sugar content.  In some cases, there may be a range for the objective standard—measure between certain numbers.  In other cases, the standard may be varied dependent on the desired outcome, e.g., sparkling wine grapes vs. zinfandel grapes.  But in either case the existence of a standard counts as a counter example against the universal claim—there are no standards. 
� There is a stronger version of the RS position that denies arguments about Type 1 non-value claims.  We can leave consideration of that position for another time 


� Here is a reductio to make the point.  Faucci and Gallo believe HIV causes AIDS; Duesberg  at one point did  not.  If Type 1 translates to Type 2, we then get HIV both does and does not cause AIDS.  This is a clear contradiction.
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