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Why do parent–child argumentative interactions matter? What is the reason for such an interest? This chapter provides the reasons that motivated the study of parent–child argumentation with the aim to understand the function of this type of interactions. Focusing on the activity of family mealtime, in the first part, the chapter draws attention to the distinctive features of parent–child conversations. A second section of the chapter is devoted to discussing whether and, eventually, when children have the competence to construct arguments and engage in argumentative discussions with the aim to convince their parents to change opinion. In the last part of the chapter, research questions and structure of the volume are presented.
1.1 Introduction

Ten years ago, in a volume concerning the role of argumentative practices in the educational sphere, Muller Mirza, Perret-Clermont, Tartas and Iannaccone (2009, p. 76) stressed that the argumentative attitudes learned in the family are to be considered “the matrix of all other forms of argumentation.” The thesis sustained by these authors has not remained isolated, because, since then, parent–child interactions have been considered by many scholars coming from different disciplines as an important object of investigation for the study of argumentative practices. What is the reason for such an interest? Why do parent–child argumentative interactions matter? Is it because the family environment, like the school environment, is for children one of the first spaces for learning argumentative skills, or, instead, there is, also, a different reason? To answer this question, in this volume, we will try to understand the function of these types of interactions. Understanding the function of parent–child argumentation will help to clarify the reasons why it matters.
An important decision at the base of this volume is what kind of interactions between parents and children to analyze. The choice to consider as the object of research of the present study the conversations between parents and children during mealtime is indeed not casual. This choice is based on the fact that the activity of mealtime represents a privileged moment for studying the argumentative interactions between parents and children because it is one of the few moments during the day in which all family members come together and engage in verbal interactions. Mealtime is a “densely packed event” in which much has to happen in approximately twenty minutes (Fiese, Foley, & Spagnola, 2006, p. 77). At mealtime, parents and children talk about several issues, from daily events to the school and extra-curricular activities of children, and possible plans for future activities involving one or more family members. During these discussions, differences of opinion among family members can quickly emerge (Bova & Arcidiacono, 2015). The correct management of the differences of opinions is of fundamental importance, since, at times, they can even degenerate into a full-blown interpersonal conflict (Arcidiacono & Pontecorvo, 2009). The parents could easily avoid engaging in a discussion by advancing arguments in support of their standpoint, and yet resolve the difference of opinion in their favor, forcing children to accept, perhaps unwillingly, their standpoint. The difference in age, role, and skills with their children would allow them to do so. Now, it is evident that this happens frequently. However, equally frequently during mealtime, we can observe argumentative discussions, in which parents and children put forward arguments to convince the other party that their standpoint is more valid, and, accordingly, deserves to be accepted. By reading this volume, the readers will find out why this happens.
1.2 Distinctive Features of Parent–Child Mealtime Conversations


Mealtime is the term used to describe all meals consumed during the day. In many cultures, meals include breakfast, lunch, and an evening meal referred to colloquially as dinner or tea. Research about mealtime practices, however, is usually concerned with lunchtime and dinnertime. Family mealtime represents more than a particular time of day at which to eat. Rather, it is a social activity type that is organized and produced by the family members in a locally situated way using the resources of talk and interaction (Mondada, 2009). Mealtime in families with young children is no less embedded in sociocultural routines and norms than other social events, yet it also has its distinctive features. As shown by Irvine (1979), on a continuum of formality, it occupies an interim position between mundane, day-to-day informal encounters and formal public events, and it has certain organizational principles that are accepted and shared in many different cultures.
A shared convention is that family mealtime is a colocated activity, i.e., family members may overhear the talk of other family members (Ochs, Smith, & Taylor, 1989). Colocation also means that once a discussion is initiated, it may lapse and then be reinitiated, and so family members are in a continuing state of incipient talk (Schegloff & Sacks, 1973, p. 325). However, simultaneous speech in family mealtime conversations is not considered, in most cases, as a turn-taking problem or as a violation in need of repair. For example, it is possible to observe conversations between two family members, between all family members, or even two conversations occurring at the same time. Therefore, not all mealtime conversations are necessarily multiparty, but the potential for multiparty talk is always a possibility at mealtime. The following dialogue is a good illustration of how two different conversations, the first, from line 1 to line 7, between the father and her 7-year-old son, Samuele, and the second, from line 3 to line 6, between the mother and his 5-year-old daughter, Adriana, can both occur at the same time:
Excerpt 1.1
Italian family III. Dinner 1. Family members: father (DAD, 37 years), mother (MOM, 37 years), Samuele (SAM, 7 years and 11 months), and Adriana (ADR, 5 years and 4 months). All family members are eating, seated at the meal table. DAD sits at the head of the meal table, MOM and SAM sit on the right-hand side of DAD, while ADR sits on their opposite side.	 	%sit:
	Samuele sta bevendo la Coca-Cola

	 	 	Samuele is drinking Coca-Cola

	1.
	*DAD:
	non più Coca-Cola, Samuele

	 	 	no more Coca-Cola, Samuele

	→
	*DAD:
	adesso: ti do un po’ di riso

	 	 	
                          now I will give you some rice
                        

	2.
	*SAM:
	non voglio nient’altro!

	 	 	
                          I do not want anything else
                        

	3.
	*MOM:
	hai sonno Adriana?

	 	 	
                          are you sleepy, Adriana?
                        

	4.
	*ADR:
	solo un pochettino.

	 	 	
                          just a little bit
                        

	5.
	*SAM:
	no:: sono pieno:

	 	 	
                          no:: I am full:
                        

	 	%act:
	SAM guarda verso DAD

	 	 	
                          SAM looks towards DAD
                        

	6.
	*MOM:
	allora vai a letto ((Adriana))

	 	 	
                          go to sleep then ((Adriana))
                        

	7.
	*DAD:
	ti ho detto, basta Coca-Cola ((Samuele))

	 	 	I told you, stop drinking Coca-Cola ((Samuele))

	 	%act:
	DAD guarda verso SAM

	 	 	
                          DAD looks towards SAM
                        






Talking while eating between parents and children is not acceptable everywhere. When it is, it is usually regulated by norms of what is appropriate to say, at which moment and to whom. In certain cultures, verbal activities are reduced to a necessary minimum. However, in most urban well-educated Western populations, mealtime talk between parents and children is not only permitted but also called for and expected. For example, the following extract shows how, in a Swiss family, a mother, in line 6, invites her 5-year-old son, Filippo, who was talking with his 3-year-old brother, Carlo, to share with the rest of the family his opinion on “doing sports”:
Excerpt 1.2
Swiss family III. Dinner 3. Family members: father (DAD, 39 years), mother (MOM, 34 years), Manuela (MAN, 7 years and 4 months), Filippo (FIL, 5 years and 1 month), and Carlo (CAR, 3 years and 1 month). All family members are eating, seated at the meal table. DAD sits at the head of the meal table. MOM and MAN sit on the left-hand side of DAD, while FIL sits on their opposite side.	 	%sit:
	FIL sta parlando con un tono di voce basso a CAR

	 	 	
                          FIL is talking in a low tone of voice to CAR
                        

	1.
	*FIL:
	è importante!

	 	 	
                          it is important!
                        

	2.
	*CAR:
	cosa?

	 	 	
                          what?
                        

	3.
	*FIL:
	fare attività sportiva

	 	 	
                          doing sports
                        

	→
	*FIL:
	ti fa diventare più forte!

	 	 	
                          it makes you stronger!
                        

