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ABSTRACT

This article focuses on practical reasoning in political discourse amuies fora better
integration of argumentation theory withitital Discourse AnalysisPolitical discourse and

its specificgenres €.9., deliberationinvolve primarily forms of practidaeasoningtypically
oriented towards finding solutions to problems and deciding on future courses of action.
Practical reasoning is a form of inferenitem cognitive and motivational premisesom
what we believgabout the situation atbout meangnd relations)andwhat want or desire
(our goals andvalueg, leading to a normative judgmefdand often a decisiomoncerning
action.We offer ananalysis of the main argument in tH& Government’'2008Pre Budget
Report(HM Treasury, 2008) and suggesivha critical evaluatiomf the argument from the
perspective of a normative theory of argumentafparticularly the informal loig developed

by Douglas Waltonfan provide the basis for an evaluation in terms of characteristic CDA
concernsWe are advaring ths analysis as a contribution to CDAmed at increasing the
rigour and systematicity ats analyse of political discourse and as a contribution to the

normative concerns of critical social science.

Key words: argument evaluation, argumentation scheme, argumentation thadrgal
discourse analysigritical questionsdeliberation,economic crisis, informal logic, political
discourse,meansgoal reasoning,ppractical reasoningPreBudget Report strategy, UK

Government
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I ntroduction

The focus of this articlés textual analysis within @ical DiscourseAnalysis (CDA) We

argue for a systematic approach to analysis of argumentatipolitical discourseandwe

focus on gparticularargumentatiorscheme, practical reasoning. what follows, ve focus

on a corpus of thirteempolicy-making texts, theBritish PreBudget Reports delivered
annually, between 1997-2009, to the House of Commons by the Chancellor of the Exchequer,
and we offer a detailed analysisthe NovembeR008 Reportwhich was an important stage

in the development of UK government strategy for responding to the ciiibis. articleis

part of our research into poliait responses to the current financial and economic crisis (see
Fairclowgh and Fairclough forthcoming a, b).

This focus on practical reasoning in political discourse is a new focus in CDA.
Because politics is preminently a realm of action, where judgments and decisions about
what to do are made and defended, the type of reasoning that primarily cleeagislitical
discourse is practical reasoninigq our view, CDA has so far paid little attention to the
primarily argumentative structure opolitical texts. Although somediscourseanalysts,
particularly the DiscourseHistorical Approach (Wodak et al 1999, Reisigl and Wodak 2001
Wodak 2009, have regularly listed argmentationas one of theirconcernsand made
extensive analytical use of the Aristad®l notions oftopos and fallaces in critically
assessindarge corporaof data it is safe to say that there has beenfarno systematic
attemptto identify, reconstruct, analyznd on this basisevaluateany particular argumen
in texts or to uneértake a principled critical discussiarf argumendtion in terms ofthe
analytical frameworks of any of the major contemporary theories of ardatien In
particular, there has been atiempt to look at arguments in termsfafidamental concepts
such & deductive validity, inductive force, deductivand inductive soundness,
persuasiveness, rationalegsuasivenessetc. — the familiar stockin-trade of any ‘critical
thinking’ or informal logictextbook.Neither has there beetg our knowledgeany attenpt
so far in CDAto investigate practical reasoniagd practical arguments, in political or any
other type of discoursk.

Our focus on argumentatiom political discoursemay seenopen to a commobut
(we think) seriously misplaced objectiorolifics — the argument often goes — is tig realm
of argumentation andeasonableess decisions are actually taken much of the time on the

basis ofwho has the powerather than onhte basis of reasonin@his is, of coursenot a



valid objectionto the claim that argumentation (and practical reasohisg fundamental part
of politics, and seems to spring from confusion betweemrgumentatiorand democratic
deliberation because a lot of what goes on in politiceiad democratic deliberation, then
allegedly— it is not argumentation either. It should be clear that, in whatever vdgira
about whatshould be donas reached lehind closed dooysthrough democraticpublic
deliberation or by manipulating public opinionas long asormativeclaims and decisens
are justifiedby reasongeven by ‘bad’reasonse.g.,unacceptable, irrelevant or insufficient
reasons)practical reasoning (and argumentation more generally) constituiagegral part
of political discourseBeing critical ofthe quality of pubt space dialogu®r of some
versions of ‘deliberative democracy’ (DryzK00)is not one and the same thiagdenying
that this dialogue ifundamentally argumentative in nature.

A related and equally misconceived objection has to do with the distinctiondretwe
emotion andeasonin politics. Becausd is oftenobvious thaemotionsplay a large part in
the way people come to a conclusion ocisien for actionin the political field then—
allegedly- politicsis often notthe realm of reasoninigut of ‘passionsand this is allegedly,
evidently undesirableThis negative view of emotions and the alleged desirability of
decisionmaking processes based solely oreasonh are based ona fundamental
misunderstandingf the way in whichdesires ancemotions enter the practical reasoning
processMore precisely, it ignistakenlyassumed thadesires,emotions andraluescannot
legitimately enter as premises in a process of reasonmg@ther words, that normative
conclusionshould bereachedsolely on the basis of beligfype premiseembodying calm,
detached ‘reasonTo put it differently, that the world of human emotiorahncerns (what
what we care about, what walue) has no place in reasonable argumentation. We address
these confusions in our forthcoming book, thet structure of practical reasoning watline
below should be enough to shothat our desires, valuesnd emotionsare necessarily
premises in practical arguments: withabis motivational andemotional investment, no
belief wuld ever prompt us to act one way or anotkanply becausenothing would really
matter to us In other words, our capacities for representing the warld our emotional
dispositions actogetherto motivate us to act (Blackburn 1998).

There areof coursereasonable and unreasonable appeals to ‘passions’ in arguing for
a claim and in saying that desiresaluesand emotions are indispensable premises in
practical reasoning we are not saying that argumentation drawinpese motivational
premisesis always reasonable but only that it is maherentlyunreasonable or unsound, as
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is often mistakenlyassumedn CDA. Contemporary argumentation theafyalton 2008)
doesnot treatemotional appealas fallaciousunlessthey are irrelevant to the claim or are
used to disguise the absencerelevant argumentdndeed, to treat premises grounded in
emotion desireand evaluative attitudess irherently problematic would be nonsensical as far
as arguments for action are concerned, a#ls such arguments havby definition a
motivational component arattion results from the coupling of belief witbhat we want or

value

The structure of practical reasoning

Practical reasoning(embodied in practical arguments) is reasoning alhdt to do(as
opposed to reasorgrabout what the case socalledtheoretical reasoningandattempts to
motivate us (or give us good reasphs act The study of practical reasoning is closely
related to moral philosophy (ethics) and it is in this branch of philosophy that mosbwork
practical reasoning has been accomplished ta &atea very useful survey of developments
since the 1980’s see Millgram (2001), for older approad®ses Gauthier (1963) aridaz
(1978); for an understanding of the relationship betwgeactical reasomg and various
types of ethical frameworksncluding decisiommaking frameworks, see Millgram (2005)
and Audi (2006, 2009 Audi (2001) provides a unified account of practical and theoretical
rationality, from a double perspective moral theory and episiology. In the field of
argumentation theory, the most significant contributions belong to Walton (2007), who
defines practical reasoning as a defeasible argumentation scheme, leadingdiusi@o that
is provisionally acceptable subject to the asking/answering of approjmidieal questions
(Walton 2007: 33). Arexcellent account opractical reasoning, connectintg normative
criteria to Habermasian ‘communicative rationalitgan be found in Bickenbach and Davies
(1998).

Practical reasoning iges in response to problems which confront us as agents in the
world. Typically, practical reasoning involves arguing in favour of a conclusotain) that
one should act in a particular way asi@andor achieving some desirabigal or end Thus,
pradical reasoning takes a godbi( example, something you wards major premise and a
meansgoal conditional proposition as minor premise and concludes that, given the goal and

given that a certain action is the means to achieving that goal, the adjioestion should be



performed The action, in other words, is intended to lead from the (undesirable) set of
present circumstanceseeding transformation, to the desired end.reasoning practically
towards a normative clainfor action, we are thereforeeasoning fromcognitive and
motivationalpremisegfrom beliefsanddesire$. Thisis Audi’'s 2006 cognitivemotivational
account’

We adopt an instrumentalist approach to practical reasoning, which regards all
reasons for action asieansend reasons.Instrumentalism rests on a mental ontologfy
beliefs and desires: figuring out what to do is a matter of determiningdaehieve one’s
goals or satisfy one’s desires. Reason’s role in the procesdrismentalto inform us about
available meansowardsour goal, about what is possible in the context, etdout not to
evaluate or choose the goals as suctany context of reasoning about what to do, our goals
(desires) areggiven However, an instrumentalist view is not incompatible with reasoning
aboutgoals or endsin a differentcontexf governed by a different goal, it is possible to
guestionhow and whether any previousiyvengoal fits in with or serves this othgoal. If
my goal is to make more and more money, thajiven the goal- variousactions may be
means towards that end. But if | also have the goal of living a certain kinctsdfste life,
then | can ask how these two goals fit in with each other, and perhaps which is or ghould b
my overriding goal.

