TOULMINIAN ARGUMENTS

The argument structure, proposed by Stephen Toulmin, is based on syllogistic forms of reasoning, yet his structure contains additional components which help to “ground” the primary claim (in a sense, they insure the reasoning and its corresponding validity).  Toulmin arguments rely on different parts to work together to form a solid argument.  They include: Claims, Grounds, and Warrants.

CLAIMS The claim is the “destination” of the argument, essentially an assertion (comparable to a thesis).  

GROUNDS   Grounds are the foundation of the argument: experimental observations, data from instrumentation or measurement, matters of common knowledge, statistical data, testimony, previously established claims, and facts. Grounds (G) support Claims (C). Grounds are usually factual (thus Fact 1 = F1, Fact 2 = F2, and so forth). 

EX: Claim (C) Gerald should not come to school.  

Grounds (G) Gerald is ill. (F1)    Gerald has been coughing and sneezing. (F2)    Gerald has also been nauseated and has a fever. (F3)

WARRANTS Warrants are connections between the GROUNDS and the CLAIM.  In a sense, Warrants allow us to use the grounds.  For example, if a CLAIM can be supported by the GROUNDS, we consider it to be “warranted.”  Warrants rely on authorized arguments from different fields or different sources of information to make the argument valid.  Thus, constitute information, such as: laws of nature, legal principles, statues, rules, procedures, licenses, scientific formulas, and such, may be considered WARRANTS as well. In legal proceedings, a warrant represent a simple law (a statue or ordinance), a precedent (legal opinion), or an ethical/moral code.  

EX:Claim (C) The student should be issued a parking ticket.

Grounds (G) The student parked in a faculty parking space.

Warrant (W) Any students who park in a faculty parking space may be issued a ticket.

HOW DO ALL THESE PARTS WORK TOGETHER?

Essentially, a Toulminian argument works like this: A Claimant or Assertor puts forth a claim.  This claim is supported by grounds (e.g., data, facts, etc.).  These grounds are connected to the claim by a warrant (e.g., a law, known values, or procedures), where backing (e.g., experience or other work on the topic) provides certainty for the warrant, which secures that the claim and grounds can work together without error/fallacy/concern. You can produce a Toulminian argument form by asking:

· What is your Claim (What is the assertion)?

· What are your Grounds (Factual statements, Data, Evidence, or valid/true statements)?

· What are the Warrants for the argument (What laws/assumptions/codes permit the connection of the CLAIM to the GROUNDS)?

MODALITY (QUALIFICATION/QUANTIFICATION)

Much of Stephen Toulmin’s work is concerned with universality.  One of the main tenets of universality claims that something may apply to all circumstances.  However, we know that such statements are not true.  Universal words, such as: All and Always, usually lead readers to such universal statements, which we know cannot be true all the time.  Stephen Toulmin suggested that a way to move away from this idea of universal statements was to add a sense of modality to an argument.  In a sense, he suggests to add qualifiers or quantifiers to the claim. 
Qualifiers/Quantifiers are words which “soften” the claim in order to make it truer (in every context, condition, and situation).  Qualifiers are words like: Presumably, Likely, Possibly, and Maybe. Quantifiers are words like: some, most, oftentimes, and sometimes. If we add a qualifier or quantifier between a CLAIM and its GROUNDS, then we take a step towards making a more valid argument. 

EX:  All men are stubborn. [Not true]   Vs.  Some men are stubborn. [More true]
Claim - Grounds - Warrant: A Model for Analyzing Arguments
Adapted from the work of Stephen Toulmin  http://www.vanderbilt.edu/AnS/english/mwollaeger/cdw.htm 

Claims:  A claim states your position on the issue you have chosen to write about. 

· A good claim is not obvious.  Why bother proving a point nobody could disagree with? 

· A good claim is engaging.  Consider your audience's attention span and make interesting claims which point out new ideas: teach the reader something new. 

· A good claim is not overly vague.  Attacking enormous issues whole leads only to generalizations and vague assertions; refrain from making a book-size claim. 

· A good claim is logical; it emerges from a reasonable consideration of evidence. (Note: this does not mean that evidence has only one logical interpretation.  Reasonable people often disagree.) 

· A good claim is debatable.  Claims that are purely factual and claims that are only opinion fail this requirement. 

· A good claim is typically hypotactic (i.e., it uses subordinate clauses).  Simple sentences rarely comprehend enough complexity to do justice to a well-conceived opinion. 

Grounds: the evidence which you cite to support your claim.  Data can include: 

· Facts or statistics: objectively determined data about your topic. (Note: just what constitutes "objective" may be open to debate.) 

· Expert opinion/Text: the media and various texts are full of learned opinions which you should cite frequently, both to support your argument and to disagree with.  These sources must be quoted, paraphrased, and cited appropriately. 

· Personal anecdotes: the most difficult kind of data to use well, for doing so requires a persuasive argument that your own experience is objectively grasped and universal. Personal experience can, however, help bring an argument to life. 

Warrant: the warrant interprets the data and shows how it supports your claim.  The warrant, in other words, explains why the data proves the claim. In trials, lawyers for opposing sides often agree on the data but hotly dispute the warrants. A philosopher would say that the warrant helps to answer the question, "What else must be true for this proposition to hold?" 

· A good warrant will be a reasonable interpretation of facts. 

· A good warrant will not make illogical interpretive leaps. 

· A good warrant will not assume more than the evidence supports. 

· A good warrant will clearly explain what the textual evidence means and how it helps prove that the claim is true. 

· A good warrant may consider and respond to possible counter-arguments. 

Example

CLAIM: The most plausible explanation for the recent increase in gambling as an acceptable pastime is the perceived stamp of approval by cultural institutions, such as state and local governments and organized religion.

GROUNDS: Last year the State of Minnesota spent $X million dollars promoting their state-run lottery through ads focusing on the contributions made to environmental funds (Cary). Churches have used raffles, bingo nights, and even card tournaments as fundraisers for years.

WARRANT: Citizens look at the amount of time and effort devoted to promoting gambling-related activities by their government and churches and assume that this is a legitimate and even risk-free activity with little social stigma attached. If the state and church rely on these funds to survive, gambling may even be regarded as a social service: the more money they lose, the more they’re helping others.