	 	%act:
	MOM e DAD si guardano e sorridono

	 	 	
                          MOM and DAD look at each other and smile
                        

	4.
	*MOM:
	cosa hai detto ((Filippo))?

	 	 	
                          what did you say ((Filippo))?
                        

	5.
	*FIL:
	cosa?

	 	 	
                          what?
                        

	6.
	*MOM:
	perché è importante fare sport?

	 	 	
                          why is it important to do sports?
                        

	→
	*MOM:
	noi tutti vogliamo sentire perché

	 	 	
                          we all want to hear why
                        

	7.
	*FIL:
	perché ti fa diventare più forte! [:! FIL fa il gesto di mostrare i muscoli del

	 	 	braccio

	 	 	
                          because it makes you stronger! [:! FIL makes a gesture to show his arm muscle]
                        

	 	%act:
	tutti ridono

	 	 	
                          everyone laughs
                        






Regarding the topics discussed during mealtime, the choice of the topics discussed by parents and children is strictly affected by the specific context of mealtime (Aukrust, 2002; Billig, 1997; Bova & Arcidiacono, 2018). For example, parents and children do not sit at the meal table to talk about the theory of the relativity; instead, they talk mostly about food and good table manners. In addition to teaching children how to eat together with others (Bova, Arcidiacono, & Clément, 2017; Wiggins, 2004, 2013), the family also transmits and transforms all kinds of other eating practices, such as how to comply, or not, with requests to finish (Laurier & Wiggins, 2011). However, during mealtime, parents and children not only talk about daily events and food-related topics. As observed by Blum-Kulka (1997, p. 9), the conversations between parents and children during mealtime are unpredictable as they are characterized by substantial, but not total, freedom about the issue that can be tackled. For example, children learn about their parents’ jobs and more in general about work, as they listen to and interact with their parents (Paugh, 2005).
During mealtime conversations, preferences for certain types of comments may be culture-specific. For example, Swedish parents are more concerned in providing behavioral rules for their children than Estonian and Finnish parents (De Geer, 2004; De Geer et al., 2002; Tulviste, Mizera, De Geer, & Tryggvason, 2002). Israelis parents are primarily concerned in providing rules for their children on correct language use, i.e., meta-linguistic comments, whereas Jewish Americans parents pay more attention to discourse management, i.e., turn-taking (Blum-Kulka, 1993). Not all topics, though, are open for discussion between parents and children at mealtime. For instance, money, politics, and sex are usually viewed as less suitable themes for mealtime conversations, above all in the presence of young children (Blum-Kulka, 1994; Ochs, 2006). These unmentionables comply with a covert formal rule for topic selection that is shared by all members within the family, although the interpretations attached to these avoidance practices may vary according to culture and families.
An important aspect that must be considered in the study of parent–child conversations at mealtime is the asymmetrical distribution of rights between them. The parents, in fact, exhibit particular rights in this kind of interactions, which usually would not be accorded in adult–adult interactions (Erickson, 1988; Hepburn & Potter, 2011). In other words, parents typically ascribe more rights to themselves than their children, who typically may have restricted conversational rights (Speier, 1976, p. 101). For instance, parents can enforce silence when children play together, whereas such as intervention in adult activity by children would be considered impolite. Alternatively, if a child interrupts a discussion between adults, the adult may invoke their right to demand politeness. An example of this dynamics is illustrated in the following dialogue between a father and her 8-year-old son, Marco:
Excerpt 1.3
Italian family V. Dinner 2. Family members: father (DAD, 42 years), mother (MOM, 40 years), Marco (MAR, 8 years and 6 months), and Leonardo (LEO, 5 years and 7 months). All family members are seated at the meal table. DAD sits at the head of the meal table, MOM and LEO sit on the right-hand side of DAD, while MAR is seated on their opposite side.	1.
	*DAD:
	Marco, questa sera non hai proprio fame

	 	 	
                          this evening you are not hungry at all, Marco
                        

	→
	*DAD:
	non hai mangiato quasi niente!

	 	 	
                          you have hardly eaten anything!
                        

	2.
	*MAR:
	ma non dire sciocchezze, non è vero!

	 	 	
                          but do not talk nonsense, it is not true!
                        

	3.
	*DAD:
	Marco, innanzitutto rispondi in modo educato, e adesso finisci di mangiare!

	 	 	
                          Marco, first of all, answer politely and now finish eating!
                        






In this sequence, the father, in line 1, says to his son, Marco, that, according to him, that evening he was not hungry at all because, until that moment, he had hardly eaten anything. The child, in line 2, replies to his father accusing him of saying nonsense, since, for him, it was not true that he had not eaten anything. In line 3, the father says to his child that his reply was impolite (“Marco, first of all, answer politely”), and orders to him to finish eating the food (“and now finish eating!”). Some scholars (e.g., Grusec & Goodnow, 1994; Maccoby & Martin, 1983; Pomerantz, Grolnick, & Price, 2005) pointed out that this type of parents’ behavior might be interpreted as serving the need of parents to present themselves as the source of authority and power in front of their children. However, during mealtime, parents frequently have a high level of conversational involvement in the many facets of children’s lives and, on most occasions, even the youngest children are granted participatory rights as ratified conversational partners. In particular, the use of a wide range of supportive strategies by parents encourages children to initiate topics of personal relevance to them (Beals, 1997; Snow & Beals, 2006; Weizman & Snow, 2001). For example, Nevat-Gal (2002) showed that the participation of young children to family discussions is favored by the use of humorous phrases by parents. Commenting ironically on the attitudes or habits of children is also a supportive strategy adopted by parents during mealtime conversations to encourage their children to initiate topics of personal relevance to them (Brumark, 2006; Rundquist, 1992). Moreover, a series of studies have shown that conversations with their parents during mealtime represent an opportunity for children to practice both explanatory and narrative talk (Aukrust & Snow, 1998; Beals, 1993; Beals & Snow, 1994; Bova & Arcidiacono, 2013), to extend their vocabulary (Beals & Tabors, 1995; Pan, Rowe, Singer, & Snow, 2005), and to gain practice in the full diversity of roles available (Georgakopoulou, 2002). In this regard, it is particularly illuminating to look at the following dialogue, where the mother, in line 7, asks her 5-year-old daughter, Adriana, to help her to finish the narration of a daily event:
Excerpt 1.4
Italian family III. Dinner 2. Family members: father (DAD, 37 years), mother (MOM, 37 years), Samuele (SAM, 7 years and 11 months), and Adriana (ADR, 5 years and 4 months). All family members are eating, seated at the meal table. DAD sits at the head of the meal table, MOM and SAM sit on the right-hand side of DAD, while ADR sits on their opposite side.	1.
	*MOM:
	oggi io, la nonna e Adriana, abbiamo fatto una passeggiata in montagna!

	 	 	
                          today, Grandma, Adriana and I took a walk in the mountains!
                        

	2.
	*ADR:
	si si

	 	 	
                          yes
                        

	3.
	*MOM:
	era una bellissima giornata, c’era un bel sole

	 	 	
                          it was a beautiful day, and there was a nice sunshine
                        

	4.
	*DAD:
	quanto avete camminato?

	 	 	
                          how long did you walk?
                        

	5.
	*MOM:
	più di due ore!

	 	 	
                          more than two hours!
                        

	→
	*MOM:
	a un certo punto: abbiamo perso la nonna

	 	 	
                          at some point we lost Grandma
                        

	→
	*MOM:
	e ci siamo fermati ad aspettarla.