Practical reasoning is pervasive in everyday life, as wah @slitics, in all contexts
where decisions on what to do need to be taken, often under circumstances in whidit the rig
or best course of action is unclear or contenti®ositics is centrally about decision making
and cecision making is effected mainly through practical reasoning, which can be dadbed
in various types of interaction, e.g. public or private deliberation, negotiateibgte We
think that an instrumentalist approach is well supported by the logic dicpbliliscourse:
various types of political action that are defended in political discourse amsrtevards the
realization of desirable political goals, seen as states of affairs or mddsscial
organization informed by various monadlitical values(e.qg., justice, equality, freedon).

Most often, practical reasoning occurs in a probsmtution context. Typically,
argumentation starts with a description of the situation as a ‘problem’ anddriexdta
‘solution’ to (a ‘means’ of) overcoming thproblem. While some practical arguments
emphasize the problesolution relation (e.qg., ‘in these difficult circumstances, we should do
x"), others emphasize the meagsal relation (‘if we do x, then we will achieve our aims’).

In a context of uncertaintyand/or risk, where several alternative courses of action are
7



conceivable, practical arguments try to balance a number of variables (situat#s, g
possible costs and benefits, but also moral considerations, which may overritbe reefgt
calculation$ to arrive at or justify a certain type of action (or solution) as the right on

Walton (2007) discusses two types of practical reasoning: instrumental and value
basednormative) The latter contains an evaluative statenfar¥alue premiseamongst the
premises In our view— which is distinct from the views of the above theoristhe Value
premise acts to restrict the set of possible actions that can be taken in a givet) goaex
the goalsIf your goal is to divide a cake among ten children, any way of cutting upakee
will achieve that goal, but if the goal is coupled wikie value of fairness, then only the
action of dividing it into 10 equal slicedll be the right thing to do in order to mdaaththe
goalandthe value in questionVe claim thatgoals are newstates of affairsnew situations
that can be brought about by means of acfigpically, the Goal premise refers tctate of
affairs in which the agent's desis (needs, wants) are realized, in accordance with certain
values orconcerns’. The agent’s goal might be a particular outctirathe desires (because
it fulfils some valug or an ‘ethical goal’ of having done his duty in a given set of
circumstances. In the latter case, strictly speaking, the agent might eddging what he
desires but what he feels bound to do by his duty or by a particular role he feels bound to
adopt; nevertheless, we can still speak about a ‘desire’ or ‘concern’ to ligfdltity or role
(presumably outweighing other desires).

We often ackgainst our desires and inclinations (@®rnal, motivating reasongnd
in accordance witlexternalreasongduties, obligationscommitments) which we recognize
and acceptind care about enough to be moved to action. Some philosophers, inspired by
Hume, will then say that werall, aur actiors arealwaysin the last instancdetermined by
what we desire, value otzare about by our ‘concerns’ (Blackburn 1998Fonsequently, that
beliefs have no motivating force on their own until coupled with a sensednaething is of
value, or that we care about it in one way or another,reason is merely instrumental in
relation to desireDesires(‘concerns’)are therefore thaltimate motivators: to say that | have
a reason to do something is to say that the reason in question is an internal psyahologic
motive, e.g.l want to act that way.Other philosophers, however, wilay that external
reasons such as promises we have made or obligations we aratendirarlyindependent
of our desires. Theganhowever become the ground of a desire to do the action in question
butthe desire derives from thhecognition of the obligatioand is therefae not basic. Some
of our reasonsfor action are ‘desirglependent’ but others are genuinely ‘desire
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independent’'we have a reason to act on théam external reaso®iven when we choose not
to act that waySearle 2010): we may not care but we ought to care about that réason.
Practical reasoning is sometimes reconstructed as being a deductivectiventigpe
of argument (Audi 2006, Bowell and Kemp 2005). Like inductive arguments, practical
arguments can be good arguments even when the conclusion turns out to be daleeen
when it turns out that we had better not have done what (we thought) we had very good
reasons to de- if they are supported by rationally acceptable premises whithhings
considered, on balangcenake it more reasonable to accept the claim rather than reject it
(Bowell and Kemp 2005). More often, however, practical reasoning is discussed as a mode of
argumentation distinct from either deduction or induction, namely as ‘conductive’
argumentation (Bickenbach and Davies 1998, Govier 2001). In conductive arguments, the
support pattern is convergent, like in inductive arguments, but is not based on the
enumeration or accumulation of similar observed examples pfemises ari@ fact not at all
similar to each other, and different considerations, from different if not elieg
incommensurable spheres of life, seem to be relevant in deciding what to do. Instead of
supporting the claim in a cumulative manner, these premises are balanced againtezach o
and thus cancel or override each other in various different ways for different agents a
different times. Walton et al. (2008) also discym®ctical reasoning as a distinct
argumentation scheme and this is the line we want to take here. In our account, all of the
following premises are involved in this complex weighing of reasbns:

e premises specifyimwhatend we are pursuing (e.gvhatwe wantor desirg — the Goal
premise;

e a conditionalwarrantthat specifies an action (a means) aads that if suchandsuch
action is performed, the desired amidl result —the MeangGoal(instrumental) premise

e premises that define the initial s#aor situation (the ‘problem’}- the Circumstantial
premise;

e premise that indicatevhat valuegmoralvalues or other ‘concernsjuide the choice of
goalsandactions the Value premise

e optionally, considerations of the ‘cdsénefit or ‘efficiency’ of action might constitute

further premises- CostBenefit and Efficiency premises.



This structure of practical reasoning is crucial to understanding whatgstsatee Strategies
are developed on the basis of goals, values and beliefs about wbantéet of action is and
what is possible in that context. According to Ricostnategies are ordered chains of means
towards desired end4t is this character of desirability that orders, regressively, thessefie
means envisioned to satisfy it’ i@@eur 2008: 189).This view capures the necessary
‘chaining’ of actions oriented towards a certdi@sirablegoalthat makes it possible to speak
of a ‘strategy’ rather than a random sequence of unrelated gciiothsshow how a goal,
once attained, capecomea means towards a further goal. But, we argus,not only means
and goals that are chained together whenever a coherent strategy is p@suedchieved,
asa result of actiona goal alsccreats a new contexof action and maleit possibe to
enviageand pursue new goal¥herefore,goals and circumstances are also interlinkad
the sense that present goalsifaagined,desirable futures statef-affairs), once transformed

into reality, become the circumstances of future action towsdsgoals.

The data: an overview of the corpus

The PreBudge¢ Report (PBR), delivered every yesince 1997by the Chancellor of the
Exchequeris one of the two major economic forecasts that the Treasury is required to
present to Parliament (the othame being théBudget Report)The PBR reviews what the
Government has achieved since the previous Budget, provides an updated assessment of the
state of the economy and public finances and sets out the direction of publicspalithie

next financial yea Every year, there is an extendegort as well aashort text delivered by

the Chancellor as a speech in Parliament. In what follows we refer to gehseth the full

texts and speeches for 1997-2@08 available abttp://www.hmtreasury.gov.uk/

According to the first PBR the problems (‘challenges’) that Britain waadan 1997
were: low productivity, insufficient employment and high economic instabilityGordon
Brown’s words, for drty yearsBritain’s ‘unenviable history’ had been one d&iobm and
bust, or ‘stop-go, marred by a ‘failure toake the longerm view. There was, therefore, a
‘real choice’ to be made, betweemuddling through as we have done for decades from one
stopgo cycleto another or ‘breaking with our past, burying shdermism and securing
longterm strength through stability, sustained increases in productivity, and enguiby

opportunity for all. The PBR defended the latter choice, as the only way to deliver the

10


http://www.hm-treasury.gov.uk/

‘national economic objectives’ of ‘high and stable levels of growth and emplalyrithe
values that guided the actions advocated were ‘fairness’, ‘openness’ and ‘resipgnsi

In 1998, the PBR announced that the Government had set itself the gaeenig a
course of stabilityagainst the background of a ‘global downtuoriginating in Asia and
affecting economic growth worldwide. In circumstances of ‘global findmesdability’, in an
‘uncertain world’, the Government announced ‘long term diecss aimed at ‘breaking with
shorttermism’ and ‘boorrandbust’, most notably the successful implementation of a ‘stable
monetary and fiscal framework the Code for Fiscal Stability. In 1999, the Government set
itself the aim of ‘locking in’ the stabtly it had successfully delivered in spite of ‘global
turbulence’ and ‘predictions of recession’ and argued in favour of leaving bitghsterile
centurylong conflict between enterprise and fairrigbstween the left and the right, and of
‘pursuing both enterprise for all and fairness forialbrder to ‘set the course for a Britain of
stability and steady growth’.

