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Argument Mapping

Another method of problem structuring is argument mapping which is based on
the model of argnment presented in Chapter 1. Graphic displays are used to map
the plausibility and importance of elements of a policy argument. The frst step 1s
to rate the elemcnts~——information, warrants, backings, objections, and rebuttals—
on plausibility and importance scales. For example, recommendations to abandon
the 55 mph speed limit {National Maximum Speed Law of 1973) have been based
on the warrant that the opportunity costs of time lost driving at slower speeds
creases speeds and, in tarn, promotes risky driving among motorists with higher
- ncomes. Conversely, it could be argued that the frequency of accidents is likely to
be less among younger motorists, a claim that is based on the questionable
warrant that because younger drivers earn less income, they have lower opportu-
nity cOSts, cake fewer risks, and therefore have fewer accidents. This doubtful
warrant may be rated by different stakeholders on nine-point plausibility and
importance scales (1 = low, 9 = high) and plotted on a graph such as that shown
in Figure 3.16.7

Figure 3.16 displays the plausibility and importance ratings for six stakehold-
ers, represented by «x.” The graph shows that stakeholders are distributed
across all four quadrants, indicating broad disagreement about the plausibility
and importance of the warrant. This would probably generate objections an
cebuttals. If stakeholders are members of a problem—strncturing group, the
disagreements evident in the right half of the graph (i€, high importance) cat
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76Fgr an claboration of assamption analysis using the srructural model of argument presented in
Chapter 8, see Mitroff, Mason, and Barabba, The 1980 Census, passins.

7Computer software called Rationale 2 pravides capabilities for entering, cditing, saving, and evaluar-
irtg complex policy arguments. The program provides color codes, shading, and 2 three-point scale t0
rate each element of an argument. 5ee www.austhink.com.
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WARRANT: The opporfunity costs of FIGURE 3.16
driving time are less for younger drivers, .
who earn less income. Younger drivers Distr ibution of warrant by
therefore may drive slower and take fewer rigks, plausibility and importance

be discussed and perhaps resolved. The typical situation, however, is one in which
the analyst must identify a range of stakeholders on the basis of telephone
interviews, documents, and websires containing the stakeholders’ arguments and
assumptions. Judgments are then made abour the plausibility and importance
that stakeholders attach to a warrant, backing, objection, or rebuttal. For exam-
ple, a review of documents on the 5§ mph speed limit indicates that the stake-
holder rating the warrant as highly plausible (P = 9) is an econonust, whereas
the stakeholder who ranks the warrant as having low plausibility (P =-2) is an
ethnographer who specializes in the culture of young drivers and bases his or
her analyses on interviews with young drivers, parents, and law enforcement
personnel.”8

On the basis of reasoned arguments and evidence provided by these two
sources—along with information abour the reasons provided by stakeholders
zlong with statistics on accident rates by age group—we would conclude that
chis particular warrant has low plausibility. However, because the warrant has
zigh importance it is relevant to the conclusions of the argument and must be
£xamined.

““See Thomas H. Forrester, Robert F. McNown, and Larry D. Singell, A Cost-Benefit Analysis of the
25 mph Speed Limit,” Southern Economic fournal 50 (1984), reviewed by George M. Guess and Paul
- = Farnham, Cases in Public Policy Analysis (New York: Longman, 1989), p. 199. For an ethnographic
~—alysis of younger drivers and the meanings they attach to accidents and fatalities—which are different