	 	 	
                          and we stopped waiting for her
                        

	→
	*MOM:
	poi, è arrivata dopo dieci minuti

	 	 	
                          then, after ten minutes she came
                        

	→
	*MOM:
	e indovina cosa ci ha detto? ((rivolgendosi a DAD))

	 	 	
                          and try to guess what she said? ((talking to DAD))
                        

	6.
	*DAD:
	cosa?

	 	 	
                          what?
                        

	7.
	*MOM:
	Adriana, cosa ha detto la nonna? continua tu!

	 	 	
                          Adriana, what did Grandma say? finish telling the story!
                        

	8.
	*ADR:
	ha detto:: che si era fermata a raccogliere dei fiori!

	 	 	
                          she said that she stopped to pick some flowers!
                        

	9.
	*DAD:
	ah ah [:! ridendo]

	 	 	
                          ah ah [:! laughing]
                        

	 	%act:
	anche MOM e ADR ridono

	 	 	
                          MOM and ADR laugh too
                        






In this sequence, the mother, in line 1 and line 3, is sharing with the other family members what she, her daughter, Adriana, and the Grandmother did together that day: they took a nice walk in the mountains and that it was a beautiful day. The father, in line 4, asks a question to his wife concerning this daily event, and the mother answers to him. What is interesting is that the mother, in line 7, asks her daughter, Adriana, to help her to finish the narration of this daily event: “Adriana, what did Grandma say? finish telling the story!” In this case, the child accepts the mother’s request and, in line 8, she shares with the rest of the family the narration of the daily event: “she said that she stopped to pick some flowers!”
1.3 Can Children Engage in Argumentative Discussions with Their Parents?

Several studies have highlighted how children first learn to argue with others through interactions with their parents (Dunn, 1988; Dunn & Munn, 1987; Hay & Ross, 1982; Stein & Albro, 2001) and other siblings (Ross, Ross, Stein, & Trabasso, 2006; Shantz, 1987; Slomkowski & Dunn, 1992). Later, when children enter school, they are offered many opportunities to engage in argumentative discussions and learn how to resolve disputes with their peers (Howe & McWilliam, 2001; Mercer & Sams, 2006; Orsolini, 1993). However, at what age children start to show signs of the ability to construct arguments and engage in argumentative discussions with the aim to convince their parents to change their opinion? Studies addressing this issue and the answers provided are seemingly contradictory.
Many scholars agree with the claim that the capacity to understand and produce arguments emerges early in development. Dunn and her colleagues (Dunn & Munn, 1987; Tesla & Dunn, 1992) showed that in mother–child exchanges on differences of opinion over the “right” to perform specific actions, by age 4 children justify their position by arguing about the consequences of their actions. By age 5, children learn how to engage in opposition with their parents and become active participants in family conflicts. Pontecorvo and Fasulo (1997) observed that in story-telling with their parents, children aged between 4 and 5 years make use of sophisticated argumentative skills by calling into question the rules imposed by their parents. Hester and Hester (2010) showed that children aged 7 years could use both context-bound and cultural resources to produce their arguments. Brumark (2008) has observed that children aged 12–14 years use arguments that require more than one exchange to be resolved, whereas children aged 7–10 years use shorter arguments that are about the immediate context.
Compared with the studies mentioned above, according to Stein and her colleagues the age at which children acquire argumentative skills comes even earlier. In Stein’s view, children are already familiar with conflict interactions by age 2. They become able to understand family disagreements by age 4. In domains that are familiar to them, they demonstrate some of the argumentative competences of older children and even of adults by age 5. For example, Stein and Trabasso (1982) posited that children could construct elaborate moral justifications by age 5 when the issue is well-known and appealing to them. The purpose of Stein and colleagues’ work is to demonstrate that the development of argumentation skills has an interpersonal root and that children first learn to master their skills with their parents, siblings, and peers (Stein, Bernas, Calicchia, & Wright, 1995; Stein & Miller, 1990, 1993). Overall, the results of their studies suggest that children have a sophisticated knowledge of argument in social situations that are to them personally significant.
The claim that the capacity to understand and produce arguments emerges early in development seems to be contradicted by the work by Kuhn and her colleagues, who documented the poor performance of children in argumentative tasks (Felton & Kuhn, 2001; Kuhn, 1991, 1992; Kuhn & Udell, 2003). According to Kuhn and her colleagues, epistemological understanding underlies and shapes argumentation. In other words, to properly comprehend argumentative processes, it is necessary to examine children’s understanding of their knowledge. Although epistemological understanding progresses developmentally, Kuhn and her colleagues observed that in justifying a claim, young children have difficulty in differentiating explanation and evidence in an argument. These findings lead Kuhn to affirm that young children do not have sufficient skills to engage in argumentative discussions with their parents.
The differences between the results of the studies of Stein and those of Kuhn, which appear to be mutually contradictory, can be explained for if we look at the different methodology applied in their studies. The reason for these differences is well-formulated by Schwarz and Asterhan (2010, pp. 150–151):In the two kinds of studies, the methodological tools were of a very different nature. For Kuhn, these were structured interviews or questionnaires, administered at different ages […] In contrast, Stein and her colleagues directly observed children in natural settings while settling disputes or negotiating a decision. The ability to challenge or to counterchallenge was observed in situ […] It is then clear from a theoretical point of view that the development of argumentation skills and their manifestation in a given situation is highly sensitive to context.



Schwarz and Asterhan emphasize the importance of evaluating the argumentative skills of young children in the real contexts in which they engage in argumentative discussions. Despite some differences in methodology and interpretation, the studies on the argumentative skills of young children have the merit to show that preschool children can understand and generate an argument, and to construct justifications in defense of a standpoint. Moreover, these studies bring to light the  crucial function represented by parent–child conversations, which are a sort of laboratory where children learn and improve the argumentative skills they can use in many different contexts.
1.4 Research Questions and Structure of the Volume

The main research question that will guide this volume can be formulated as follows: What is the function of parent–child argumentation? To answer this broad question, three research questions have been devised to examine in detail all the relevant features of the argumentative discussions between parents and children. In a first phase, the focus will be directed to investigate the initial phase of the argumentative discussions between parents and children during mealtime, with the aim to identify the types of issues that lead them to engage in an argumentative discussion: “On what types of issues do parents and children engage in argumentative discussions?” (Question 1). Subsequently, the focus will be directed to investigate how parents and children contribute to the development of their argumentative discussions. The purpose of this phase of the analysis is to identify the types of arguments adopted most often by parents and children to convince the other party to accept their opinions: “What are the types of arguments adopted most often by parents and children to convince the other party to accept their opinions?” (Question 2). Finally, in the last phase of analysis, the goal will be to single out the most frequent types of conclusions of the argumentative discussions between parents and children during mealtime: “How do parents and children conclude their argumentative discussions during mealtime after they started and engaged in them?” (Question 3). The results of this investigation should provide us with a detailed reconstruction of the function played by argumentative interactions between parents and children during mealtimes.
To clarify how the research questions will be answered, the structure of this volume is as follows. Chapter 2 provides a detailed exposé of the research methodology on which the investigation of the argumentative discussions between parents and children during mealtime is based. In the first part of the chapter, the conceptual tools adopted for the analysis of parent–child argumentation, i.e., the pragma-dialectical ideal model of a critical discussion and the Argumentum Model of Topics, are presented. Subsequently, the process of data gathering and the procedures for the transcription of oral data are discussed. Finally, in the last part of the chapter, ethical issues and practical problems in analyzing family mealtime conversations present throughout the study are considered. Chapter 3 is devoted to the investigation of the initial phase of parent–child argumentative discussions during mealtime (Question 1). In this chapter, the types of issues leading parents and children to engage in argumentative discussions during mealtimes as well as the specific contributions that parents and children provide to the inception of argumentation will be analyzed and discussed. To discuss the results, some exemplary argumentative discussions between parents and children will be presented and discussed. Chapter 4 is devoted to the investigation of the most frequent arguments used by parents and children as well as the different types of conclusions of their argumentative discussions (Questions 2 and 3). As for the previous chapter, to discuss the results, some exemplary argumentative discussions between parents and children will be presented and discussed. In Chapter 5, I will first provide an overview of the main findings of the analysis presented in the previous chapters. Subsequently, I will answer the research question which motivated this study: What is the function of parent–child argumentation? Finally, I will indicate new open questions that should guide future investigation on parent–child argumentation.
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This chapter provides a detailed exposé of the research methodology on which the investigation of parent–child argumentation during mealtime is based. In the first part, the conceptual tools adopted for the analysis of argumentative discussions between parents and children, i.e., the pragma-dialectical ideal model of a critical discussion and the Argumentum Model of Topics, are presented. Subsequently, the process of data gathering and the procedures for the transcription of oral data are discussed. Finally, in the last part of the chapter, ethical issues and practical problems in collecting parent–child mealtime conversations present throughout the study are considered.
2.1 Conceptual Tools for the Analysis of Parent–Child Argumentation

