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Abstrac t 
Previou s researc h show s a n anti-primac y effec t 

(Bailenso n &  Rips ,  1996) ,  i n tha t  th e firs t  speake r  i n a 
conversationa l  argumen t  incur s mor e Burde n o f  Proo f 
(BOP)  tha n th e secon d speaker .  I n addition ,  claim s ma y 
be encode d differentl y whe n the y ar e embedde d i n a 
structure d dialogu e tha n whe n processe d outsid e th e 
contex t  o f  th e argument .  W e wer e intereste d i n 
determinin g ho w th e strengt h o f  specifi c  claim s i n th e 
argumen t  depen d o n thei r  locatio n i n th e structur e a s a 
whole ,  an d whethe r  anti-primac y woul d persis t  i n dispute s 
wher e th e claim s offere d b y th e tw o speaker s wer e equall y 
convincing .  Subject s rea d interactiv e argument s betwee n 
tw o speaker s havin g a  conversation ,  rate d th e 
convincingnes s an d suppor t  level s o f  th e individua l 
claim s whe n the y wer e bot h embedde d i n th e dialogu e an d 
remove d from  th e dialogue ,  an d judge d overal l  burde n o f 
proof .  Differen t  group s o f  subject s sa w th e sam e 
arguments ,  th e onl y differenc e bein g whic h speake r  (firs t 
or  second )  mad e th e particula r  group s o f  claims .  Th e anti -
primac y effec t  occurre d eve n thoug h th e strengt h o f  th e 
claim s di d no t  chang e a s a  functio n o f  whic h speake r 
presente d them .  I n additio n ther e wa s n o differenc e 
betwee n convincingnes s an d suppor t  ratings ,  althoug h 
th e result s demonstrate d tha t  th e leve l  o f  bot h type s o f 
rating s wa s somewha t  a  functio n o f  wher e i n th e argumen t 
structur e th e claim s wer e situated .  Specificall y subject s 
perceive d claim s occurrin g i n th e initia l  positio n i n th e 
dialogu e a s les s convincin g tha n th e sam e claim s whe n 
th e claim s wer e remove d fro m th e contex t  o f  th e 
argument .  Furthermore ,  thes e initia l  claim s correlate d 
les s wit h B O P tha n di d th e late r  claims . 

Introduction 

Participants of a conversational dispute, as well as the 
observers ,  mak e judgment s a s t o whic h o f  th e opposin g 
side s i s doin g a  bette r  jo b arguin g thei r  position .  W h e n 
peopl e i n a n argumen t  mak e claims ,  the y mus t  defen d thos e 
claim s wit h accepte d evidence .  Afte r  makin g a  serie s o f 
statements ,  eac h speake r  ha s som e degre e o f  burde n o f  proof . 
I n othe r  words ,  th e participant s hav e t o d o a  certai n amoun t 
of  persuadin g i n orde r  t o prov e the y ar e correct .  I f  on e 
speake r  present s claim s tha t  ar e fa r  mor e convincin g tha n th e 
othe r  speaker ,  the n tha t  individua l  woul d hav e littl e t o d o i n 

orde r  t o prov e hi s o r  he r  position .  T h e burde n woul d li e o n 
th e othe r  participant ,  w h o woul d the n b e force d t o overcom e 
th e presumptio n create d b y th e disparit y betwee n th e qualit y 
of  th e tw o positions .  I n tU s sense ,  th e B O P shift s from  on e 
speake r  t o th e othe r  a s th e argumen t  progresses ,  dependin g 
on certai n rule s (Rips ,  1996 ;  Gaskins ,  1992) . 