Successive PBRs recorded various changes in the political and economiorsituat
worldwide. With these changes came more or less markadtments in strategies for action
and in certain shoterm goals, while longerm goals and values remained relatively
unchanged. In 2000, the Report started from a positive assessment of the developineent of
economy betweenl92000. There was ‘econamic stability’, ‘low inflation’, ‘low
unemployment’ and ‘budget discipline’. Based on these factual premises andtégegoal
of ‘long term prosperity for all’, as an objective to be achieved ‘in this decade’, the
Government announced a ‘strategy’ designed to definitively ‘lock in stabditgl ‘build
economic strength’, as well as ‘ensure a fairer and more inclusive societyadn xl@ryone
can share in rising living standards’. By 2001, however, the Report began by noting signs of
recession everywherin the world and a slowing down of growth, while by 2002 there was
an acknowledgment of the ‘worst global slowdown for 30 years’. There were acuaf
premises: first and foremost, the tragic eventSeptember 11, 2004nd their aftermath,
new develpments in international security, economic and political ‘uncertainty’, etc.
However, the main objectives and values were unchanged: ‘building a stronger and fair
Britain in an uncertain world’ (2001), ‘rising prosperity for all’ (2002), ‘loinlg a strog
economy and a fair society, where there is opportunity and security for all’ (2003 and 2004).
In 2003, the Report also made reference to Britain’s ‘obligations to the war tagaiogsm
and to Iraq’ as requiring additional funding, while in 2005,the wake of the terrorist
bombings in London, it made the case for an increase in the budget for nationay.securit
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Between 1992006 the Reports are positive and confident. Throughout this period,
the Chancellor shows, the Government has met the two fundamental rules in its owarCode
Fiscal Stability: budget surpluses over current economic cycles and kedplitg at
sustainable levelsin 2006, in the last PBR delivered as Chancellor, Brown noted with
satisfaction that, of all major economies, Britaiad sustained the longest period of
uninterrupted growth and he predicted that growth would continue, with the UK second only
to the USA in terms of national income per head.

The 2007 PBR (delivered by Darling) acknowledged ‘increased international
econonic uncertainty’ and ‘turbulences in international financial markets’ iraigng in the
‘American mortgage market’, whose global impact was ‘as yet unclear’. ThehBr
economy, however, had grown for 60 consecutive quarters, inflation and unemplowdent h
remained low, and both fiscal rules had been met. Borrowing was forecast to béi&38nbi
20072008 and was set to fall every year for the next 5 years (the forecast for 2012 yvas onl
£23 billion). The economy was expected to grow by 3% in 20072aéh8% in 2008, with
unemployment remaining low, and substantial spending increases ameanced in
educationand public health The Government thus declared itself well prepared to fulfil its
long term goals: ‘meeting the aspirations of the Britisbpbeg, delivering ‘macroeconomic
stability’, ‘sustainable growth and prosperity’, ‘fairness and opportunity far ‘atronger
communities and a better quality of life’. Again, the PBR announced additionahfufati
the wars in Iraq and Afghanistan.

The 2008 PBR marked a radical departure from the usual description of current
circumstances, projected objectives and strategies for action. This Regodverly set
against the backdrop of an already {filéidged and ‘unprecedented global crisis’, caulsg
‘failings in the global financial system’. In this new context, the economecé#sts of the
previous year were discarded, together with their associated plans of actmrontc
growth was nowforecast to slowto 0.75% in 2008, antb —1.25-1.75%in 2009, before
recovering to 1.5-2% in 2010. Bowing wasforecast to rise sharply in the short term, to £78
billion in 2008/09 andE118 bllion in 2009/10, i.e8% of GDP. Thus,UK net debt, as a
share of GDP, was predicted ittcrease from 4% in 2008/9, to 480 in 2009/10, 5% in
2010/11and 5P6 in 2013/14.Consequentlythe underlying budget deficiwould be 2.8% of
GDPin 2008 and4.4% in 2009, but would then decrease yearly until reaching balance again
by 2015/16. The 2008 Report made the case for allowing borrowing to rise as the only type
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of action that would protect families and businesses, argued against alternatides
presented a detailed set of measures geared to this fundamental goal.

In 2009, the PBR was once again set agaastitical time for our economy and for
our country. Having successfully responded to the ‘the biggest financial crisis for ovex hal
century’ through a ‘set of coordinated steps’, the Government’s task wasmgecure the
recovery and promote lorgrm gravth’. In order to do so, the Chancellor argued against the
view that the budget deficit should be reduced by making cuts in public services, as this
would only be ‘putting recovery at risk’. The Report defended the interventionistgstrat
adopted by the Government in the previous year (allowing borrowing to rise),casiee’
between two competing visions’, with different final outcomessecuring recovery or
wrecking it — and different underlying values: ‘@oice between ambition driven by the
valuesof fairness and opportunity, or austerity driven by andated dogma’, between the
project of a fair society where all prosper and a divided society that favours the wealthy
few'. Fairness was again very prominent in the speech;faimess in tax is crucial part of
maintaining fiscal sustainabilitywhich is why ‘the biggest burden will fall on those with the
broadest shoulders

The 2008 Pre-Budget Report: an analytic overview

We will now focus orthe 2008Pre Budget Reportpresented to Paamert on November 24,
2008, by Chancellor Alistair Darlingdur necessarily limited purpose here is to do what (we
claim) is never done in mainstream CDA: a rigorous and principled idextidic
reconstruction and analysis of argumentation in &x@ basis focritique.

We beginwith an overall presentation of the content of BreBudget report, trying
to identify the main normative claims that are made and the various types afigehad
support themWe are atthe same time trying to offea rich description of the various
alternative formulations in which the same basic content is expressed in vaaoes ipl the
text. It is one of the hallmarks of CDA that linguistic foratters that chotes made as to
how to expressertain content are afrucial importance. It is of course significant thiaé
circumstantial premises are formulated in tewh&xceptional circumstances, or dglobal
financial turmoil’ —the latter for instancesuggests similarities with natural calamities where
no human agency and responsibility can be imputddwever, such choices (e.g., lodde
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‘persuasive’ definitiongn the circumstantial premisesan themselves be questionederms
of a framework forthe critical evaluation of arguments, which provides a sounder basis of
critique than treating them as isolated features of texts, as often happé&’.in C

For reasons of space we halwidgedthe text considerablky what is left is mainly a

set ofrepeated formulatiand the basic normative argument for acti

Mr Speaker, my PrBudget statement today is made against a background of economic uncertainty
not seen for generations. These are extraordinary, challengingfiméne global economy. And
they are having an impact on businesses and familiesagoss the world.

Mr Speaker, in these exceptional economic circumstances, | want to take fair amsitdspo
steps to protect and support businesses and people wbiie putting the public finances on the right
path for the future.

That is what | will do today. My central objective is to respond to the consequeanttes
global recession on our country, both now and in the future, so that we aretoetake full
advantage of the recovery of the world economy.

My aim is to provide support andgiection for families and businesses when they need it
most. To maintain our commitment to investing in schools, hospitals and then'siakiey
infrastructure. And to put in place the measures necessary to ensure sound pabtiesfiin the
medium term @ that as a country we live within our means. Not one single initiative, but a
comprehensive plan, to support families, business and the economy.

And because of the wide ranging measures | am announcing today and the many strengths of
the British economyi, am confident that the slowdown will be shallower and shorter than woudd hav
been the case.

I am also confident that the UK, as an adaptable and open economy, will be well pbs$itione
benefit from a return to growth in the world economy.

First, letme turn to my assessment of the international economy).

