





140 Can we ever pin one down to a formal fallacy?

is a vicious type of invalidity, that it constitutes a violation of dialogue rules. The critic
has to establish both claims in order to make the charge stick.

To show invalidity the critic may avail himself of several techniques: counter-
example, logical analogy, and formal paraphrase. The use of these techniques is, by
the way, not restricted to a metadialogue that follows upon a charge of fallacy. The
very same techniques can also be used in active criticism (branch 4d of the profile),
where there is no charge of fallacy.

The most vigorous technique is that of presenting a counterexample. The Oliver-
Massey thesis propounding the asymmetry between the methods of proving validity
and the methods of proving invalidity can not be taken to imply that there is no robust
method of showing invalidity, and hence does not stand in the way of establishing
cases of non sequitur.® The method of counterexample seems even strong enough to
warrant charges of non sequitur fired at ‘monolectic’ arguments, such as argumentative
texts (which according to a pragma-dialectical tenet are to be viewed upon as implicit
discussions). That is, the method could be used to show that any reasonable recon-
struction of a certain (monolectic) argument is invalid, and that this invalidity is of a
type that a responsible author should have avoided.

Whether a fallacy of non sequitur is to be called a formal fallacy in the strict sense
depends upon the way the invalidity claim was defended in dialogue. It is proposed
that this label be restricted to cases where the, relatively sophisticated, technique of
formal paraphrase has been used. This technique, in order to be successful, presupposes
a fair degree of cooperativeness on the side of the accused: at a certain point she is to
stop quibbling about the paraphrase.

It seems that the answer to the question whether we can ever pin the opponent
down to a formal fallacy must be: yes we may be able to pin her down, but only if she
lets us.

¢ Cf. Govier (1987): Ch. 9: ‘Four reasons there are no fallacies?’, Section 2: ‘Formal invalidity as no story’.
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