O ne o f  th e factor s B O P i s base d o n i s th e convincingnes s 
level s o f  th e individua l  claim s i n a n argument .  Previou s 
researcher s hav e deflne d clai m strengt h i n m a n y differen t 
ways rangin g fro m siz e o f  th e clai m (Gulle y &  BctIo ,  19S6 ) 
t o h o w "bold "  i t  i s (Baron ,  1991) .  Strengt h i n argumen t  ca n 
be i^proache d i n a  numbe r  o f  ways ,  bu t  i n thi s pape r  w e 
woul d lik e t o dra w th e distinctio n betwee n loca l  an d globa l 
strength .  Loca l  strengt h concern s th e inheren t  characteristic s 
of  individua l  claim s whic h m a k e the m convincing . 
Conceivably ,  th e loca l  strengt h o f  a  clai m i s  th e sam e 
regardles s o f  it s context-i f  isolate d from  th e othe r 
surroundin g claim s i n th e argumen t  the n th e loca l  strengt h 
shoul d no t  change .  Globa l  strengt h i s a  measur e o f  h o w 
wel l  eac h clai m fit s int o th e overal l  contex t  o f  th e argument : 
h o w relevant  i t  i s t o th e initia l  context ,  h o w responsiv e i t  i s 
t o th e previou s claim ,  an d h o w wel l  i t  support s th e speaker s 
positio n a s a  whole .  Intuitively ,  Burde n o f  Proo f  shoul d 
depen d o n bot h o f  thes e measure s o f  strength . 

Whil e peopl e w h o judg e dispute s clearl y pa y attentio n t o 
strengt h o f  th e claim s i n a n argument ,  o t h ^  research  show s 
tha t  the y ar e affecte d b y structura l  factor s tha t  ar e 
independen t  o f  th e meanin g o f  th e claims .  Presentin g tw o 
group s o f  identica l  claim s i n differen t  order s ca n produc e tw o 
separat e pattern s o f  judgmen t  (McGuire ,  1957) .  Fo r 
example ,  s o m e studie s find  a  recenc y effect ,  i n tha t 
informatio n a t  th e en d o f  a n argumen t  i s retained  bette r  i n 
m e m o ry an d i s mor e persuasiv e tha n informatio n a t  th e 
beginnin g o f  a n argument .  Thes e effect s hav e bee n foun d i n 
description s o f  U.S .  president s (Anderson ,  1973) ,  i n 
situation s wher e subject s read  tw o contradictor y message s 
(Crano ,  1977) ,  i n moc k trial s wher e subject s judg e guil t  o r 
innocenc e (Fumham ,  1986) ,  an d i n instance s wher e subject s 
evaluat e trait s o f  othe r  peopl e (Luchin s &  Luchins ,  1984) . 

Researcher s als o fin d ampl e instance s o f  primac y effect s 
i n judgment .  I n thes e experiments ,  peopl e retai n 
informatio n from  th e beginnin g o f  a n argumen t  mo r e 
effectively ,  an d thi s informatio n the n biase s h o w late r 
claim s ar e processed .  Penningto n an d Hasti e showe d thi s 
phenomeno n i n m o c k jurors :  Th e firs t  bi t  o f  informatio n 
th e juror s receive d initiate d thei r  menta l  stor y representations 
of  th e suppose d crime ,  thu s framing  h o w th e proceedin g 
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claim s wer e inteiprete d suc h tha t  the y wer e consisten t  wit h 
th e overal l  stor y (1986) .  Primac y effect s als o occu r  i n 
attribution s o f  ho w othe r  peopl e perfor m a  tas k (Benassi , 
1982 )  an d fo r  judgment s o f  contingencie s (Yate s &  Curley , 
1986) . 

I n a  serie s o f  experiment s Bailenso n an d Rip s (1996 ) 
foun d a n "anti-primacy "  effect ,  i n tha t  th e speake r  wh o 
initiate s th e debat e incur s mor e burde n o f  proo f  the n th e 
secon d speake r  i n argument s wher e speaker s presen t  th e 
same numbe r  o f  claims .  Thi s effec t  occur s whe n th e firs t 
speake r  make s th e fina l  clai m i n th e argumen t  an d als o whe n 
th e secon d speake r  make s th e flnal  claim .  Thi s first  speake r 
bia s seem s t o b e a n effec t  o f  positio n whic h onl y surface s i n 
a structure d dialogue ,  a s previou s studies ,  whil e 
demonstratin g primac y an d recenc y (Hogart h &  Einhom , 
1992) ,  hav e no t  show n a  disadvantag e i n persuasio n fo r 
item s a t  th e to p o f  a  seria l  lis t  On e plausibl e explanatio n 
fo r  thi s effec t  ma y hav e t o d o wit h th e role s o f  th e tw o 
speakers .  I n wor k designe d t o stud y ho w peopl e pla n 
conversations ,  Scholten s (1991 )  describe s th e dijfferenc e 
betwee n th e initiato r  o f  th e conversatio n an d th e recipient . 
The initiato r  (i.e .  speake r  1 )  "stages "  th e argument ,  i n tha t 
he o r  sh e provide s th e underlyin g structur e o r  scrip t  tha t  wil l 
be followe d fo r  th e remainde r  o f  th e argumen t  b y th e 
recipien t  (i.e .  speakC T 2) .  Th e recipien t  doe s no t  hav e muc h 
contro l  i n moldin g th e hierarch y o f  th e conversation ,  a s hi s 
or  he r  jo b i s primaril y geare d toward s followin g th e 
initiator' s argument :  collectin g information ,  signalin g 
departin g ideas ,  pointin g ou t  obscuritie s an d falsities ,  an d 
givin g genera l  reactions . 

