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Abstract. Althoughargumenturrad verecundianfAV) literally means “argument
from modesty” or “argument from respect”, it is hoesmmonly linked to appeals
to authority through the idea of intimidating anpopent by citing a respected
authority. Despite the fact that the idea of appgalo modesty constitutes both
the origins and the core of the AV technique, throdesty component” involved
in it has not sufficiently been represented by nseafnformal and computational
models of argument. Since appeals to modesty ¢otesan important component
of the AV technique, there is a need of proposimgoael for such appeals. Hence,
the goal of the paper is to lay ground for estabiig such a model by using a
profile of dialogue that would grasp the modesttda
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Introduction

Argumentum ad verecundiafAV) literally means “argument from modesty” or
“argument from respect”, and it is most commoniykéd to appeals to authority
through the idea of intimidating an opponent byngita respected authority. The main
thesis of this paper holds that despite the cie&age between arguments from expert
authority and the AMechnique, the existing argumentation scheme fguraent from
expert opinion [7] does not grasp the key modestgmonent of AV arguments. Hence,
the goal of the paper is to lay ground for est&llig a model of appeals to modesty by
proposing the profile of dialogue that would captthre structure of appeals to modesty
in the AV technique. Profiles of dialogue are reklly short sequences of moves in a
dialogue that represent how the sequence of exelsasigould proceed, according to
the protocols of the proper type of dialogue. Teehnhique of applying profiles of
dialogue may be employed in representing the seguef speech acts surrounding
both the putting forward of an argument and th@aease to it given by the opposing
party. The model we propose applies to appealsaesty by bringing in a rhetorical
component: the profile of dialogue represents ndy d¢he permissible sequence of
moves for each party, but it also represents aerdifft kind of move that is
inappropriate, and that even functions as a red 8aggesting that a fallacy of
argumentum ad verecundiamay have been committed.
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The need of focusing on appeals to modesty in tfgekhnique lies in the roots
of Lockean sense afrgumentum ad verecundiaaexplained in the frequently quoted
passage oAn Essay Concerning Human Understandifighen men are established in
any kind of dignity, it is thought a breach of metlefor others to derogate any way
from it, and question the authority of men who iarpossession of it” [4, p. 524]. One
reason why questioning an authority may be thoughbe immodest is that the
imbalance between the authority and the party vehsupposed to be subject to the
authority places limits on the freedom of that paot question the edict of the authority.
It may even be thought that questioning an authatitows disrespect for a superior
who has the right to exercise power [10].

According to the Lockean view, thted verecundianfallacy is committed when
one party presses ahead too aggressively in agdialby suggesting that the other
party would be immodest to question the opiniomfexpert. But under what precise
conditions can such a failure be properly iderdifie a given case of appeal to expert
opinion in argumentation? How does one differeatlatween the legitimate appeal to
expert opinion as a type of argumentation and #fladious use of the same kind of
argument? The treatments of theé verecundianfallacy in the past and current logic
textbooks have indicated that the tendency to rgpe authority of an expert is at the
root of it. This deference to authority can be expd by insisting that one who
critically questions an argument from expert opmnis behaving immodestly. This
move disguises a failure to live up to the obligatof burden of proof in a persuasion
dialogue. Instead of offering an appropriate reghg, proponent of the argument from
expert opinion shields off the respondent’s legitiencritical questions in the dialogue.
The fallacy is the exploitation of Lockean deferemstiown to expertise to try to block
the dialogue from moving towards its goal of pr@vanclaim that subject to doubt. The
fallacy, on this analysis is not just a weak argnirbat fails to meet the requirements
for the argumentation scheme. It is a sophistaetid, a strategy of argumentation that
exploits deference.

Since, according to Locke, the strategies of ajppgab modesty are crucially
important for establishing the relationship of lteit genuine or apparent) dignity, the
motivation for this paper is to explore the struetaf appeals to modesty. Our claim is
also that the approaches which tailor it exclusivtel inferential structures related to
authority may lose an important componentacjumentum ad verecundiane. the
argumentative force of appeals to modesty.