(...) But monetary policy- interest rates- on their own are not enough to stimulate the
economy, as most people recognise. So we need actior teWwoost economic activity together
with the real help | will announce today, to help us emerge quicker. And emerge strémgerthese
difficult times, and face the future with confidence. (...)

Mr Speaker, every country in the world is facing the impact of this crisis @n ¢lwvn
economy.There is a growing international consensus, although unfortunately not in this tHaise,
we must act now to protect people and to help pull our economies out ofsacessi

For there is a choice. You can choose to walk away, let the recession takesés adopting

a sink or swim attitude, letting families go to wall. This is the no actiam. p
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Or you could, as | have decided, as have governments of every shade around theworld, t
support businesses and families, by increasing borrowing, whichalsdl reduce the impact and
length of the recession.

I will do whatever it takes to support people through these difficuétgifihat’'s why my Pre
Budget Report today represents a substantial fiscal loosertimdhelp the economy now with a
£20bn fiscal stimulus between now and April 2010, around one per cent of GDP.

Before | describe the detail of how the Government will support petatlene turn to the
fiscal framework which will help us ensure fiscal sustainabilitye Government introduced thed
for Fiscal Stability in 1998, committing itself to conductingcéibpolicy in accordance with a clearly
stated set of principles. Our objectives are, and remain, to support the ecea@ngure medium
term sustainability and maintain public invesimd...) But today Britair- like every other country
in the world—faces an extraordinary global crisis, which means significantly loweetsnues, both
now and in the medium term. In the current circumstances, to apply the rulagithrmanner would
be perverse and damaging. We would have to take money out of the economy, andifigult
situation worse.

So it is right that in this PrBudget Report we do all we can to support the economy, but also
ensure fiscal sustainability in the mediuemn. This all means that borrowing will be significantly
higher than forecast. (...)

If we did nothing Mr Speaker, we would have a deeper and longer recessioh, wehitdl
cost the country more in the lotgrm. In these exceptional circumstances, allovaogowing to rise
is the right choice for the country, as the CBI, the Institute of Directassifute for Fiscal Studies,
the IMF, and many others, have all said in recent weeks.

Mr Speaker, we will continue to invest in public serviegast as we &ve done over the last
ten years. (...) By continuing to make efficiency savings, we can helpHerattion needed to help
families and businesses. But we will also ensure spending continues to rise5B8dbn last year to
£682bn in 2010/11. (...) As bimesses and families across the country carefully watch what they
spend, it is only right that the Government works even harder to makesavi

Mr Speaker, | now turn to a wide range of measures which | am taking to supgort t
economy and the people tfis country. They will help businesses, support hamaership and
boost people’s incomes now. Bringing forward capital spending, on major projgu®ts jobs and
businesses. It is right that, at this time, wgnieritise investment, from within the existing threear
limits, so that more money is being spent now, when the economy is weaker. (...)

Mr Speaker, this spending will help put money into the economy in the coming months. But
to prevent the recession deepening, we also need to take #xfmri money into the economy

immediately.
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I have looked at a range of ways which might achieve this. | have decided that thedbest an
fairest approach is a measure which will help everyone. To deliver a-megcled extra injection of
spending into theanomy right now. | therefore propose to cut VAT from 17.5 to 15 per cent until
the end of next year. (...)

But along with these immediate steps to help businesses and families nowals@
announcing measures to ensure sustainable public finances metiem term. | considered a
number of options to raise revenue in future years. And | have chosen those whiheate and
affect those who have done best out of the growth of the last decade. (..airSfvag April 2011, |
intend, only on income over £150,000, to introduce a new rate of income tax of 4mpeftis
higher rate of tax will only affect the top one per cent of incomes. (...) But | alewédd is right
that, as we all benefit fairly from the exceptional measures we take today, we dhehhtefairly
the burden of the future.

Taken together these steps will ensure that there is extra monagdglowo the economy
now when it is needed most, but we can reduce borrowing as growth returns.

And as a result of my decisions tgd@ provide support now and balance the books in the
future, | will bring the current budget back into balance by 2015/16. (...)

Mr Speaker, these are exceptional times and require exceptional measures.

It requires action now to help people - and action now to build a stable economy.

We have made our choice. Helping businesses. Helping homeowners. Helping p&ople int
work. Boosting incomes.

All only possible because this Government has taken the deliberat@écisupport people
and businesses thrghi these difficult times.

And | commend this statement to the House.
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The text contains several formulations of the same basic argument on what ought to be done
in response to the crisis. The first one occurs in lindg in our excerpt, where there a

brief description of factual circumstances, immediately followed by anuarmement of the
Chancellor's ‘objectives’ or ‘aims’ There areimmediategoals: ‘to protect and support
businesses and people namd ‘maintain our commitment to investing schools, hospitals
and the nation’s key infrastructure’, and there are medarm goals: ‘puttingn place the
measures necessary to ensure sound public finarkedistant goal is mentionedhat of
eventually being ready to take advantage‘emionomc recovery (later reformulated s
‘pulling the country out of the recessionGiven thesecircumstancesndgoals the speaker
announces his intention to take a number of ‘fair and responsible $teps concrete
actiong informed by thevalues of fairness and responsibilityThis is the core of any
normative practical argument: given certaircumstanceand certairgoals a certain type of
action informed by certaivalues is advocated in thelaim as the right thing to do, ardas

in this case- can be followed by public expression of intention (commitment) and decision
to act.

From the start, the speaker makes it clear that what is presented is ‘not a single
initiative’ (not a single action) but a ‘comprehensive plan’, a ‘wide rangiagosk (inter-
connected) ‘measures’, intended to take the country from the current (undesitabl&)rs
to a future situation in which the effects of the recession have been overdtmevill refer
to this ‘plan’ as atrategy emergingfrom a certain desiption of currentcircumstancesnd
informed by certainvalues and by costbenefit and efficiency calculations.Arguably, a
different strategy for action could be equally successfully defended stadimga different
description of the situation, different values, etc., while the goal (a futurehichwhe
recession has been overcome) could be the same. In fact, this is what usually happens whe
two parties deliberate on the best means towards a shared goal: eachtwiitoyv that the
goal can be adbved only starting from theown premises

The argumentation advances simultaneously on two distinct planes in this text: ther
is ‘practical reasoning(what needs to be donencludingreports on previous deliberatipn
and there is ‘theoretical reasogi (what is predicted to happen based on present
circumstances)Practical reasoning imostlyreported the text is a ‘report’ of a process of
collective practical reasonin{deliberation)and is thus at one remove from the original
process of practicakasoning itself. This is practical reasoning that has already resulted not
only in anormativeconclusion (judgmentut also in acollectivedecisionand commitment
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to act that are now being communicated to the public. These facts are not withotamwgior
arriving at a belief as to what the right action is does not always lead to th&omten
decision Jet alone the public commitment to act in that way.

After this initial formulation of the main argument, Darling turns to a detailed
description ofthe international situation (omitted from our extract): there is a narrative of
uninterrupted beneficial growth in the past decade, followed by an account of horsithe c
arose and an explanation of its causes (‘the root of today’s problemsliagsfen the global
financial system’), with narrative and explanation integrated within the beegument. He
then gives an account of what has already been done to combat the effects ofsla crisi
‘scheme’ to ‘recapitalize banks’) and an assessmeBritdin’s strengths in the face of this
unprecedented ‘global turmoil’. There are also references to the comdusf the G20
summit in Washington (October 2008), where a ‘comprehensive range of measures was
agreed to increase transparency of finanaiéivdies, ensure better international supervision
and prevent excessive risk taking’, as well as to domestic decisions ‘to opkeisionand
regulation more effective’.