The conceptual tools adopted for the analysis of the argumentative discussions between parents and children are the pragma-dialectical ideal model of a critical discussion (van Eemeren & Grootendorst, 2004), and the Argumentum Model of Topics (Rigotti & Greco Morasso, 2019). In what follows, these conceptual tools will be described analytically. Although some elucidations have already emerged throughout the previous chapter, the nature of argumentation will now be comprehensively delineated.

2.1.1 The Pragma-Dialectical Ideal Model of a Critical Discussion and the Reconstruction of the Argumentative Discussions

The pragma-dialectical approach proposes the model of a critical discussion as an ideal model of argumentation developing according to the standard of reasonableness. This model does not describe reality, but how argumentative discourse would be structured were such discourse to be solely aimed at resolving differences of opinion (van Eemeren & Grootendorst, 1992, p. 35). The model of a critical discussion spells out four stages that are necessary for a dialectical resolution of differences of opinion, i.e., the resolution of a dispute by means of critically testing the standpoints at issue. The first step is the confrontation stage, in which it becomes clear that there is a standpoint that is not accepted because it runs up against doubt or contradiction. In the opening stage, the parties try to find out how much relevant common ground they share as to the discussion format, background knowledge, values, to be able to determine whether their zone of agreement is sufficiently broad to conduct a fruitful discussion. In the proper argumentation stage of critical discussion, arguments in support of the standpoint(s) are advanced and critically tested. Finally, the concluding stage is the stage of a critical discussion in which the parties establish the result of an attempt to resolve a difference of opinion.

The ideal model of a critical discussion is assumed as a grid for the analysis since it provides the criteria for the reconstruction of the argumentative discussions between parents and children. The analysis of parent–child discussions is limited to and focused on the study of analytically relevant argumentative moves, i.e., “those speech acts that, at least potentially, play a role in the process of resolving a difference of opinion” (van Eemeren & Grootendorst, 2004, p. 73). The discussion, in fact, is considered as argumentative if the following two criteria are satisfied: (a) at least one standpoint put forth by a family member is questioned by one or more family members, and (b) at least one family member puts forward at least one argument either in favor of or against the standpoint being questioned. The findings of the analysis result in an analytic overview, which provides a reconstruction of the various components of an argumentative discussion. In an analytic overview, “all ingredients of the discourse relevant to resolving a difference of opinion on the merits are thus identified and described in terms of well-defined analytical categories” (van Eemeren, 2011, pp. 142–143). For the reconstruction of an argumentative discussion, the following components must be identified: the difference of opinion in the confrontation stage, the premises agreed upon in the opening stage, the arguments and criticisms advanced, implicitly or explicitly, during the argumentation stage, and the outcome of the discussion achieved in the concluding stage. The following example illustrates how the ideal model of a critical discussion is adopted to reconstruct in argumentative terms the discussion between a mother and her 7-year-old child, Paolo:

              Excerpt 2.1
            
Swiss family II. Dinner 2. Family members: father (DAD, 38 years), mother (MOM, 36 years), Paolo (PAO, 7 years), Laura (LAU, 4 years and 5 months), and Elisa (ELI, 3 years and 2 months). All family members are seated at the table. DAD sits at the head of the table, MOM and PAO sit on the left-hand side of DAD, while LAU and ELI sit on their opposite side.	 	%act:
	PAO indica alla mamma di voler prendere una gomma per cancellare il

	disegno e MOM fa cenno di no agitando l’indice della mano

	
                          PAO indicates to his MOM he wants to take a rubber to erase a drawing and
                        

	
                          MOM says ‘no’ clearly by shaking her finger
                        

	1
	*MOM:
	no Paolo

	
                          no Paolo
                        

	2
	*PAO:
	si:

	
                          yes:
                        

	3
	*MOM:
	quella gomma è per la lavagnetta,

	that rubber is for the drawing board,

	→
	*MOM:
	e non si usa su altre cose

	
                          and you cannot use it on other things
                        

	4
	*PAO:
	no:::

	 	 	
                          no:::
                        

	5
	*MOM:
	no: tesoro, fidati. che so quello che ti dico

	 	 	
                          no: sweetheart, trust me. because I know what I am talking about
                        

	→
	*MOM:
	qualche volta, puoi provare

	
                          sometimes, you can try
                        

	→
	*MOM:
	altre volte non si prova, ci si fida di quello che dicono i genitori

	
                          other times you cannot try, you must always trust what your parents tell you
                        

	6
	*PAO:
	no:: non è vero!

	
                          no:: it is not true!
                        

	%act:
	PAO si alza da tavola e corre a prendere la gomma per cancellare

	 	 	
                          PAO gets up from the table and runs to take the rubber to erase
                        





In this dialogue, there is a difference of opinion between the mother and her son, Paolo. The sequence starts when Paolo indicates to his mother that he wants to take a rubber to erase a drawing on a paper sheet. In line 1, the mother disagrees with Paolo (“no Paolo”). In line 2, the child does not put forth any argument in support of his standpoint, but he just shows his disagreement with his mother (“yes:::”). This phase of the discussion corresponds to the confrontation stage, as there is the child’s standpoint (I want to use the rubber to erase) that meets with the mother’s refusal (No, you cannot). The opening stage, in which the two parties decide to try and solve the difference of opinion and explore whether there are premises to start a discussion, is largely implicit. As observed by van Eemeren, Grootendorst, and Snoeck Henkemans (2002, p. 26): “It is quite common for little time to be spent on the opening of a discussion. Discussion rules and other starting points are often taken for granted and do not require explicit mentioning.” At this point, in line 3, the mother puts forth an argument in support of her standpoint, making clear to her son the reason at the basis of her directive (“that rubber is for the drawing board and you cannot use it on other things”). In line 4, the child does not advance any argument in support of his standpoint but just shows, again, his disagreement with his mother’s directive (“no:::”). In line 5, the mother advances another argument to convince her child to change his opinion. The second argument advanced by the mother is no longer related to the properties of the eraser but states a general rule that the child must follow in similar situations, and that can be paraphrased as follows: “Your parents have more experience than you. Therefore, you always have to trust them and accept what they say.” This second argument put forth by the mother, however, is not effective in convincing her child to change his opinion. According to Paolo, in line 6, the general rule stated by his mother is not right and, accordingly, he does not have to accept it. The sequence that goes from line 3 to line 6 represents the argumentation stage, as arguments in support of the standpoint are advanced by, at least, one of the two participants to the argumentative discussion. The concluding stage of the argumentative discussion between the mother and her child, Paolo, concerns a nonverbal act—Paolo gets up from the table and runs to take the rubber to erase—which indicates that the child does not want to keep discussing this issue and thus does not accept the mother’s standpoint.
The analytical overview of the discussion between the child, Paolo, and his mother is summarized below:	
                          Issue
                        
	 	Can Paolo use the rubber to erase his drawing?