I n th e curren t  study ,  w e attempte d t o tes t  whethe r  o r  no t 
we coul d demonstrat e th e anti-primac y effec t  i n argument s 
wher e th e claim s mad e b y eac h speake r  wer e equall y 
convincing .  W e wante d t o ensur e tha t  th e firs t  speaker' s 
claim s di d no t  becom e les s convincin g tha n thos e o f  th e 
secon d speake r  jus t  becaus e the y wer e mad e b y initiato r  o f 
th e argument .  I n thi s experimen t  subject s assesse d dispute s 
i n whic h w e manipulate d th e seria l  positio n o f  eac h sid e o f 
an argument ,  i n tha t  th e sam e claim s coul d b e shifte d t o 
accommodat e eithe r  th e rol e o f  firs t  speake r  o r  secon d 
speaker .  I n othe r  words ,  i f  i n on e argumen t  th e first  speake r 
argue s i n favo r  o f  abortio n whil e th e secon d speake r  wa s 
argue s agains t  it ,  the n w e designe d anothe r  argumen t  i n 
whic h th e claim s wer e identica l  t o th e one s use d i n th e othe r 
versio n excep t  tha t  th e first  speake r  no w argue s agains t 
abortion .  I t  woul d b e impossibl e t o argu e tha t  anti-primac y 
result s fro m th e typ e o f  claim s offere d b y tw o differen t 
speaker s i f  al l  o f  th e claim s appea r  i n bot h positions .  I n 
additio n w e gauge d th e strengt h o f  particula r  claim s whe n 
the y wer e situate d withi n th e argumen t  structur e an d whe n 
the y wer e remove d fi-om  th e structure .  W e predicte d tha t 
anti-primac y woul d persis t  eve n thoug h th e claim s ar e 
identica l  acros s subject s fo r  th e tw o speakers ,  a s th e firs t 
speaker' s rol e a s initiato r  set s th e forthcomin g contex t  fo r 
th e argumen t  independentl y o f  th e convincingnes s o f  th e 
claims .  W e als o predicte d tha t  strengt h woul d var y a s a 
functio n o f  th e locatio n o f  th e clai m i n th e argumen t 
structure ,  du e t o th e uniqu e characteristic s o f  argument s i n 
dialogue . 

M e t h o d 

Material s 

We constructe d booklet s o f  nin e differen t  argument s 
consistin g o f  si x statement s apiece .  Eac h argumen t  appeare d 
on a  separat e page .  Th e conten t  o f  th e argument s varied ,  bu t 
typicall y involve d entertainment ,  politics ,  o r  colleg e lif e a s 
th e followin g exampl e illustrates : 

1. Pat: Baseball has more breaks in the 
actio n tha n oth a sports . 
2.  Jim :  Basebal l  ha s fewe r  break s i n th e 
actio n tha n othC T sports . 
3.  Pat :  Yo u hav e t o si t  throug h al l  o f  th e 
sid e changes . 
4.  Jim :  Th e onl y lon g brea k come s afte r 
th e sevent h inning . 
5.  Pa t  Ever y tim e the y substitut e pitcher s 
ther e i s anothe r  fifteen  minut e break . 
6 Jim :  A t  leas t  ther e ar e no t  man y 
substitution s i n basebal l  compare d t o othe r 
sports . 