Lines 2124 contain the second formulation of the main argument, this time with a
more precise formulation of theeed to take actiofexactly what action is still not specified
at this stage): ‘So weeed action noi(Claim) in order‘to boost the economy’ and ‘help us
emerge quickerand ‘stronger from these‘difficult times, and ‘face the future with
confidencé (Goals of various types, more immediate or distant, and Circumstaites)s
followed by a section containing the economic forecast for the followiagsywiith recovery
already forecast to be underway in 2010 (GDP growth will be once again positiveetetwe
1.5 -2 %). The claim, circumstances and goals are reasserted and made more spe@8c in li
25-27:as ‘every country is facing the impact of this crisis on their own economg’ must
act now to protect people and to help pull our economies out of recession’. At this point, the
claim is supported in a different way (‘there igrawing international consensubat this is
what we must do, an argument from authority), and a coefdan is introduced by referring
to the existence of an alternative strategy: there‘chaice’ — the speaker says namely,

‘you can choose to walk away, let the recession take its course, adopting a sink or swim
attitude, letting families go to wal{28-29). There is an implicit negae assessment of the
value premises that underlie this courdegument (a ‘sink or swim’ attitude implies not
caring whether families would ‘go to the walfiotcaringabout people’s needs). This is what
the Chanellor calls ‘the no action plan’, attributing b an unspecified group of politicians
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(presumably the Conservatives). The decision he defends detison to actin order to
support businesses and familisincreasing borrowing’whichwill ‘reduce the impact and
length of the recessianSo in line 31 the main type of action that will bring about the desired
immediate and longerm goals is (finally) explicitly formulated as ‘increasing borrowing

Between lines 384 the argument addresses a potential objection to the claim it
makes,arising from previous strategies (ti®98 Code for Fiscal Stability, which placed
limits on borrowing) which are now seen to clash with the course of action advocated. This
potential objection is addressed by appealing to the new ‘extraordinarymsitaices in
which ‘to apply the rules in a rigid manneould be perverse and damaging’ and ‘make the
situation worse’, not better. In other words, in the new context, the costs of following
previous strategies would outweigh the benefits (Beastefit premisg There is an explicit
reaffirmation that the overall objectiveddsupport the economy, to ensure medienmn
sustainability and maintain public investnigrtave not changed with respect to the past,
only the situation and the action strategy havengbd. This leads to a reaffirmation of the
‘rightness’of the goal of supporting the economy and the people (line 45) and of the chosen
action: ‘allowing borrowing to rise is the right choice for the country’ (lines5@9. The
claim is also independentsupported here by an argument form authority (‘as the CBI, the
Institute of Directors, Institute for Fiscal Studies, the IMF, and manygthave all said’)
and by a reassertion of the G&stnefit premise(‘lf we did nothing..., we would have a
deepe and longer recession, which would cost the country more in thetéong) — in other
words, the alternative strategy will not deliver the goals.

The next few paragraphs (lines-58 here) introduce a new line of argumentation, no
longer aimed at justying borrowing, but saving money (‘efficiency savings’), to obtainaxtr
funds for supporting families and businesses, coupled with a commitment to increase
spending in the public sector. This is a separate argument and a distinct part ofraéile ove
straegy and, for reasons of space, we cannot discuss it here. The remainder of the speech
(over half of it, omitted here apart from lines-3@) is devoted to detailing a ‘wide set of
measures’ aimed at ‘supporting the economy and the people’. These areeseanaed at
helping businesses, hormaners, people affected by unemployment, etc. Some measures are
medium term (bringing capital forward to create jobs in infrastructurgyrioeitising
investments), but most are immediate measures to ‘boost peopeimannow’ (cutting

VAT, etc.). Both types and their associated intermediate goals (increased spendargqow
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the economy/ for individuals) are explicitly geared to lorgem goals (‘pregnting the
recession deepening’).

Two aspects of this second half the report are of particular interest from an
argumentation point of view. First, it is in this part of the text that the main Value premise
the argumentation (‘fairness’) is asserted repeatedly (there @ceurences of ‘fairness’ in
the report). For instance, ‘I have considered a number of options... and | have chosen those
which are fairest’; *... as we all benefit fairly from the exceptional messwe take today,
we should all share fairly the burden of the futurehere are alsdwo occurences of
‘rightness’ in the sense of ‘fairnegsas businesses and families... carefully watch what they
spend, it is only right that the Government works even harder to make savisgand,
there are 7 occurrences of tlsmtement. ‘Al these measures are only possible because we
have taken a deliberate decision to support business, protect jobs, and help homeowners
with occasional variationsAnd this is only possible because | have rejected advice to take
no action. In other words, it is the @&ernment's commitment to a set gdals andvalues
(implicitly different from those of the Opposition) that makes this particulategtygoossible:
given the circumstances, and given a set of desirable goals and a set of values natatgive
it is possible in the context to take certain measures that will meet both the goaltuasd va
the Government should take these measBgsmplication, alternative strategies (the ‘no
action’ plan) would not deliver the goals.

The end of the report sums up the strategy in various ways: ‘taken together’, these
‘steps’ will ensure our immediate and more distant goals (‘fiscal supyart and fiscal
sustainability both now and in the future’); if this plan of action is pursued (‘andessila of
my decisions today..."), ‘I will bring the current budget back into balance by 2015/16’
presumably the ultimate goal. The concluding sentences (line87)81 review the
circumstances (‘these are exceptional timedifficult times’), claim that ‘action’ and
‘exceptional measures’ are needed and restate a number of goals (‘helping businesses’,
‘helping homeowners’, ‘helping people into work’, ‘boosting incomeshe result of the
practical deliberation is again reported (‘we have made our choice’, ‘the Goametrriras
taken a deliberate decision’) and a public commitment is made again to putting it into

practice.

Argument reconstruction
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We now focus on the argument in support of action and identify the premises involved. The
two diagrams represent the argument as itaackd initially (lines 114) andreformulated

later (lines 2861). In the premises we suggest below we are preserving the original wording,
while in the diagrams, for technical reasons, we are reformulating the argusneninctly®

The argument in lies 114:

Claim [The right thing to do is] to ‘take ... steps’, ‘to put in place’ a ‘comprehen
plan’ of ‘wide ranging measures’.

Circumstances These are ‘extraordinary, challenging times for the global econoegtnomic
uncertainty not seen for geldipns, having an ‘impact on businesses ¢
families’.

Goals ‘My central objective is to respond to the consequences of this global racas:
our country, both now and in the future’, i.e., skiern goals: to protect and
support businesses and people now’ and ‘maimarrcommitment to investing in
schools, hospitajskey infrastructure ; ‘mediumterm’ goals: ‘to ensure soun
public finance’, ‘putting the public finances on the right patlive within our
means, longterm goals: place Britaim a position to'take full advantage from
therecovery ofthe world economy’, ‘benefit from a return to growth...".

ValuesConcerns Our [the government'sjalues are ‘fairness’ and ‘responsibilityQur (implicit)
concernspeople’s wellbeing, people’sneeds’— we want to support them ‘when
they need it most'.

MeansGoal (If we put in place this plan of action, then we will achieve the goals.)

At this stage, the argument che represented as follows (Figurg:
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CLATM: The right thing to do is to put in
place a plan (strategy) of action.

a

MEANS-GOAL: If we put
in place this (strategy) plan

CIRCUMSTANCES: These

GOALS: Our goals are to protect and :
are extraordinary,

support people and businesses, maintain

challenging times of

commitments to invest in the public sector, of action we will achieve our

unprecedented economic

goals. :
uncertainty.

ensure sound finances in the medium term
and help Britain recover from the crisis. | ===~ =--=-------sooooo

Y

VALUES: Our values are fairness and
responsibility; we are concerned about
people’s needs.

In lines 2551, the argument ideveloped to include not ondymore explicitreiteration of the

claim but also additional support for the claim, in the form of arguments from aytandta

clear costbenefit premise. Most importantly, the speaker also deals with a caugtenent
(refutation) and an anticipated objection. We are focusing mainly on linB& @&here the
argument is reformulated twicdjut, to give a complete picture, we also include in the
diagram the ‘efficiency’ premise implicit in th&iterations (in the secondali of the text) of

this as thebestplan that makes the achievement of the goals possible, i.e. the most tefficien
type of adbn (i.e., the goal of protecting people would not be achievable otherwise, by some

alternative plan of actign
The argument in lines 25-51.:

Claim ‘We must act now ... by increasing borrowing’; ‘borrowing will [hawd be
significantly higher than forecast’; ‘allowing borrowing to rise is tight choice for
the country’.

Argument ‘There is a growing international consensus [on this]’, ‘governments... aroun

from authority world have already decided’; ‘the CBI, the Institute of Directors, Irietitor Fiscal
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Circumstances

Goals

Values
MeansGoal
CostBenefit

Efficiency

Dealing with
Counter-

argument

Dealing with
anticipated

objection

Studies, the IMF... have all said [this] & (If there & consensus amor
governments and authoritigé/they havecome to this decisionthen the claim is
right.)

‘Every country in the world is facing the impact of this crisis on th&in
economy’, these are ‘difficult times’; Britain ‘faces an extracagynglobal crisis’,
‘exceptional circumstansé

Our goals are to ‘protect people and pull our economies out of recessazhice
the impact and lengtbf the recession’;support the economy but also ensure fiscal
sustainability in the medium term’.