	
                          Standpoints
                        
	(PAO)
	I want to try

	 	(MOM)
	No, you cannot

	
                          Arguments
                        
	(MOM)
	(a) That rubber is for the drawing board and you cannot use it on other things

	 	 	(b) Trust me because I know what I am talking about […] you must always trust what your parents tell you





2.1.2 The Argumentum Model of Topics (AMT) and the Analysis of the Inferential Configuration of Arguments
To analyze the reasoning behind the arguments put forward by parents and children, the analysis based on the pragma-dialectical ideal model of a critical discussion is integrated with the Argumentum Model of Topics (henceforth, AMT) (Rigotti & Greco Morasso, 2019). The AMT is an instrument to systematically reconstruct the inferential configuration of arguments, i.e., to illustrate the structure of reasoning that underlies the connection between a standpoint and its supporting arguments. According to the AMT, to reconstruct the inferential configuration of an argument, it is necessary to find the implicit premises on which the argument is based. In particular, two fundamental components should be distinguished in identifying the inferential relation binding the premises to the conclusion of an argumentation: a procedural component and a material component. The procedural component is based on the semantic-ontological structure, which generates the inferential connection from which the logical form of the argument is derived. The material component integrates into the argument scheme the implicit and explicit premises bound to the contextual common ground.
The procedural component develops along three levels. The first level is the ontological relation namely, the locus,
1 which is defined as “the source from which arguments are taken” (Rigotti & Greco Morasso, 2019, p. 210). The locus is not a physical place, but a conceptual one, a sort of mental space, from which the argument is drawn. Rigotti (2009) distinguishes three main categories of loci.
2 The first one is represented by syntagmatic loci. As Rigotti puts it (2009, p. 166): “We speak of syntagmatic loci to indicate all the classes of arguments that refer to aspects that are ontologically linked to the standpoint, either directly or indirectly.” Examples of syntagmatic loci are the following: locus from definition, loci from extensional implications (species and genus, whole and parts, quantifiers, proper and accident, place, time), loci from causes (locus from the formal cause, from the material cause, from final cause, from the efficient cause, and from instrumental cause), locus from implications and concomitances, and locus from correlates. The second category of loci is represented by paradigmatic loci. According to Rigotti (2009, pp. 166–167): “We speak of paradigmatic loci referring to classes formed by arguments that are based on paradigmatic relations, both of opposition and of analogy (similarity).” Among the syntagmatic loci, the following ones can be enumerated: locus from opposition, locus from analogy (with the subcategories, of likeliness, difference, and isomorphism), locus from “all the more…” and “all the less…”, locus from alternatives, and locus from termination and setting up. Finally, the third category of loci is represented by complex loci, which are characterized “by being on the borderline between paradigmatic and syntagmatic loci” (Rigotti, 2009, p. 167). Included in this category are the locus from authority, locus from promising and warning, locus from conjugates, locus from derivate. The second level of the procedural component is the inferential connections called 
                maxims
                
              . Examples of maxims are the following: “If a certain goal is to be achieved, it is reasonable to activate a causal chain allowing to reach it […] If something was the case for a circumstance of the same functional genus as X, this may be the case X” (Rigotti & Greco Morasso, 2010, pp. 495–499). The third level of the procedural component is a logical form, such as the modus ponens or the modus tollens, activated by the maxims. More specifically, provided that a certain ontological relation is the case, any inferential connection or maxim generated by it activates through its logical form in an argument scheme. Different maxims may activate identical or different logical forms. For example, the maxim “If the cause is the case, the effect is too” activates the logical form of modus ponens, while the maxim “If the effect does not take place, the cause does not either” activates a modus tollens.
The procedural component is not sufficient for a proper reconstruction of the inferential configuration of an argument. According to Rigotti and Greco Morasso (2010, p. 498): “argument schemes claim to account for the relation between real arguments used in real-life discussions and real standpoints they support […] the validity of the maxim is a necessary but not sufficient condition for the soundness of an argumentative move: another level of premises must be taken into account.” In the AMT, this second level of premises is represented in the material component, which includes two different classes of context-bound premises. The first level coincides with the Aristotelian notion of 
                endoxon
                
              , i.e., general principles, values, and assumptions that typically belong to the specific context, and which are accepted by the relevant public or by the opinion leaders of the relevant public. The second level of the material component is the 
                datum
                
              , basically coinciding with punctual information and facts regarding the specific situation at hand, and broadly corresponding to the same concept as in Toulmin’s model (1958). The datum is typically explicit, representing the information which is made clear in the discussion. The logical conjunction of the endoxon with the datum leads to the preliminary conclusion of the material component coinciding with the minor premise of the procedural component. This point of intersection is crucial in the perspective of the AMT because it represents the junction between the material and the procedural starting points and shows how different types of premises are combined in real argumentation. As Rigotti and Greco Morasso (2009, p. 52) maintain: “Topics guarantee the inferential consistency of the procedure, but, if the procedure is not combined with an endoxon, it remains a mere logical mechanism with no hold whatsoever on the public.”
The Y-structure, so-called because its form looks like the letter Y, in Fig. 2.1, is the graphical tool adapted for representing the AMT’s reconstruction.3
[image: ../images/477538_1_En_2_Chapter/477538_1_En_2_Fig1_HTML.png]
Fig. 2.1The Y-structure representing the AMT’s reconstruction of an argument advanced by a mother during a discussion with her 5-year-old son, Leonardo



Represented in the Y-structure illustrated above is the analysis of the inferential configuration of an argument advanced by a mother during a discussion with her 5-year-old son, Leonardo. The analysis of the inferential configuration of this argument through the AMT will be presented in a later section (4.​1.​3). For now, I will only describe how the AMT is applied to reconstruct the reasoning behind an argument. In this example, the child wants to play with the lemon that is on the meal table. The mother disagrees with her son since she needs the lemon to prepare the salad. The argument put forward by the mother is the following: “Because, Leonardo, your dad wants to eat a good salad today.” Specified on the right-hand side of the diagram is the inferential principle, i.e., the maxim, on which the mother’s argumentation is based: “If a means admits alternative uses, it is reasonable to reserve it for the use bringing to the most important purpose.” This maxim is engendered from the locus from means to goals. For this maxim to generate the final conclusion, which coincides with the standpoint to be supported, the following minor premise of the topical component is needed: “The mother intends to use the lemons for a purpose that is more important than the purpose of her child.” This leads to the final conclusion that “The lemons are to be reserved for the mother’s need (the child cannot have the lemons to play with).” The topical component is only one part of the inferential configuration of the argument. The fact that “The mother intends to use the lemons for a purpose that is more important than the purpose of her child” needs further justification. Looking at the left-hand side of the diagram, a second line of reasoning (material component) is developed to support the former one. Unlike the maxim, this is not an inferential rule but a factual statement that must be backed by contextual knowledge. The endoxon shared by Leonardo and his mother concerns the common knowledge about the order of priority within the family context: “The purpose of the mother is more important than the desire of her child.” The datum constituting the minor premise of the endoxical syllogism is that “The child wants the lemons to play with. The mother needs the lemons for her purpose.” This leads to the preliminary conclusion of the endoxical syllogism, which coincides with the minor premise of the topical component, that “The mother intends to use the lemons for a purpose that is more important than the purpose of her child.”
Despite its particular concern for the inferential aspects of argumentation, the AMT, de facto, accounts not only for the logical aspects of the development of argumentation but also for its embeddedness in the parties’ relationship. Beyond the possibility of analyzing the process of reasoning underlying an argument, this aspect represents the main reason why I have chosen to use the AMT to analyze parent–child argumentative discussions.
2.2 Corpus of Data