Each argument appeared in two possible orders. We 
produce d th e alternativ e orde r  o f  eac h argumen t  b y reversing 
th e position s o f  claim s 1  an d 2  {initia l  claims) ,  claim s 3  an d 
4 {middl e claims) ,  an d claim s 5  an d 6  {fina l  claims) .  T o 
produc e th e alternativ e versio n o f  th e argumen t  above ,  w e 
change d th e order s o f  th e claim s a s follows : 

I.Jim: Baseball has fewer breaks in the 
actio n tha n othe r  sports . 
2.  Pa t  Basebal l  ha s mor e break s i n th e 
actio n tha n otha -  sprats . 
3.  Jim :  Th e onl y lon g brea k come s afte r 
th e sevent h inning . 
4.  Pat :  Yo u hav e t o si t  throug h al l  o f  th e 
sid e changes . 
S.  Jim :  A t  leas t  ther e ar e no t  man y 
substitution s i n basebal l  compare d t o oQxe x 
sports . 
6.  Pa t  Ever y tim e the y substitut e pitcher s 
tĥ - e i s anotho "  fifteen  minut e break . 

As a result, there were 18 different arguments. 2 different 
version s fo r  eac h o f  th e 9  differen t  topics . 

We wante d t o ensur e tha t  th e claim s mad e b y eac h 
speake r  i n th e argumen t  wer e roughl y equivalen t  i n strength . 
I n othe r  words ,  w e wante d th e tota l  strengt h o f  th e thre e 
claim s mad e b y Ji m i n th e abov e argumen t  t o equa l  th e tota l 
strengt h o f  th e thre e claim s mad e b y Pa t  S o afte r  creatin g 
th e arguments ,  w e the n ra n a  pretes t  i n orde r  t o determin e 
th e strengt h o f  th e claim s mad e b y eac h speaker . 

Design 
Each participan t  receive d tw o booklets ,  eac h on e wit h al l 

of  th e nin e argumen t  topics .  I n on e bookle t  w e aske d the m 
t o choos e whic h speake r  ha d mor e burde n o f  proof ,  an d i n 
th e othe r  the y w e aske d the m t o rate  th e strengt h o f  eac h 
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claim .  Th e orde r  o f  th e booklet s wa s counterbalanced ,  s o 
tha t  hal f  o f  th e subject s rate d th e strengt h o f  th e claim s first 
and hal f  o f  th e subject s chos e whic h speake r  ha d mor e 
burde n o f  proo f  firs t  Eac h o f  th e tw o booklet s containe d 
exactl y th e sam e argument s (sam e version s o f  al l  o f  th e 9 
topics )  i n th e sam e order .  S o eac h subjec t  rate d clai m 
strengt h an d burde n o f  proo f  o n th e sam e nin e arguments . 
I n thi s manne r  w e coul d compar e th e sam e subjects '  rating s 
of  strengt h an d burde n o f  proo f  o r  w e coul d onl y analyz e th e 
dat a from  th e first  bocdde t  i n orde r  t o tes t  th e eflfect s th e tw o 
measure s ha d o n eac h other . 

We utilize d tw o differen t  method s o f  determinin g strengt h 
i n th e arguments ,  on e whic h gauge d th e convincingnes s o f 
eac h clai m {loca l  strength) ,  an d on e whic h determine d ho w 
wel l  th e claim s fit  int o th e argumen t  a s a  whol e (globa l 
strengt h ) .  I n th e bookle t  i n whic h subject s wer e aske d t o 
rat e th e strengt h o f  th e claims ,  w e use d tw o differen t 
questions .  Hal f  th e subject s rate d "Ho w convincin g i s th e 
claim ,  i n an d o f  itself? "  Th e remainin g subject s rate d "Ho w 
wel l  doe s th e clai m fit  int o th e argumen t  a s a  whole? " 
Each subjec t  sa w th e sam e typ e o f  strengt h questio n fo r  al l 
nin e argument s i n th e strengt h ratin g bookle t 

For  eac h topi c subject s sa w onl y on e o f  th e version s (i.e . 
subject s neve r  sa w th e sam e argumen t  topi c twic e wit h 
differen t  speaker s makin g th e initia l  claim) .  Ever y subjec t 
sa w th e topic s i n a  differen t  rando m order .  Acros s subjects , 
eac h versio n fo r  eac h topi c appeare d a n equa l  numbe r  o f 
times . 