1. The Modesty Factor in Arguing from Expert Opinion

Accomplishing the task of modeling the modesty congmt in arguments from expert
opinion relies on showing where the modesty factmmes in when we consider the
standard version of the scheme for argument froperopinion [7], [8], [9]:

Source PremiseSource E is an expert in subject domai® containing
propositionA.

Assertion PremiseE asserts that propositigh(in domainS) is true (false).
Warrant Premise If sourceE is an expert in subject domaB containing
propositionA, andE asserts that propositioh (in domain$) is true (false),
thenA may plausibly be taken to be true (false).



Conclusion A may plausibly be taken to be true (false).

If a respondent asks any of the six basic critipadstions [7, p. 223] appropriate
for the appeal to expert opinion, the proponenttreitier give a satisfactory answer to
the question asked, or else give up the appeadpereopinion argument.

1. Expertise QuestiarHow credible i€ as an expert source?

2. Field Questionls E an expert in the field thatis in?

3. Opinion QuestionWhat didE assert that implie&?

4. Trustworthiness Questioihs E personally reliable as a source?

5. Consistency Questiots A consistent with what other experts assert?
6. Backup Evidence Questiols E's assertion based on evidence?

When seeking for the modesty component in arguinognfexpert opinion, it is
commendable to turn to the dialogue situation @fcedly questioning expert opinion.
In our view, modesty is connected with deferencéha subject of questioning expert
opinions. The type of dialogue that is involved whe layperson converses with an
expert to solicit the opinion of the expert is edll examination dialogue [8].
Examination dialogue is familiar in law, and itvery commonplace for lawyers to
have to examine experts in court, and in partictdacross-examine an expert offering
testimony on the opposed side. How to conduct exatioin dialogues is an important
skill for trial lawyers to learn.

In formal models of examination dialogue, each yagkes turn asking or
answering questions by using speech acts. Theselspets are connected together in
sequences called profiles of dialogue which willdigcussed in detail in section 2. For
example a profile of dialogue could be an intengewsking an expert a question, the
expert responding to that question by giving annemsand the interviewer following
up by asking about some point in the answer thedieiéurther clarification.

It is a normal part of such a dialogue that therwviewer needs to ask critical
guestions, and in the case of a cross-examinatiore f these critical questions can
be quite argumentative. For example the interviemight point out that the expert is
being paid to testify and therefore the questiasearwhether this expert may have a
bias. Or the interviewer might point out that otheading experts disagree with the
opinion put forward by this expert.

The factor of modesty comes in because certainskiofl questions can be
reasonable, even if they are fairly aggressivetacking the credibility of the expert. If
such questions are posed in the right way, neviedbethey do not derogate from the
deference due to the legitimate expert that isdgurestioned. After all, experts know
about the subject matter in their fields becausy thad special training in the field,
where as the interviewer, a layperson in that fiethnot challenge the expert directly
as if she were also an expert. Doing so would beeach of modesty by failing to pay
to deference to the special knowledge possessttebgxpert.

On the other hand, the aspect of immodesty camsbd to unfairly suppress the
capability of the interviewer to ask the propetical questions that are needed to make
sense of and to evaluate the expert’s opiniontthaatpreviously been offered.



2. Profiles of Dialogue

To determine whether a given instance of what lotke an argumentum ad
verecundiamis fallacious or not, the argumentation schemdh far argument from
expert opinion [7] and for deontic argument froamtherity [10] , along with the sets of
critical questions matching each of these schemdle beginning of a general method.
But according to our analysis, collecting evidetaceshow whether the argument is
used in the given instance is fallacious, one ndedsee how the argument was
employed in a given dialogue setting. In many insées, however, it is not necessary to
bring in the full apparatus of formal dialogue stures for the six basic types of
dialogue [12] (p. 66) such as persuasion dialogueegotiation dialogue. It is enough
to look at a short segment of dialogue and exarttieetextual evidence offered by
seeing how the speech acts are put forward andmdsg to in that segment.

