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The Logical Reflections of Pro and Con Argument

WANG Jian-fang
( Department of Philosophy, China University of Political Science and Law, Beijing 102249, China)

Abstract: As a distinct type of argument developed by Wellman in the 1970s, the pro and con argument

shouldn’t be seen as the third-type argument alongside the deductive and inductive argument. From the

viewpoint of argument component and argument evaluation, they overlap with each other. The pro and con

argument has two functions of justification and persuasion, and thus is argumentative, while the deductive or

inductive argument is monologic. As far as the counter-considerations, they shouldn’t be seen as rebuttals or

only a mode of strategic maneuvering, since they belong to the illative core of the argument, otherwise the pro

and con argument would be out of the question.

Key words: pro and con argument; counter-consideration; rebuttal ; the illative core
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