Procedure 
The first  pag e o f  th e Burde n o f  Proo f  bookle t  containe d 

instruction s an d a  sampl e argumen t  Subject s rea d th e 
instruction s o n thei r  own .  W e tol d the m tha t  the y woul d 
see a  serie s o f  argument s an d tha t  the y wer e t o decid e "whic h 
of  th e tw o peopl e ha s go t  mor e woi k t o d o i n orde r  t o prov e 
tha t  the y ar e correct "  The y wer e instructe d t o circl e th e 
name o f  th e perso n wh o need s t o d o mor e t o prov e tha t  h e o r 
she i s correct .  Also ,  w e aske d the m t o rat e ho w confiden t 
the y wer e i n thei r  choice ,  b y circlin g a  numbe r  o n a  scal e 
from  1  t o 7 ,  1  bein g extremel y lo w confidenc e an d 7  bein g 
extremel y hig h confidence .  Th e layou t  o f  th e pag e wa s a s 
follows :  th e argumen t  appeared ,  followe d b y th e name s o f 
th e tw o speaker s underneat h i t  an d th e ratin g scale .  Eac h 
argumen t  appeare d o n th e sam e pag e 

The first  pag e o f  th e loca l  strengt h bookle t  instructe d 
subject s t o rea d eac h claim ,  an d t o decid e ho w convincin g i t 
is .  W e instructe d the m t o ignor e ho w wel l  th e clai m fit  int o 
th e argumen t  a s a  whole .  The y rate d eac h o f  th e si x claim s 
i n th e argumen t  o n a  7  poin t  scale ,  wit h 1  correspondin g t o 
an unconvincin g claim ,  an d a  7  correspondin g t o a  ver y 
convincin g claim . 

The first  pag e o f  th e globa l  strengt h conditio n instructe d 
subject s t o rea d eac h claim ,  an d t o evaluat e ho w wel l  th e 
claim s suppor t  th e speaker s argumen t  b y relating  i t  t o th e 
othe r  claims .  W e aske d the m "Ho w strongl y doe s eac h 
clai m suppor t  th e speaker' s position? "  I f  a  clai m fit  wel l  i n 
th e argumen t  a s a  whol e the n i t  gav e stron g support .  The y 
rate d eac h o f  th e si x claim s o n a  7  poin t  scale ,  wit h 1 
correspondin g t o a  clai m whic h offere d wea k suppor t  t o th e 

argumen t  an d a  7  correspondin g t o a  clai m whic h ofifere d 
stron g suppor t  t o th e argumen t  a s a  whole . 

Subject s al l  receive d di e B O P bookle t  an d on e o f  th e tw o 
strengt h ratin g booklet s (no t  necessaril y  i n tha t  order) .  N o 
subjec t  bega n th e secon d bookle t  unti l  everyon e i n th e 
sessio n wa s finished  wit h th e first  one .  Session s typicall y 
too k abou t  twent y minutes . 

Participants 
48 subject s participate d i n th e experimen t  i n orde r  t o fulfil l 

a requiremen t  i n a n introductor y psycholog y course .  2 4 
subject s receive d th e loca l  strengt h bookle t  an d 2 4 subject s 
receive d th e globa l  strengt h bookle t  Al l  subject s wer e 
nativ e speaker s o f  English .  Subject s wer e teste d i n smal l 
group s o f  u p t o 1 0 people . 

Pretest 
We ra n a  pretes t  fo r  tw o reasons .  First ,  w e wante d t o 

ensur e tha t  fo r  al l  o f  th e argumen t  topics ,  on e speake r  di d 
not  presen t  claim s whic h wer e vastl y mor e convincin g tha n 
th e other ,  sinc e w e di d no t  wan t  an y potentia l  effect s t o b e 
overwhelme d b y extrem e differential s i n th e sfrengt h o f 
claim s i n th e opposin g positions .  Second ,  w e wante d t o 
hav e subject s rat e al l  th e claim s i n isolatio n s o tha t  w e 
coul d provid e a  baselin e wit h whic h w e coul d compar e th e 
claim s whe n the y wer e embedde d i n th e actua l  argumen t 
structure . 

Afte r  constructin g th e initia l  arguments ,  w e too k th e 
claim s ou t  o f  th e argumen t  structure s an d randomize d the m 
suc h tha t  claim s from  th e 9  differen t  topic s wer e mixed .  I n 
addition ,  w e inserte d "fillers" ,  o r  claim s whic h wct c sligh t 
variation s o f  th e origina l  claims ,  tha t  mad e the m mor e o r 
les s convincing .  Thes e fillers  coul d b e substitute d fo r  th e 
origina l  claim s i n orde r  t o adjus t  th e strengt h o f  a  give n 
speaker' s tota l  position . 