Our values are ‘fairness and resgibility’.

(If we act now, by increasing borrowing, we will achieve these goals.)

‘If we did nothing, we would have a deeper and longer recession, whicll wost
the country more in the longrm’. [The costs would outweighe benefitg.

‘And this is only possible because | have rejected advice to take no action’
[these measuregimed at protecting the population Jammly possible because this
Government has taken the deliberate decision to support peogldusinesse
through these difficult times’.

Counterargument (as represented by speaker):rigiig thing isnot to act,‘'walk
away’, ‘let the recession take its course'the ‘no action plan’[Instead of being
concernedvith people’s needs (hence the goal of ‘protecting’ them), this fgian,
speakeshows, is underlain bg‘sink or swim’ attitude and will let peoplego to the
wall’. Implicitly, this plan doesiot care for the effects of the recessiorpenple its
human costs will be higher than the benefits, and should be rejected.]

The anticipated objection to the governmenstrategy is that it contradicts tl
provisions of the 1998 Code for Fiscal Stability, which plaloeits on allowable
borrowing. The speaker argues that the circumstances have changeécrafore
‘to apply the rules in a rigid manner would be perverse and damaging’ and
make the situation worse. So, given the rexceptional’ circumstances and th
new goals, and, implicitly, in order for the costs not to outweigh the ben

borrowing has to rise.

Figure 2 represents the argumenitas formulated at this stage:
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COUNTERCLAIM: The right

4
thing to dois not to act, let the

recession take its course.

h

t

OBIECTION: Allowing
borrowing torise is not in

accordance with existing tules
(1998 Code for Fiscal Stability).

CLAIM: Allowing borrowing
torise is the right choice.

GOALS: Our goals are to | MEANS-GOAL:If | | CIRCUMSTANCES: ARGUMENT | | Ifthereis !
protect people and : we act now by : These are FROM i CONSETSUS, i
businesses, ensure fiscal | increasing borrowing ; extraordinary and AUI}'FORIW: E the.n ﬂlle i
sustainability and pull our | wewill achieve our : difficult "[herel 15 E clla.tm 13 E
economies out of recession. ; goals. : circumstances. growing ! right. !
- L= i consensus TP i
among
/ \ govemnments &
VALUES: Our values are COST-BENEFIT: If EFFICIENCY: The authorities.
faimess and responsibility; we donot act now by

goals [protection etc.]

our concems are people’s increasing borrowing, are only possible if we

needs. the costs will act now by increasing
outweigh the borrowing.
benefits,

As the diagrams show, practical reasoning is reasoning from the Goal,-Meah¥alue,
Circumstancs, CostBenefit and Efficiency premises (and optionally, from other premises as
well: here, an argument from authority provides independent support, in multiple
argumentation)Practical reasoning (and its assessment) means decidirgewhal things
considered— given these goals, these values, these circumstances,these costbenefit
probabilities — the claim to action is sufficiently supporteBalancing all relevant
considerations is often very difficult to do. C&#nefit and Value premises, for instance, can
interact in complex waysCostBenefit calculations are often overridden by the Value
premise: regardless of costs and benefits to us, a certain course of actisimmpigybe the
‘best’ because it fulfils som@moral) value.Alternatively, what we may feel is our ‘duty’ to

do may be overridden by celsénefit calculationsAnd the situation is complicated further

by the fact that, at any one time, we may be under pressure to satisfendiffeoral
obligations, and deciding which should prevail or have more weight is not always

straightforward.
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Argument evaluation and itsrelevance for CDA

We now briefly address the question ledw this approach can contrileuto the critical
objectives of CDA: would critical discourse abysts gain anything from th@éo doubt,
considerable)effort of acquiring the analytical framework of argumentation thedig
strongly believe they would, and that CDA analyses wtutdebygain in systematicity and
rigour. This might help CDA practitioers toavoid criticism of their methods of textual
analysis — see for exampleZagar's (2009 and forthcoming)critique, from within
argumentation theory, of the usetopoiin the Discoursédistorical Approach.

In this article we have focused on analystd argumentation and we are not
attempting to offer a detailed assessment of the argument we have looked at. Wanbrity
suggest a variety of directions of argument evaluation and criticism whichtyjbes of
analysis can open uf.he normative question ‘what properties make an argument a good
one?’ has received various answers from various theorists, depending on whether the
approach to argumentation is primarily logical, rhetorical or dialectiofbrmal logicians
equate a goo(icogent’) argumentwith a ‘rationally persuasivedne (Jomsan 2000,Govier
2001, Bowell and Kemp 208). For thoseinformal logicianswho have developed theories
with a strong dialectical orientatipra good arguments one that (among other things)
addresses objections andounterarguments (Johnson 2000), awithstands critical
guestiomng (Walton 2007, 2008). Pragnthalecticianstalk aout ‘reasonable’ argumest
(van Eemeren and Grootendorst 2084)arguments that have been developed in accordance
with a set of procedural discussion rutbat ensuremaximum opportunity for the critical
examination ofargumentsBoth informal logicians and pragrthalecticiansshow in what
ways ‘rational persuasiveness’ ‘reasonableness$s distinct from mere ‘perssa/eness’ or
from ‘soundness’. A persuasive argument may not be rationally persuasive, an argument
which is rationally persuasive for &1zon may not be so for anothéationally) persuasive
arguments may not be sound, €ftere is no space to address thedatle and dificult
theoreticaldistinctions here but it should be clear that they are not irrelevant for CDA:
guestions having to do with ideology (and its ‘naturalization’), ‘manipulation’, or the
guestionwhy people areften persuaded by arguments which shawdtpersuade them (or
so the analyst would l&kto claim)can be discussed in terms of a normative conception of
argumentation.
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Prectical reasoning isa presumptive odefeasibleargumentation scheme, and the
acceptability of the claim depends on how welldhguer can answer a set of relevant critical
guestiongWalton 2007) In other words, an apparently acceptable practical inference can be
defeated by adding a further premise, as a result of critical questionreg. \Ehen the
conclusion seems to be reaably well supported by the premises, we might find ourselves
rejectng the conclusion (for instancat a later date) if, on balance, after considering the
possibility of other means or other goals, or after assessing costs and beorefits
commitments wéhave to values, principles and norms, we find that another course of action
is (or would have been) more reasonafle.say that practical reasoning is defeasible or
presumptive also means that different agents might come up with a different waigbihg
and balancing all considerations, consequently with a different conclusiont, lthé&tabour
Government’s argument for action in 2008 has already been rejected by the curezat Li
Conservative coalition government, whe starting from a differentassessment of the
situation, different goals and valuedjifferent costbenefit analysis, ete: have concluded in
favour of a different strategy for action, involving mainly austerity measanel an ample
programme of cutdror the current governmenAlistair Darling’s argument, which we have
analyzed above, is a defeated argument, and one which they have seen fit.to reject

Like any type of reasoningood practical reasonirftas to meet normative criteria of
premise acceptability, relevance and sufficiency. The sufficiency cntefioo practical
arguments can be approximated to a Habermagi®#84) ideal of ‘communicative
rationality’ (Bickenbachand Davies 1998)Thus, a practical judgment is sufficiently
supported if as many as possible relevant considerations have been entertawedjhed
against each other e.g.,how the practical judgment or decision will affect everyone
concerned, what other goals and values and different conceptualizations of the context of
actionare in play and should be taken into accamd how these might affect the practical
judgment in questiorgtc.— and the final outcome of this deliberative process points towards
the action in question as the better option.