For this purpose, as shown in [3], the most impurtaol is the profile of dialogue.
A profile of dialogue is a relatively short sequenaf moves (speech acts such as
questions and replies) in a dialogue that represkawv the sequence of exchanges
should proceed, according to the protocols of thpe tdialogue the participants are
supposed to be engaged in [6] (pp. 37-38). Profifedialogue are defined in [3] (p.
277) as “tree-shaped descriptions of sequencedatéctic that display the various
ways a reasonable dialogue could proceed”. AccgrtiirKrabbe [3] such profiles can
be used to assist an argument evaluator to modetettiual evidence in a given case
“without having to go through all the technical lprénaries for the complete
definition of a dialogue system” (p. 277). A prefilbf dialogue can be used to
abstractly represent the sequence of speech actaisding both the putting forward
of an argument and the response to it by the partyhom the argument was directed.
Suppose that an argument from expert opinion haa pet forward by one party in a
dialogue, and the other party has responded toy iadking an appropriate critical
question, and then at the next move the first pastys that the asker of the critical
guestion has shown by the asking of this impudemstion that she has not paid
sufficient respect to the expert.

The problem with this way of responding to the agkof an appropriate critical
question is that it suppresses the capability efgbestioner, or anyone else for that
matter, from properly evaluating the argument frerpert opinion. Indeed, it has a
tendency to shut down the dialogue altogether fppaoteeding any further. It is even
suggested in [7] (p. 246) that this type of respoiss the identifying mark of the
fallacious use of the argument from expert opinibhis suggestion can be combined
with the analysis of Walton and Koszowy [10] thattpaying the epistemic expert as a
deontic authority is a common vehicle for carrymgt precisely this type of strategic
maneuvering to make it seem inappropriate thatatitjuestion should even be raised
at all.

For example, consider the following partly schemedi dialogue exchange [7] (p.
253) in a persuasion dialogue where the proponastthe task of persuading the
respondent to accept a propositidnand employs argument from expert opinion to
achieve this aim. The respondent begins the dialdguasking a why-question that
shifts the burden of proof onto the proponent'sdial provide some sort of argument
or evidence to support the claim tieis acceptable.

RespondentWhy A?
Proponent Becausd: asserts thah, andE is an expert.



Respondents E's assertion based on evidence?

Proponent How could you evaluate such evidence? You areanagxpert in this
field of scientific knowledge.

RespondentNo, I'm not an expert, but surely | have the tighask what evidence
E based her opinion on.

Proponent The assessment of this kind of clinical evidensethe solemn
responsibility of the scientists. You are not eaestientist!

To begin to evaluate the sequence of argumentatidis case, we first have to
look back to the list of critical questions appiiape for responding to an argument that
fits the scheme for argument from expert opinianpaérticular, it is useful to look at
the critical question ‘I€’s assertion based on evidence?’ When this criticastion
has been put by a respondent to a proponent whgubagut forward an argument
from expert opinion, the proponent is automaticalfstricted by the dialectical
protocols of a persuasion dialogue to putting fodveertain speech acts at the next
move. One legitimate response open to the propdsdntfurnish some evidence that
the expert has provided showing that her claim $tatiement A is true was based on
evidence. Otherwise, if it is not known whether éxpert’'s opinion was based on any
evidence, the proponent needs to admit such adfekidence. If the expert is present
in a three party dialogue situation, she can bedthe question: what is your evidence
to support propositioA? If she fails to present evidence, or in the tvaolp situation
where the expert is absent, the proponent canmoisfuany evidence in response to
the critical question, then the argument from ekppmion fails.

To model this kind of situation, the argument ea#du can set up a profile of
dialogue that represents how the sequence of dialsgould ideally go in this kind of
case. Figure 1 represents a profile of dialogushisfsort, based on the one given in [7]
(p. 254).