The instruction s t o th e pretes t  wer e simila r  t o th e loca l 
strengt h conditio n i n th e mai n experiment .  W e aske d 
subject s t o judg e ho w convincin g eac h clai m wa s o n a  7 
poin t  scale .  Th e claim s wer e presente d i n fou r  differen t 
rando m orders .  Participant s wer e introductor y psycholog y 
students ,  an d session s too k abou t  twent y minutes . 

We average d th e rating s o f  strengt h o f  th e claim s offere d b y 
eac h speake r  ( 3 claim s fo r  2  speak^ ^  i n eac h argument) .  I n 
si x o f  th e nin e argument s i t  wa s necessar y t o us e fille r 
claim s i n orde r  t o equat e th e strengt h o f  th e position s offere d 
by th e tw o speakers .  Afte r  thes e substitution s wer e made . 
th e averag e differenc e i n positio n wa s .1 6 an d th e media n 
differenc e wa s .1 5 o n a  scal e from 1  t o 7 .  Th e larges t 
differenc e wa s .32,1(31)=1.45 ,  e>.05 .  Th e pretes t  ensure d 
tha t  an y difference s i n B O P coul d no t  b e attributabl e t o 
difference s i n th e strengt h o f  th e speaker' s positio n a s a 
whole . 

Results 

Across conditions, subjects chose the first speaker as 
havin g mor e burde n o f  proo f  (anti-primacy )  i n 5 8 % o f  th e 
arguments .  Thi s differenc e wa s reliabl y differen t  from 
chance ,  1(47)=3.28 ,  e.<.05 .  However ,  a s Tabl e 1 
demonstrates ,  convincingnes s rating s fo r  an y give n clai m 
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was th e sam e reganlless  o f  whethe r  i t  wa s mad e b y speake r  1 
or  b y speake r  2 ,  E(l .  47)=,02 ,  n.s .  I t  i s  importan t  t o not e 
her e tha t  i n th e orde r  manipulatio n w e altere d whic h speake r 
(firs t  o r  second )  m a d e a  particula r  claim .  W e di d no t  shif t 
th e overal l  positio n o f  an y claims .  So ,  i f  i n on e orde r 
conditio n a n 

Tabl e 1 :  M e a n strengt h rating s b y positio n fo r  Speaker l 
and Speake r  2 .  Rating s ar e average d acros s Globa l  an d Loca l 
conditions . 

issue ,  w e use d th e pretes t  dat a t o facto r  ou t  th e strengt h o f 
th e claim s whe n the y wer e rate d i n a  rando m orde r  from  th e 
strengt h rating s whe n the y wer e rate d i n th e actua l  argumen t 
structur e (w e average d acros s globa l  an d loca l  ratings) . 
Usin g a  regression  wit h clai m numbe r  a s a  variabl e ( 1 
throug h 6) ,  w e foun d tha t  claim s late r  i n th e argumen t  wer e 
rate d stronge r  tha n earl y claims ,  eve n whe n isolate d clai m 
strengt h ha d bee n factore d out .  t(47)=4.59 ,  b<.05 .  Figur e 1 
plot s ratin g typ e (isolate d o r  structured )  a s a  functio n o f 
wher e i n th e argumen t  th e claim s occurre d (initial ,  middle , 
or  final) .  A  by-ite m analysi s demonstrate s tha t  th e mea n fo r 