In addition to these normative criteria, various &pigc considerations are also
relevant According to Audi (2005 good practical reasoning expresseseductivelyvalid
(or inductively strong) underlying argument, with premises that are (tceeptableland
justifiably believed, and with a conclusion which is both justifiably inferreamfrthe
premises and justifiably held by the agent on the basis of these premises. In aottger wo
good practical reasoning meets logical, material, inferential and epistemicac(ieidi
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2006: 156157). For instancesationalizations— frequently deployed to manipulate public
opinion, e.g. justifying the Iraq war on grounds of a desire for freedom and demeaeey

not good arguments because they most probfailythe last two criteria, which areoth
epistemic in naure most probably, the arguer is not committed to the conclusion on the basis
of the premises that he overtly cites but on the basis of other prejangdee may in fact not
even believe the overt premi3edA similar flaw can be said to affect the margument in

the PreBudget Report: is the Value premise (the government’'s alleged commitment to
fairness, its concern with people’s needs) actually supporting the claiection, as put
forward by the Chanceller in the material, epistemic and infetieth senses abowveor is it

just a rationalization, way of dressing up, in a way that will hopefully resonate well with the
public, an altogether fferent set of less higminded (ore utilitarian, efficiencydriven)
concerns? We could argue, for insta, that to adopt a set of measures that is destined to
ensure a return to ‘busineasusual’, without any substantive reform of the economic
system, is ultimately not reallyrgof of a concern with fairness, or that genuine
commitment to fairness wadisupport a different claim for action, e.g. a radical reform of the
economic system that led to crisis, so that similar crises might not occur agairfututee

We could alsasuggest that Darling may sincerely believe that allowing borrowing togise i
the right choice, but that he is not committed to this conclusion on the basis of his belief in
fairness, but on the basis of other unexpressed beliefs (e.g., the need to rescoadhec
system rather than reform).it Suchlines of questioningvould be made available to the
discourse analyst by the analytical framework of argumentation theory.

As we have already said, to say that practical reasoning is defeasible negans th
leads to a conclusion that is acceptable subject to rebuttal by crieatiapning (Walton
2007, Walton et al 2008). On this viea set of critical questionsan be attachetb every
argumentation scheme. This is the set of questibas Walton suggests for practical

reasoning:

e Are there alternative courses of action apann the one advocated that would also
lead to the goal? (Oth&leans Question)

e Is this course of action the most acceptable, the best among alternativedAdB8est
Question)

e Should other goals be considered? (OfBerls Question)
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e s it really possibldo do the action in the situation? (Possibility Question)
e What bad consequences of the action should be taken into accountEf{Sate
Question) (Walton 2007: 354, Walton et al. 2008: 96)

If it turns out that there are indeed better means towards the goal, or indeectasoreable
goals that we could set ourselves, or if there are negative effects that we have sedftw fai
consider, then the inference to the claim is suspended: the best course of agtitonotbe
the one we thought the best. wiver, asKock (2007, 2007h has convincinglyargual, a
practical argumenin the political fieldcannot be so easily rebutted by critical questions
There will alwaysbe other means, other goals, other valugsny of these not obviously or
necessarilywrong’, as well as various costs associated \aitly political proposal. In fact,
there are oftefegitimateargunents on both sides of an isqia® outcome of value pluralism
but also of the legitimately subjective way in which various considerationghweith
different peopleandan arguer’s failuréo answer any oneritical questionn a satisfactory
manner will not in itself be enough to discalds proposal for actionA similar argument has
been made by Billig (1996).

This is why, inFaircloughand Fairclough (forthcoming) we develop/Nalton’s basic
setof questiongo deal with other potential problematic aspects of each of the premises and
to address other types of premigeg. Circumstantial and Value premsgeWNe can for
example questiorhe Circumstantial premise and its relation to all the other premises. We
can ask whether the circumstances (the context of action) are definadrationally
persuasive way,rovhether the description of the circumstances is in fact tied to a particular
ideology @ to particular power interest8/ould a different definition of the context support
different actions, and be compatible with different goals and diffemnes? Or we can ask
whether different other values (other concerns), shared by othed smtors, have been
taken into account, and whether those concerns are compatible with the stasedngoa
actions.Is a concern with fairness compatible with what is being done in the name of
fairness, namely cuts in state spending as opposed tosimgeaxation of banking activities
or pursuing tax evasior@r we can inquire whether the values and goals, as stated, are drawn
from particular ideological representations of the waltl servingthe interests of some
groups of people and not othevge can in fact investigate any representation of any premise
(circumstances, goals, values, etc.) by asking whether in fact we areeaatgdwith
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‘persuasive’, ‘biased’ definitions (Walton 2007) for which no burden of proof has been
undertaken.

These are gestions whictcan be generatedirly mechanically from the account of
practicd reasoning we are working with, once the structure of practical reasoaggden
properly understood and the argument correctly reconstru€tey; identify in a systematic
and exhaustive way the possible points of entry faticising practical reasoning, by
guestioning every possible premise and every relationship of support between paardises
claim. Although they are, on the face of it, different from the sort of critical questanste
posed about texts in CDA, we argue that they provide a clear way of linkingtgieA
guestions to the analysis of argumentation.

CDA contributes a particular focus on discourse and on relations between discourse
and other social efeents to the varioukbrms of critique pursued in critical social science,
including critique of domination and critique of ideology. The analysis and eaiuafi
argumentatioroffers a particularly effective way of systematically extending thesesésoi
critique into analysis of text<Critique of (practical) reasoning and indeed critique of
discourse more generally does not intself constitute critique of domination, but it does
pose critical questions which lead into and contribute to analysis of poweomsland
relations of dominatioras manifested imarticular bodies of texts.Take for instance the
guestions above aimed at the Value premise. The main value that the Chancellor appeals t
‘fairness’. The question ‘Should other valuescoasidered?’ brings in for instance the value
of justice, and leads into the question of whether and to what extent the government’s
concern with fairness in its everyday sense is able to dominate pubticgdadpace at the
expense of what for many wioube the central issue of value which the crisis gives rise to:
what would gust economic system be likehe same question might prompt us to think of
the rhetoric of ‘fairness’ as a convenient facade used to rationalize the piirslibgether
different agenda rescuing the neoliberal market system and returning to busasessial.

The question ‘Are the stated values defined in a rationally persuasive wayrlgy an
opening for critique of the understanding of ‘fairne$rinstance, heregn equal sharing of
the losses is said to be fair, whereas for many pemlpée would be fair is that thosgents
(e.g., bankepswith primary responsibility for the crisis should suffer most of the losEes.
guestion ‘are the stated goals and actions compatible with the stated?Vghoesdes an
opening for a critique of the limited scope of ‘fairness’, which here goes reefutian to
mitigate the impact of the recessiand does not for instance include the goal of creating a
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‘fairer’ financial-economic order. To what extent is the latter goal marginalized in public
political dialogue?The issue of ‘manipulation’ also arises here: whether and how particular
agents and agencies in public political discourse are able to manipulate othegh theause

of arguments which are persuasive, although normatively defidibig can happen in those
situations in which an agent (e.g. the governmam)ifies a certain course of action by
appeal to a set of premises, which the audience might have nerprolith (e.g. the pursuit

of fairness) while in effect theagent’scommitment to that course of action is supported by
differentreasons, and not by those that are explicitly presented to the fihglicase of
rationalizations)

In ideology critique, dtical social science seeks causal explanations of the
normalisation, naturalization and institutionalizatias,well as pervasiveness and endurance
within populations, of particular beliefs and concerns. It seeks to explain thermsdéthe
structues of material and social relations of particular forms of sddel with such
guestions as: Why do these patrticular beliefs and concerns endure over long pemod8 of t
Why do they have powerful resonance for a great many pedplg?are they so lite
challenged? Wat effects do they have on continuities and changes in social life? Again,
critique of practical reasoning does not amount to critique of ideology, but it doeshshow
particular beliefs and concerns shape practical reasoning and, contingentsorts and
actions on matters of social and political importance, and it does pose critisabgsi@vhich
can feed into critique of ideology and anchor it systematically in featdrésxts. With
respect to the questions about the Value premise, for instance, the commonsensical
understanding of ‘fairness’ which the text evokemght be taken to be ideological and to
contribute to maintaining an unjust so@oonomic system: people who have in no way
benefitted from the financiadconomic systenthat has resulted in the crisis and have no
responsibility for how the crisis came about are now being asked to share teasbofd
fixing up the system in a ‘fair way. Thus the costs of the crisis are distibfaly’
amongst the entire populatioregardless of huge disparities in resources and unequal moral
responsibilities. Particular instantiations of the goal, megmas or circumstantial premises
can be subjected to the same kind of scrutiny: are particular representatibescohtext of
action ideological? Have other representations (or definitions) of the ciranoest been
taken into account, and if not, why? What significance can we attach to the fact that onl

certain goals,certain values, orcertain means are considered in public ipglarguments?
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What would the effects be of allowing other goals, values and means to enter the public
debate?