R: Why A?

A 4

P: E asserts A.

y
| R: Is A based on evidence? |

A 4
P: No evidence
was given by E.

P: Here is the
evidence given by E.

P: You are not an expert, so
you are immodest to ask.

y y y

Outcome: the
argument from expert
opinion is sustained

Outcome: the
argument from
expert opinion fails.

Outcome: response
is indicator of an ad
verecundiam fallacy.

Figure 1. Profile of Dialogue for Argument from Expert Oponi



As the sequence of moves represented by the piofifigure 1 proceeds from the
root node shown at the top through the next twoespthe proper sequence that such a
dialogue is supposed to take is illustrated. Thepoadent asks a why-question, the
proponent puts forward an argument from expertiopirassuming thek is an expert
source and thdE has stated thak is true, according to the proponent. At the nexsf |
in the tree the respondent asks the critical qoiesif whethefE's assertion was based
on evidence. At the next level, the profile of dgle shows the two speech acts the
proponent is allowed to respond with on the left. far, the profile of dialogue
represents the proper sequence of moves requirdtiebgialogue protocols for the
speech acts. In other words, what is shown arectieect types of moves that the
proponent and the respondent are allowed to makkhaw these moves are connected
in a sequence.

Next let's consider the remainder of the argumémtashown in Figure 1. At the
right, at the second level from the bottom, anotkipe of response by the proponent is
shown where the proponent claims that the respdndas no right to ask critical
guestion because he is not an expert, and bedawselld be immodest of him to ask
such a question. This is something different fprafile of dialogue. It now represents
not only the permissible sequence of moves for quaty, but it also represents a
different kind of move that is inappropriate, ardhtt even functions as a red flag
suggesting that a fallacy may have been commifibése evaluations are indicated
along the bottom row of Figure 1. The first outcoiméhat the proponent wins if he
supplies the proper evidence requested by the melsmd. The second outcome is that
the proponent loses, because he fails to offeetidence sought by the questioner, and
therefore the argument from expert opinion failheTthird outcome is that the
proponent’s move based on a claim of immodestyé#uated as an indicator that an
ad verecundianfallacy may have been committed.

To carry on further to conduct an evaluation of thiee anad verecundianfallacy
has been committed in a real argument having timergé outline of this profile, the
profile has to be applied to a reconstruction &f #ictual sequence of dialogue in the
text of the example argument chosen for evaluafidre profile acts as a tool within
the normative model of dialogue, such as a persoagialogue, that has protocols
determining how such a sequence of dialogue shnalceed. The dialogue is basically
a persuasion type, because the proponent is ttgingrove an ultimate claim, the
propositionA, and therefore has the burden of persuasion seadbeginning of the
dialogue. The respondent may also have a burdproi@ the negation of proposition
A, or in other cases they have the lesser taskagfm the role of critic who wins if the
proponent fails to carry out her burden of proodweéver, what typically happens is
that there is a shift from a persuasion dialoguart@xamination type of dialogue, for
example in a legal case where an expert is beingseexamined by the opposing
attorney.

3. Cross-examining the software engineer — an exatep

In this case, an engineer, Bob Zeidman, who is aldawyer and president of an
engineering Corporation that is a leading providérsoftware intellectual property
analysis tools, had the challenging task of cross¥eéning an expert in electronics who
held over 100 patents and had degrees from MIT Stadford, including a PhD in
electrical engineering [13]. This expert submiteedeport that listed several patents



that he claimed invalidated Zeidman'’s client’s pat®©ne of these patents looked like
a good match. It seemed similar enough to the ttdigratent that it might invalidate it.
However, after examining this patent for some tirdejdman figured out that the
description of the circuit in the patent descrilsydthe expert showed that the voltages
on either side of the transistor canceled eachroti, and therefore the circuit
described in the patent could not possibly worlatMaould mean that the key patent of
the opposition was non-enabling, and therefore their claim of a patent violation
would fail.