The study presented in this volume takes as its empirical base a quasi-homogeneous corpus constructed from two different sets of data, named sub-corpus 1 and sub-corpus 2. Sub-corpus 1 consists of 15 video recordings and related transcriptions of mealtime conversations in five Italian families collected in the city of Rome (Italy).4 Sub-corpus 2, created in the city of Lugano5 (Switzerland), consists of 15 video recordings and related transcriptions of mealtime conversations in five Swiss families. Despite the data corpus on which the present study is based is constituted of families of two different nationalities, a cultural comparison aimed at singling out differences and similarities between the two sub-corpora from an argumentative point of view is not a goal of this study. The criteria adopted in the selection of the Swiss families mirror the criteria adopted in the creation of sub-corpus 1: the presence of both parents and at least two children, of whom the younger is of preschool age (3-year-old to 6-year-old). All participants are Italian-speaking. Participating families did not receive any financial reimbursement for their participation in the study.
2.2.1 Sub-corpus 1 Italian Families: Sample Characteristics
Included in sub-corpus 1, based on the parental answers to questionnaires about socioeconomic status (SES) and personal details of family members that participants filled before the video recordings, were five middle- to upper-middle-class Italian families, all residents of Rome. Most parents at the time of data collection were in their late 30s. Fathers were slightly older than mothers. All families in sub-corpus 1 had two children. To ensure the anonymity of participants, all names in this volume are pseudonyms. Detailed information on family constellations in sub-corpus 1 are presented in Table 2.1.Table 2.1Sub-corpus 1—Italian families


	
                          Family group
                        
	
                          Italian (sub-corpus 1)
                        

	Length of recordings in minutes
	20–37

	Mean length of recordings in minutes
	32.41

	
                          Participants
                        
	 
	
                          FAM_1
                        
	
                          FAM_4
                        

	Mom: Ester (38 years)
	Mom: Flavia (34 years)

	Dad: Paolo (38 years)
	Dad: Sergio (38 years)

	Child 1: Silverio (8 years)
	Child 1: Gabriele (8 years and 5 months)

	Child 2: Gabriele (5 years and 4 months)
	Child 2: Daniele (5 years and 4 months)

	
                          FAM_2
                        
	
                          FAM_5
                        

	Mom: Marta (33 years)
	Mom: Paola (40 years)

	Dad: Gianfranco (34 years)
	Dad: Fabrizio (42 years)

	Child 1: Giorgia (6 years and 6 months)
	Child 1: Marco (8 years and 6 months)

	Child 2: Clara (3 years and 10 months)
	Child 2: Leonardo (5 years and 7 months)

	
                          FAM_3
                        
	 
	Mom: Sara (37 years)
	 
	Dad: Matteo (37 years)
	 
	Child 1: Samuele (7 years and 11 months)
	 
	Child 2: Adriana (5 years and 4 months)
	 
	Mothers
	5

	Fathers
	5

	Adults, total
	10

	Sons
	7

	Daughters
	3

	Children, total
	10

	Children aged from 3 to 6
	5

	Older siblings
	5

	Total participants
	20





2.2.2 Sub-corpus 2 Swiss Families: Recruitment of the Families and Sample Characteristics
The Swiss families were selected through the snowball technique (also known as chain referral sampling) (Goodman, 1961; Heckathorn, 1997, 2002), by which the candidate families contacted helped the researchers to find others. The process of selection was carried out in the city of Lugano, and all families in this study expressed a keen interest in participating. After initial contact by phone, the researchers visited the families in their own homes and I described to parents the research plan. The families were informed that this study aimed to investigate the style of their mealtime conversations, but nothing was said about the specific interest in argumentative discussions. At the end of the transcription phase, the families were given a copy of the video as a token of gratitude for their participation. Included in sub-corpus 2, based on the parental answers to questionnaires about SES and personal details of family members that participants filled before the video recordings, were five middle- to upper-middle-class Swiss families, all residents of Lugano. At the time of data collection, most parents were in their mid-30s. Fathers were slightly older than mothers. Families had two or three children. To ensure the anonymity of participants, all names in this volume are pseudonyms. Detailed information on family constellations in sub-corpus 2 is presented in Table 2.2.Table 2.2Sub-corpus 2—Swiss families


	
                          Family group
                        
	
                          Swiss (sub-corpus 2)
                        

	Length of recordings in minutes
	19–42

	Mean length of recordings in minutes
	35.12

	
                          Participants
                        
	 
	
                          FAM_1
                        
	
                          FAM_4
                        

	Mom: Luisa (38 years)
	Mom: Cristina (34 years)

	Dad: Marco (41 years)
	Dad: Massimo (36 years)

	Child 1: Luca (6 years and 8 months)
	Child 1: Stefano (8 years and 5 months)

	Child 2: Luisa (3 years and 11 months)
	Child 2: Alessandro (4 years and 6 months)

	
                          FAM_2
                        
	
                          FAM_5
                        

	Mom: Maria (36 years)
	Mom: Chiara (37 years)

	Dad: Giuseppe (38 years)
	Dad: Andrea (37 years)

	Child 1: Paolo (7 years)
	Child 1: Francesco (6 years and 3 months)

	Child 2: Laura (4 years and 5 months)
	Child 2: Michele (4 years and 2 months)

	Child 3: Elisa (3 years and 2 months)
	 
	
                          FAM_3
                        
	 
	Mom: Sara (34 years)
	 
	Dad: Carlo (39 years)
	 
	Child 1: Manuela (7 years and 4 months)
	 
	Child 2: Filippo (5 years and 1 month)
	 
	Child 3: Carlo (3 years and 1 month)
	 