The account we have given of practical reasoning is to be viewed ascd pavider
account within critical social science of the causes of social change. It treaissréas
action (premises in argumentg)s one type of cause. Reasons are of course entertained by
people, and they are part of the causal powers (Fairclough, Jessop and Sayer 2004¢ of peopl
as social agents (i.e., their powerstong about change). But in addition to agentive causes
of social change there are structural causes, and CDA is committed to theha&m
characterizes critical social science more generally, of trying to claafy &gentive and
structural causes relate to each other, i.e., to clarify the dialectic of stractd agency. For
CDA in particular, this aim includes for instance trying to clarify the relatipnisétween the
causal effects of ‘orders of discourse’ (structures of a particular sert-aelough 1992
2003 and of the agency of people sxial actors angdroducers of texts. For instance, in the
case of practical reasoning, we have identified beligdésiresand valuesas premises in
practical reasoningput an adequate account of causésacial change would need &bso
ask why particular sets of beliefdesiresand valuesappear in particular instances of
practical reasoning, how for instance they may arise from particulapgror classes of
people being positioned in paiar sociaimaterial relations. This moves firem the agency
of people involved in practical reasoning towards structural factors and caédsesng
people’s reasons for action (beliefs, desires/ values/ concerns) aresrdhsbd express
various external (structal, institutional) constraints on what they can do. They have duties,
obligations, commitments, for instance obligats to abide by rules and lawsd to respect
the rights of other people. Analysis of practical reasoning offers the adpant showing
how the power of social and institutional structures manifests itself in teengdor action
that people recognizestructures constrain agency by providing people with reasons for
action We develop this discussion in Fairclough and Fairclough (fomiapa).

The analysis and evaluation of practical reasoning will not tell us everything about
social change; it will not tell us for instanednether action based on this reasoning will be
effective in achieving social change, or what other facts abowtdHd will make it succeed
or fail to do so. But there are a number of thingg #uch analysis can do. It daighlight the
connections among people’s values and concerns, their representations of the wiorld, the
goals (the way in which they want the world to change) and the actions they coneude ar
appropriate in order to take them from current circumstances to futurebdesiaations. It
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can clarify relations between agency and structure, by identifying theanmagich agents’
arguments draw(sdectively) on orders of discourséo justify action,and how these
arguments function within their plan of actiamd within fields of contestatioaver what
action is appropriate, and particularly by showing how structures constrairable agency:

by providing people with reasons for action. ¢an place such analysis against the
background of public space debate, where arguments based on different sets adspremis
(different representations of the world, different values, etc.) and advgdiifferenttypes

of action attempt to persuade vast numbers of people of the rightness of their itlasmns.
offer a principled way of criticizing powerful arguments that are ndailyeahallenged,
arguments that draw on dominant discourses and ideolai¢ise expense of an impartial
consideration of other interests and perspectasdieinginreasonable, as falling short of an
ideal of communicative rationality. It can thereby offer a principled wagwauating
decisions made on the basis of arguments wihichot come up to the standards of rationally
persuasive argumentatioAnd this represents a substantive enhancement of the capacity of

CDA to undertake critical analysis of texts in politics and other social fields

Conclusion

In this articlewe hare argued for an integration @DA with argumentation theorin the
analysis of political discourse. We have started from the assumption thatapaliicourse

and its specific activities or genrgg(ticularlydeliberation but alsodebateand negotion)
involve primarily forms of practical reasoning, oriented towards finding ®oisit to
problems and deciding on future courses of action. We have provided an analysis ohthe mai
argument in the 2008 REudget Report and suggested a reconstructiomvofversions of

that argumentin the last section we have also indicated in what way argument reconstruction
and analysis can be systematically used in order to critically evaluate arguarehtsow

one can avoidextual critiquehaving a subjective oad-hoc character by grounding it in
analyss of argumentsand in the normative frameworks of argumentation the\dfg. have

also suggested how analysis of argumentation can enable CDA to address iternstarac
concernsin a more systematic and rigorous way and make a valuable contribution to the

normative concerns of critical social science.
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Endnotes

! For some of our earlier attempts to combargumentation theonyith CDA, sedletcu (2006a,
2006b, 2006¢)for more recent attempts, Ietcu-Fairclough (2008, 2009Fairclough and Fairclough
(2010) and Fairclough and Fairclough (forthcoming b).

?In its simplest formaccording toAudi (2006: 140)the structure of praital reasoning is the
following (where @ is the Goal and A is the action):

(1) major premise- the motivational premise (I want/degiteed/intend ¢);

(2) minor premise-the cognitive (instrumental) premise: myi#g would contribute to realizing ¢
(or my Aring is the best means of realizing o, etc.);

(3) conclusion -the practical judgment I should ¢.

The conclusion is much more strongly supported if A is ‘the best means’ iafrrgdhe goal, than if
A is merely a necessary condition (for it may be necessary but not also syffitieat means’
would imply here that the Benefits outweigh the Costs, that there is noeaefficent means of
bringing about the goal, that the expected value (utility) of the actieery high, etc. However, the
conclusion of such an inductively strong argument might still be overridden l®/reonal principle.
Saving ten people by killing one igen might satisfy all considerations of utility, chenefit,
efficiency, yet will be ruled out on the grounds that it violates the rigfhtse person in question
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(Bowell and Kemp 2005207). So the ‘best means’ to reach our goals may sometimes baan a
that scores low on efficiency and ctgnefit analysis but higim terms of compliance with a moral
principle. After balancing different concerns, i.eghtstdutiesversus cosbenefit, the formemay
overrice the latter.

* Practical reasoning is the argumentative scheme underlying deliberatussion, as a type of
dialogue or activity type. This paper does not asklthis very important concept explicitlyhd aim
of public deliberation is to select a course of action by looking at re&soaisd against one action
compared with available alternatives. In contexts of deliberation, two @ pastiesare trying to
decideon the best course of action (Walton 2007: 31).

* In philosophy, this discussion takes the form of a distinction leetweernalism and externalism
(Williams 2001, Searle 2010), which we explain in our forthcoming book. As far asstivetion
between aluesand desires is concerned, valaesdifferent from mere desires in the sense that they
areour stable, fundameal concerns. They can inform our desires and our goals or can enable us to
take a critical stance with respecth@m(Blackburn 1998: 67).

> We take theHumean emphasis on ‘concerns’ as underlyingjivation from Blackburn (1998)Ve
are adding the @umstantial premise (not present in Walton’s 2007 account) on the cosensa
assumption that no strategy for action can proceed in the absence of aranddeggif he initial
situation. Both our gals (desires) and the way we describe the circunesaare informed by our
concerns: something is a problem or a goal only because of something else thatatmoarThe
CostBenefit and Efficiency premises are suggested by Bowell and Kemp)(2@eording to whom
they are needed in order to make thguanent inductively forceful. Clearly, without them the
probability of the conclusion coming out true, even from true premises, isgioehough. We think
they support the MearSoal premise, as they increase its probability. In our analysis, as inffgalto
the Value premise supports the Goal premise. Our suggestion is thed wadtrict the set of actions
that are compatible with the geakeen as desirable states of affairs, by excluding all those which are
not compatible with the value in question. | can get rich (goal) by various meanslybsroe of
these means are compatible with the set of moral values | adhere to.

® We are grateful to Marilyn Oruwari (University of Bucharest) and Stefan &sat(University of
Manchestg for teaching us how to transform Araucariagtiams into Word/Paint diagrams, as well
as to our reviewers for helpful suggestions.

’n this paper, following Walton et al (2008) and their typology of argument schemdave used a
version of Araucaria for visualising the structure of argument. Araucagasoftware tool for
representing arguments, developed by Chris Reed and Glenn Rowe (2005) at thatioive
Dundee. There are of arse other methods for diagramming arguments and showing relationships
between premises and conclusions. In pradiabectics practical reasoning Iariefly subsumed

under the scheme of causal argumentation, in a-thlé¢éaxonomy thatlso includes syptomatic

and comparison argumentatjand specific critical questions are associated with each. Pragma
dialectics uses its own numerical and graphic conventions to indicatenstaps between premises
and standpoints, and whether argumentation is single, multiple, coordinasubordinative

8 The political field has its own fieldpecific properties (leu-Fairclough 2009) which constrain what
counts as an admissible argumentative move. In recent years, pedetticians (van Eemeren
2009, 2010) have studied extensively how arguaté/e strategic maneuvering is affected by the
communicative activitgype in which it takes place, by the ofteighly institutionalized and
conventionalized contexts in which it occurs. This dlasincludedanalysis ofgenres or activity
types characteristic of the political field: adjudication, negotiati@tiberatiorand debate.
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	The Pre-Budget Report (PBR), delivered every year since 1997 by the Chancellor of the Exchequer, is one of the two major economic forecasts that the Treasury is required to present to Parliament (the other one being the Budget Report). The PBR reviews...