What happened in court was that even though tloenaty was an engineer and
spent much time asking questions to try to getetkygert to explain how the circuit
worked, the expert was often condescending. Thepavties became engaged in long
technical discussions, and in the end the expést tto avoid responsibility for
designing a circuit that didn’t work. After two huof cross-examination, he finally
had to admit that, but then claimed that it wasdtterneys that wrote the report on the
patent, and he had simply advised them on how i@ \tr This was a dangerous thing
to admit, because it was his responsibility asetkggert to write up the technical report.
But he couldn’t bring himself to admit that he hadde a mistake. During the cross-
examination, which lasted seven hours, the maxirtiora allowed, the expert several
times exhibited a condescending attitude toward ghestioner by putting forward
speech acts in the dialogue we would classify dsbéing the factor of appeal to
modesty.

In what follows we show how profile of dialogue discussed in the previous
section may further serve as a tool of analyzin@etnal case of cross-examining the
expert. Zeidman [13] points to some excerpts of abkial dialogue that link to the
profile of dialogue shown in Figure 1. Amongst freerts of this dialogue which are of
key importance for extracting the factor of appeglto modesty are the expert's
dialogue moves aimed at trying to induce the iomrtor’'s respect and thereby deflect
his questions and arguments by portraying him asddest:

e How dare you question my expertise?
e | was designing circuits before you were born.
« I'm the expert here.

The attorney’s clever reaction to these moves getia emphasizing his modesty
towards the expert while pointing at the same timthe need of discussing key issues
which lie in the expert’s area of competence:

* | apologize. | didn't mean to question your expsertiYou've been doing this
for a long time.

e Could you just explain to me how this circuit wowsen these two points are
connected by a closed transistor?

According to Zeidman, these responses to expeppeals to modesty led the expert to
calm down and say things such as:

e It would take a lot of time to go through all oktkignal transitions.
« Remember this is a two-transistor circuit.



Attorney’s response, again, pointed to the needlafifying issues that belong to
expert’s area of competence:

*  We have all day and the important thing is to maikee all of our facts are
correct.
* Please go ahead.

In his first set of moves the software engineer wits the fallacy of appeal to
modesty, which might be reconstructed as follolvam the expert in the field and |
have been working on this topic before you werenbdherefore you should not
guestion my expertis@.he profile of dialogue tool as presented in secomay be
applied to this actual case by showing how thewsoft engineer was cross-examined
by legitimate critical questions.

Zeidman describes key elements of the cross-exaimintnat enable us to clearly
identify part of the profile in Figure 1 indicatirtge use of speech acts that attempt to
deflect questioning by the strategy of portrayihg juestioner as immodest. When we
examine these key elements, we can see that teelspets put forward by the expert
clearly fit the subtree on the right in Figure lend the proponent is in effect saying,
“You are not an expert so you are immodest to heke questions”. The expert insists
that he is the real expert, and puts the rhetoguaktion to the lawyer, “How dare you
guestion my expertise?” The lawyer’s responsesappropriate for an examination
dialogue. He asked the expert to simply explairhitn how the circuit works, and
calmly says that the important thing is to make=ghat all of our facts are correct.

Two complicating factors of the example we donté@&nough space to comment
on here are the following. First, it is evidentttihauch of the seven hour examination
consisted of the asking of why-questions that acests for an explanation. Hence
explanations are mixed with arguments, and thisnpimenon is generally tricky
because there are many shifts from the speecl affedng an argument to the speech
act of presenting an explanation. The second is ttie dialogue is not in all parts
strictly speaking a persuasion dialogue, althoughsymsion dialogue is centrally
involved, but rather it is a type of dialogue cdltee examination [1], [8]. Setting aside
these complications in offering a more completdyais of the whole text of dialogue,
we hypothesize that the speech acts we have qadtede present good evidence to
show that the profile of dialogue shows that thpegits responses are good evidential
indicators that his appeal to modesty is a red $laggests thad verecundianfallacy.