	Mothers
	5

	Fathers
	5

	Adults, total
	10

	Sons
	8

	Daughters
	4

	Children, total
	12

	Children aged from 3 to 6
	7

	Older siblings
	5

	Total participants
	22





2.3 Data Collection and Procedures for the Transcription of Oral Data

To minimize researcher interference, family members were told to act as normally as possible, and the recordings were made by the families themselves. However, even though the family members were told to act as they normally do without the video camera, and despite their seeming indifference toward the video camera, the intrusion in their life routine that the participation in the study involved cannot be denied. In the following sections, we will discuss practical problems faced in collecting parent–child mealtime conversations.
The equipment was delivered to the family and the researchers demonstrated how to use the video equipment and how to assemble the tripod. Families videotaped their meals three times over a four-week period. For videotaping, the camera was placed at an angle that showed the dining table, and the mealtime conversations were recorded in their entirety, i.e., since the family began to gather around the table and stopped when they left the table. The length of the recordings varies from 20 to 40 minutes. As regards the technical aspects, DV cameras were used as they allow storage in a durable physical form. The data were transferred to digital form with a dedicated PC and the digital copy of each interaction was reproduced twice and copied onto two DVDs which were stored in different buildings to ensure maximum durability of the data.
In a first phase, family meals were fully transcribed adopting the CHILDES standard transcription system CHAT (MacWhinney, 2000), with some modifications introduced to enhance readability, and revised by two researchers until a high level of consent (agreement rate = 90%) has been reached. Verbal utterances and nonverbal expressions with a clear communicative function relevant to the meal activity were identified and clearly described in the transcription. This methodology allowed a detailed analysis of verbal interactions among family members during the recording sessions. Afterward, the researchers reviewed together with the family members all the transcriptions at their home. This procedure made it possible to ask the family members to clarify passages that were unclear in the eyes of the researchers because of the low level of recording sound and vague words and constructions. Information on the physical setting of the mealtime, i.e., a description of the kitchen and of the dining table, was also made for each family meal. In the transcription of the conversations, this practice has proved very useful for understanding some passages that, at first sight, appeared unclear. The direct experience of the entire process of corpus construction, including the recording of the interaction (construction of primary data), and the transcription (construction of secondary data), has allowed both the application of the availability principle, i.e., “the analytical task of recording (and, in the same way, of digitising, anonymizing transcribing, annotating, etc.) is to provide for the availability of relevant details-which indeed makes the analysis possible” (Mondada, 2006, p. 55), and a fuller experiential understanding of the specific situations.
In all examples, all turns are numbered progressively within the discussion, and family members are identified by role (for adults) and by name (for children). Italian data are presented in the original, using Times New Roman font, whereas the English translation is added below using Times New Roman Italic font. The transcript follows CHAT in using the following conventions:	
                        *
                      
	Indicates the speaker’s turn

	
                        […]
                      
	Not-transcribed segment of talking

	
                        (())
                      
	Segments added by the transcriber to clarify some elements of the situation

	
                        [= !]
                      
	Segments added by the transcriber to indicate some paralinguistic features

	
                        xxx
                      
	Inaudible utterance(s)

	
                        %act:
                      
	Description of the speaker’s actions

	
                        %sit:
                      
	Description of the situation/setting





Several deviations from CHAT were introduced. First, punctuation symbols, as employed by Schiffrin (1994) and Blum-Kulka (1997), were used to indicate intonation contours:	
                        ,
                      
	Continuing intonation

	
                        .
                      
	Falling intonation

	
                        :
                      
	Prolonging of sounds

	
                        ?
                      
	Rising intonation

	
                        !
                      
	Exclamatory intonation





Second, additional symbols were added:	
                        →
                      
	Maintaining the turn of talking by the speaker

	
                        %pau:
                      
	2.5 sec

	
                        @End
                      
	End of the family meal





2.4 Ethical Issues and Practical Problems in Collecting Parent–Child Mealtime Conversations

Collecting parent–child mealtime interactions poses several challenges because respecting the privacy of the participants is one of the most critical issues in research (Berg & Lune, 2012; Salkind, 2003; Taylor & Bogdan, 1998). The ethical framework that guided this study included informed consent from the participants, anonymity, and confidentiality. All participants were approached by means of an information sheet outlining in clear language the general purpose of the study and providing information about how the video data would be used. Consent letters were written in accordance with Swiss Psychological Society (SPS) and American Psychological Association (APA) guidelines, specifically the format outlined in the fifth edition of the Publication Manual of the American Psychological Association (APA, 2009). As specified in a release letter signed by the researchers and the parents, families gave us permission to video-record their mealtimes, provided the data would be used only for scientific purposes and privacy would be guarded. Moreover, in line with the ethical framework guiding the research, the families were assured that their anonymity would be maintained at all stages of the study. Anonymity was maintained across studies by means of the use of a single master sheet which contained the name of each participant and their participant number. All names in this volume are pseudonyms. Transcriptions, video-recorded material, and information on the families were treated in the strictest confidence and seen only by researchers. Segments of video-recorded data were used for research purposes only. The package also made clear to participants that they could choose to withdraw from the study at any time and that any concerns they had about the ethics of the study could be referred to the researchers for clarification at any time.
Other challenges in collecting parent–child mealtime conversations refer to practical problems associated with recording quality and difficulty of transcription. Multiparty interactions are more challenging to transcribe than monologues and dyadic interactions. As observed by Pan, Perlmann, and Snow (2000), the time invested in transcribing 30 minutes of mealtime conversations can often be much longer than the time involved in transcribing a dyadic interaction of similar length. Problems facing transcribers include discriminating among family members, especially if there is more than one child; the frequent impossibility of determining who the addressees are; and situations in which children move from the meal-table or do not participate in the conversation. Other challenges have to do with ensuring that the taped mealtime is as natural as possible and with the research design adopted for the study. For example, even though the family members were told to act as they normally do, the fact of being video-recorded provoked, at times, a shift of family members’ attention toward the video camera, like in the following conversation:

            Excerpt 2.2
          
Swiss family II. Dinner 1. Family members: father (DAD, 38 years), mother (MOM, 36 years), Paolo (PAO, 7 years), Laura (LAU, 4 years and 5 months), and Elisa (ELI, 3 years and 2 months). All family members are seated at the table. DAD sits at the head of the table. MOM and PAO sit on the left-hand side of DAD, while LAU and ELI sit on their opposite side.	1
	*PAO:
	papà:: guarda!

	
                        Dad:: look!
                      

	2
	*DAD:
	cosa?

	
                        what?
                      

	3
	*PAO:
	guarda:: Elisa guarda verso la videocamera!

	 	 	
                        look:: Elisa is looking at the video camera!
                      

	4
	*MOM:
	Elisa, quella non funziona ((la videocamera)) è rotta

	
                        Elisa, the video camera does not work it is broken
                      

	5
	*PAO:
	davvero? [: guardando verso DAD]

	
                        really? [: looking at DAD]
                      

	6
	*DAD:
	no:: no:: [:! con un tono di voce molto basso]

	
                        no:: no:: [:! with a very low tone of voice]
                      

	7
	*MOM:
	la prossima volta XXX dobbiamo nasconderla

	
                        the next time, we need to hide it
                      

	8
	*DAD:
	si: hai ragione

	 	 	
                        yes: you’re right
                      





Because of their desire to give a good impression of themselves in front of the camera, parents and children during the video recording of their meals might not be inclined to behave as they normally do. This is indeed unavoidable, and the researcher has no control over it. Such a bias is present in all types of research which deal with people and respect the basic ethical principle of informed consent of participants. The only thing the researcher can do in these cases is to be aware of the problem and to consider it in the analysis and the discussion of the results. In the creation of sub-corpus 2, the video recordings were made by the families themselves because the presence of the researcher during mealtime could encourage even more the tendency of families toward social desirability than being on their own.
Further challenges derive from the advantages and disadvantages of the research design adopted for the study of mealtime conversations. On the one hand, the limited number of recordings (N = 30) favored a more careful analysis but did not allow certain quantifications, such as the correlation between categories. A larger database would probably permit more quantitatively reliable data for certain statistical relationships. On the other hand, careful studies of a small number of conversations in a natural setting may give rise to a more penetrating and “data-close” analysis of the argumentative dynamics among family members. Using mealtime conversations does not automatically solve the problem of obtaining optimal family interaction data. No data are perfect. Nevertheless, mealtime conversations are a highly informative source for the study of parent–child argumentation, and generally, they are an invaluable source for studying the dynamics of family interactions.
References
	APA. (2009). Publication manual of the American Psychological Association (6th ed.). Washington, DC: American Psychological Association.