Positio n 
Speake r 

Initia l  Claim s 

Middl e Claim s 

Fina l  Claim s 

2.6 7 

4.4 9 

4.7 3 

2.5 8 

4.4 7 

4.8 3 

initia l  clai m i s m a d e b y speak w 1 ,  i n th e othe r  versio n tha t 
clai m i s  m a d e b y speake r  2 ,  bu t  i t  stil l  remained  i n th e 
initia l  position .  I n othe r  words ,  th e positio n (initial , 
middle ,  final )  o f  th e claim s neve r  changed .  Strengt h rating s 
varie d accordin g t o th e positio n o f  claims .  E(2 ,  47)=88.77 , 
IK.05 .  Initia l  claim s wer e rate d a s weakes t  (2.67) ,  followe d 
b y middl e claim s (4.47) .  Subject s rate d th e fina l  claim s th e 
highes t  (4.76) .  Ther e wa s n o effec t  fo r  typ e o f  strengt h 
rating ,  £(1 ,  47)=.02 ,  n.s .  Subject s rate d a  clai m equall y 
whethe r  the y wer e aske d t o rat e convincingnes s i n an d o f 
itsel f  Goca l  =  3.98 )  o r  t o rat e h o w wel l  i t  supporte d th e 
argumen t  a s a  whol e (globa l  =  3.95) .  Howeve r  thi s nul l 
effec t  m a y b e a  resul t  o f  subject s no t  full y  graspin g th e 
instruction s describin g th e differenc e betwee n th e tw o type s 
of  ratings . 

We ra n a  regressio n betwee n strengt h rating s an d B O P 
score s i n orde r  t o tes t  whic h part s o f  th e argumen t  wer e 
mor e predictiv e o f  B O P choices .  Thes e correlation s ar e a U 
withi n subject ,  i n tha t  th e sam e subject s ar e ratin g bot h 
strengt h an d judgin g B O P .  Th e correlatio n betwee n strengt h 
of  initia l  claim s an d B O P wa s no t  significant ,  £=.14 .  Th e 
correlation s betwee n middl e claim s an d fma l  claim s wer e 
bot h significant ,  t=-3 2 an d i=.3 9 respectively ,  ii<.05 . 
Initia l  claim s i n a n argument ,  i n additio n t o bein g les s 
convincin g tha n th e othe r  claims ,  ar e les s predictiv e o f 
burde n o f  {H-oof . 

I t  coul d b e th e cas e tha t  claim s i n th e middl e an d fina l 
positio n ar e rate d strongo -  the n claim s i n th e initia l  positio n 
becaus e o f  th e conten t  o f  th e claim s o r  becaus e o f  th e 
positionin g o f  th e clai m i n th e argumen t  T o resolve  thi s 

4' 

3- *  Structure d 
M boUle d 

POSITION 

Had du n 

Figur e 1 :  Compariso n o f  Structure d (mai n experiment )  an d 
Isolate d (pretest )  strengtf i  ratings. 

the two initial claims in the pretest was 3.09 while in the 
mai n experimen t  i t  w a s 2.66 .  t(8)=3.25 .  ii<.05 .  Initia l 
claim s wer e rated  weake r  w h e n the y wer e i n a  structure d 
argumen t  the n w h e n the y wer e rate d i n a  rando m order . 
Claim s i n th e middl e positio n an d claim s i n th e fina l 
positio n wer e rate d a s stronge r  i n th e structure d argument s 
the n i n th e pretest ,  wit h difference s o f  .2 8 an d .3 9 
respectively ,  bu t  neithe r  o f  thes e difference s wer e significant , 
1(8)=1.56 ,  an d 1(8)=1.32 .  W h U e i t  coul d b e th e cas e fliat 
thes e result s ar e du e i n par t  t o subject s havin g difficult y i n 
interpretin g th e sentence s i n a  mixed ,  rando m ordo -  (vctsu s 
i n contex t  o f  th e argumen t  a s a  whole )  i n th e pretest ,  non e 
of  th e subject s expresse d havin g an y difficult y performin g 
th e task .  Th e results  demonstrat e tha t  initia l  claim s deflat e 
whil e the y ar e i n th e argumen t  structure ,  whil e th e late r 
claim s slightl y inflat e i n convincingness .  S o subject s 
p^ceiv e claim s a s bein g mor e convincin g a s th e argumen t 
becomes furthe r  developed ,  o r  a t  th e leas t  the y d o no t  fin d 
claim s whic h identif y thei r  rol e a s a n initiato r  t o b e a s 
convincin g a s th e othe r  claim s i n th e dispute . 