4. Toward distinguishing two types of appeals to naesty

The proposed line of extracting the factor of mogléiom the dialogs that employ the
AV technique may be continued by pointing to aistethree areas of further inquiry
which would aim at emphasizing the distinction bew two basic types of appealing
to modesty.

(1) The first task would be to explore the modestgmponent not only in
arguments from expert opinion (as it is shown waithexample discussed in this paper),
but also in the second type of appeals to authandynely arguments from deontic or
administrative authority [7], [2] which are reprased by the following scheme [10]:

d is an administrative authority in institutich



According tod, | should (or | should not) de.

Therefore | should (or | should not) do

The main question that should be asked with retrattis scheme iwhat is the place
for the modesty factor in itth order to explore this component we should tarhe
matching set of critical questions [10]:

CQ1: Do | come under the authority of institutiof

CQ2: Does what says apply to my present circumstanCes
CQ3: Has whab says been interpreted correctly?

CQ4: Isd genuinelyin a position of authority?

Next, the interesting goal of future inquiry wouteé to show which of these critical
guestions is in fact applicable in actual arguméats deontic authority.

(2) Another task for future inquiry would be todtgroposed representations of
appeals to modesty as the reason to further deviedoplassification system for various
arguments from authority that was proposed in [11]:

[ ARGUMENTS FROM AUTHORITY ]

EPISTEMIC ARGUMENTS ] [ DEONTIC ARGUMENTS

ARGUMENT FROM EXPERT OPINION ] [ DEONTIC ARGUMENT FROM AUTHORITY

Figure 2. Basic Classification System for Arguments from Auttyor

The main idea would be that whereas appeals to)fifodesty toward experts”
might be classified within this system as a spedifipe of argument from expert
opinion, and, on the other hand, appeals to “(indesty toward experts” could be
treated as a sub-type of deontic arguments frohmoaity.

(3) The third line of future inquiry could startofn pointing to key affinities
between appeals to modesty with some argumentattbemes for reasoning about
trust discussed in [5]. The proposed method retiesseeking for those types of
reasoning which incline some significant decisicegarding the establishment of trust
in the social sphere. Although the issues of the ob authority in establishing trust
constitute just one narrow area of the broaderystdideasoning about trust, they might
turn out to be quite important for exploring argumnstructures referring to modesty.
Our hypothesis is that some schemes discussed to{id be legitimately treated as
tools applicable in modeling the backing of appealsmodesty. For instance, the
scheme “trust from expert opinionlf @ is an expert in some domain of competence,
then A may decide to trust) Bnd the scheme “trust from authorityff 8 holds a
position in an organization that exercises powefrsathority, then A may decide to



trust B) show two kinds of reasoning upon which some alspeamodesty are founded.
The possible task for further inquiry would be t@lere the hypothesis that these two
schemes may turn out to be helpful in identifyiogne fallacies that lead to accepting
apparent authorities as genuine ones — what maye ritaknore easy to convince
someone that the next technique, i.e. the fallacappeal to modesty or respect is a
fairly legitimate move.

5. Conclusion

In the paper it has been shown that the existiggiraentation scheme approach to
arguments from expert opinion, although it is Wtalmportant in identifying the
structure of appeals to expert authority, does awtfull justice to grasping the
complexity of thead verecundiantechnique. As we have argued, the thorough
examination of what we have called the “modestytdidcin the AV technique is
helpful in exposing not only its inferential aspediut also its key components related
to strengthening the techniques of building exgeposition éthos of the expgrby
means of inducing such emotions of argument’'s ad@® as modesty and respect
(pathog. In this research context, the profiles of dialeglevice may be employed as a
legitimate tool for exploring both these aspectsrébver, by linking this task with the
need of distinguishing two types of appealing todesiy, the perspective for a new
line of inquiry has been exposed.
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