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Coursedescription

Fallacies are studied since antiquity and have been a central theme in argumentation theory
ever since. Nowadays they are viewed as deficient moves in argumentative discourse. Why exactly
are fallacies fallacious? Which fallacies must be distinguished? How can they be identified? The
course offers a historical and conceptual overview of the main approaches to the fallacies.

In order to create a solid theoretical background for the study of fallacies, recent
developments in the study of strategic manoeuvring will be discussed. In this endeavour the
extension of the standard pragma-dialectical theory with a rhetorical dimension is studied. The
focus will be on the connection between strategic manoeuvring and the fallacies.

Special attention is paid to the empirical study of the fallacies, focusing on how
argumentative discourse is evaluated by ordinary arguers. To what extent do the judgments of
ordinary arguers conform to the critical norms for reasonable argumentation? How can the
judgments of ordinary arguers be tested in experimental research?

PROGRAM
Monday 12 Oct. Afternoon:  The standard treatment of the fallacies;
from Aristotle to Copi (1, 9, 11, 15).
Empirical research and pilot study
Tuesday 13 Oct. Morning: Pragma-dial ectics and strategic maneuvering (5,

6,7)

Afternoon:  Constructive alternatives to the standard treatment | (formal
and diaectical approaches; 14, 17)

Empirical research and pilot study

Wednesday 14 Oct. Morning: Constructive aternatives to the standard

treatment 11 (informal logic and epistemological approaches;
2,8,10,12)

Afternoon:  Empirical research and pilot study

Thursday 15 Oct. Morning: Constructive aternatives to the standard
treatment 111 (rhetorical approaches; 3, 4, 13, 16)
Afternoon:  Empirical research and pilot study
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