General Discussion 

The results show that the first speako- typically is assigned 
mor e burde n o f  proo f  tha n th e secon d speaker ,  eve n thoug h 
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th e claim s o f  th e tw o speaker s ar e equall y convincing . 
Subject s wer e no t  sensitiv e t o th e difference s i n ho w 
convincin g a  clai m i s  (loca l  strength )  an d ho w wel l  i t 
support s th e argumen t  a s a  whol e (globa l  strength )  whe n 
the y ar e ratin g th e claim s i n th e argumen t  structure .  I n 
addition ,  th e locatio n o f  a  particula r  clai m i n a n argumen t 
affect s subjects '  perceptio n o f  it s convincingnes s an d 
suppor t  levels .  Ga im s mad e earl y i n th e argumen t  ar e rate d 
lowe r  tha n whe n the y ar e rate d i n isolatio n an d th e revers e 
hold s fo r  claim s mad e toward s th e en d o f  a n argument , 
almos t  a s i f  th e strengt h i s transferred .  I n addition ,  claim s 
locate d farthe r  dow n i n th e structur e ten d t o correlat e mor e 
wit h B O P tha n d o th e earl y ones . 

I t  coul d b e th e cas e tha t  a s claim s procee d i n a  linea r  order , 
th e strengt h o f  eac h clai m fo r  a  give n speake r  i s passe d dow n 
t o tha t  speaka' s nex t  clai m suc h tha t  th e late r  clai m inhoit s 
some o f  th e strengt h o f  th e former .  Claim s lat e i n a n 
argumen t  depen d o n th e earlie r  ones ,  i n th e sens e tha t  the y 
operat e o n assumption s tha t  th e initia l  one s pioneered . 
Sinc e thes e earl y assumption s ar e implicitl y  containe d i n th e 
late r  ones ,  i t  coul d b e th e cas e tha t  whe n assessin g th e 
strengt h o f  th e lat e claim s subject s includ e th e contributin g 
part s o f  th e earl y ones ,  an d a s a  resul t  inflat e thei r  strength . 
Thi s notio n i s  somewha t  supporte d b y wor k don e b y 
Orsolin i  (1993) ,  wher e sh e argue s tha t  argument s i n 
conversatio n ar e governe d b y a  uniqu e sequentia l 
organization ,  i n whic h a n initia l  clai m prime s th e othe r 
speake r  i n th e argumen t  an d allow s hi m o r  he r  t o furthe r 
proces s proceedin g justifications .  I n othe r  words , 
understandin g th e late r  claim s depend s o n understandin g th e 
earlie r  ones .  Thes e type s o f  linea r  dependenc y relations 
betwee n claim s m a y explai n w h y late r  proposition s ar e 
gauge d a s mor e convincin g an d correlat e mor e wit h burde n 
of  proof . 

Previou s studie s o f  argument s fo r  th e mos t  par t  merel y 
interchange d th e position s o f  claim s o r  evidenc e i n 
unorganize d seria l  lists .  Thi s typ e o f  argument ,  discret e 
piece s wit h littl e overal l  bindin g structure ,  finds  it s hom e 
predominantl y i n th e laboratory .  W h e n evaluatin g 
argument s i n discourse ,  a s discusse d above ,  th e claim s 
canno t  b e entirel y dissociate d from  th e overal l  configuratio n 
of  th e dialogue .  A s a  result,  orde r  effect s foun d i n a  lis t  o f 
unboun d claim s m a y no t  hol d whe n thos e claim s ar e 
embedded i n a  conversation .  Eve n i f  th e initiator s o f 
argument s ensur e tha t  thei r  claim s ar e a t  leas t  a s persuasiv e 
as thos e o f  thei r  opponent s the y stil l  m a y b e punishe d wit h 
some degre e o f  B O P .  Likewise ,  claim s whic h woul d 
nomall y persuad e pec^l e whe n removed from  th e contex t  o f 
a conversationa l  argumen t  ma y no t  b e a s convincin g whe n 
appearin g i n th e initia l  positio n o f  th e dispute .  Thes e 
finding s cal l  int o questio n studie s o n proposition s tha t 
ignor e th e argumen t  structur e containin g thos e propositions , 
and indicat e tha t  judgin g withi n a  conversatio n ma y b e 
unique . 

Thes e findings  hav e implication s fo r  psychology ,  law , 
advertising ,  o r  fo r  an y fields  whic h typicall y stud y 
argument s situate d i n dialogue .  Moreover ,  system s whic h 
attemp t  artificia l  processin g o f  argument s ma y benefi t  b y 
assimilatin g th e strategie s o f  huma n judges .  I n futur e 
experiment s w e pla n o n testin g thes e idea s wit h variou s 

type s o f  argumen t  structures ,  an d t o isolat e th e context s 
wher e anti-primac y an d th e differentia l  rating s o f  claim s 
persis t 
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