	Berg, B. L., & Lune, H. (2012). Qualitative research methods for the social sciences (8th ed.). Boston, MA: Pearson.

	Bigi, S. (2012). Contextual constraints on argumentation: The case of the medical encounter. In F. H. van Eemeren & B. Garssen (Eds.), Exploring argumentative contexts (pp. 289–303). Amsterdam: Wiley.

	Blum-Kulka, S. (1997). Dinner talk: Cultural patterns of sociability and socialization in family discourse. Mahwah, NJ: Erlbaum.

	Bova, A. (2015a). “This is the cheese bought by Grandpa”: A study of the arguments from authority used by parents with their children during mealtimes. Journal of Argumentation in Context, 4(2), 133–157.Crossref

	Bova, A. (2015b). Adult as a source of expert opinion in child’s argumentation during family mealtime conversations. Journal of Argumentation in Context, 4(1), 4–20.Crossref

	Bova, A., & Arcidiacono, F. (2013). Invoking the authority of feelings as a strategic maneuver in family mealtime conversations. Journal of Community and Applied Social Psychology, 23(3), 206–224.

	Garssen, B. J. (2001). Argument schemes. In F. H. van Eemeren (Ed.), Crucial concepts in argumentation theory (pp. 81–100). Amsterdam: Amsterdam University Press.

	Garssen, B. J. (2002). Understanding argument schemes. In F. H. van Eemeren (Ed.), Advances in pragma-dialectics (pp. 93–104). Amsterdam: SicSat.

	Goodman, L. A. (1961). Snowball sampling. Annals of Mathematical Statistics, 32(1), 148–170.Crossref

	Greco Morasso, S. (2012). Contextual frames and their argumentative implications: A case-study in media argumentation. Discourse Studies, 14(2), 197–216.Crossref

	Heckathorn, D. D. (1997). Respondent-driven sampling: A new approach to the study of hidden populations. Social Problems, 44(2), 174–199.Crossref

	Heckathorn, D. D. (2002). Respondent-driven sampling II: Deriving valid estimates from chain-referral samples of hidden populations. Social Problems, 49(1), 11–34.Crossref

	MacWhinney, B. (2000). The CHILDES project: Tools for analyzing talk (3rd ed.). Mahwah, NJ: Erlbaum.

	Mondada, L. (2006). Video recording as the preservation of fundamental features for analysis. In H. Knoblauch, J. Raab, H. G. Soeffner, & B. Schnettler (Eds.), Video analysis (pp. 51–68). Bern: Lang.

	Pan, B. A., Perlmann, R. Y., & Snow, C. E. (2000). Food for thought: Dinner table as a context for observing parent–child discourse. In L. Menn & N. B. Ratner (Eds.), Methods for studying language production (pp. 205–224). Mahwah, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates.

	Rigotti, E. (2009). Whether and how classical topics can be revived within contemporary argumentation theory. In F. H. van Eemeren & B. Garssen (Eds.), Pondering on problems of argumentation (pp. 157–178). Dordrecht: Springer.Crossref

	Rigotti, E., & Greco Morasso, S. (2009). Argumentation as an object of interest and as a social and cultural resource. In N. Muller-Mirza & A. N. Perret-Clermont (Eds.), Argumentation and education (pp. 1–61). New York, NY: Springer.

	Rigotti, E., & Greco Morasso, S. (2010). Comparing the argumentum model of topics to other contemporary approaches to argument schemes: The procedural and material components. Argumentation, 24(4), 489–512.Crossref

	Rigotti, E., & Greco Morasso, S. (2019). Inference in argumentation: A topics-based approach to argument schemes. Cham: Springer.Crossref

	Salkind, N. J. (2003). Exploring research (5th ed.). Upper Saddle River, NJ: Prentice Hall.

	Schiffrin, D. (1994). Approaches to discourse. Cambridge, MA: Blackwell.

	Taylor, S. J., & Bogdan, R. (1998). Introduction to qualitative research methods (3rd ed.). New York, NY: Wiley.

	Toulmin, S. E. (1958). The uses of argument. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

	van Eemeren, F. H. (2011). In context: Giving contextualization its rightful place in the study of argumentation. Argumentation, 25(2), 141–161.Crossref

	van Eemeren, F. H., & Grootendorst, R. (1992). Argumentation, communication, and fallacies: A pragma-dialectical perspective. Hillsdale, NJ: Erlbaum.

	van Eemeren, F. H., & Grootendorst, R. (2004). A systematic theory of argumentation: The pragma-dialectical approach. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

	van Eemeren, F. H., Grootendorst, R., & Snoeck Henkemans, A. F. (2002). Argumentation: Analysis, evaluation, presentation. Mahwah, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates.

	Walton, D. N., Reed, C., & Macagno, F. (2008). Argumentation schemes. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.Crossref


Footnotes
1As Rigotti (2009) remarks, contemporary argumentation theorist refers to the term locus through the notion of argument scheme (cf. Garssen, 2001, 2002; Walton, Reed, & Macagno, 2008).


 

2For a detailed description of the taxonomy of loci, see Rigotti (2009, pp. 166–168).

 

3Instances of applications of the AMT can be found, for example, in Bigi (2012), Bova (2015a, 2015b), Bova and Arcidiacono (2013), and Greco Morasso (2012).


 

4I want to thank Clotilde Pontecorvo and her colleagues at the University of Rome “La Sapienza”, Italy, for allowing that a part of the broad corpus of video-recordings of family mealtime conversations in Italian families could be used as part of the data corpus of the present study.

 

5Lugano is the largest city in the southernmost canton of Switzerland, the canton of Ticino. Switzerland has four national languages: French, German, Italian, and Romansh. The canton of Ticino is the only canton in Switzerland where the sole official language is Italian.
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This chapter examines the initial phase of parent–child 
            
          
argumentative discussions during mealtime. The conceptual tool adopted for the analysis is based on the pragma-dialectical ideal model of a critical discussion (van Eemeren & Grootendorst‚ 2004). The types of issues leading parents and children to engage in argumentative discussions during mealtime as well as the contribution that parents and children provide to the inception of argumentation are described and discussed. The analysis of the initial phase of parent–child argumentative discussions also considers the role played by the specificity of the parent–child relationship and the distinctive features of the activity of family mealtime for the beginning of an argumentative discussion. Exemplary argumentative sequences that bring to light the results obtained through the qualitative analysis of a larger corpus of argumentative discussions between parents and children are presented and discussed.
3.1 Types of Issues Leading Parents and Children to Engage in Argumentative Discussions

Parent–child mealtime conversations are unpredictable events as they are characterized by substantial—but not total—freedom about the issue that can be tackled (Blum-Kulka, 1997). The topics discussed during mealtime are, in fact, often entirely unforeseen by all family members. However, not all topics are open for discussion at mealtime. For instance, money, politics, and sex are usually viewed as less suitable themes for mealtime conversations, above all in the presence of young children, because even when no guests are present, the presence of children affects the choice of what is acceptable and what can be mentioned at mealtime. The following extract, for example, shows how an Italian mother explicitly invites her husband, who was commenting on a political news item, to move from this topic to a different one because, according to her opinion, politics is not an appropriate topic for discussion during mealtime (line 2 and line 4):

            Excerpt 3.1
          
Swiss family I. Dinner 3. Family members: father (DAD, 41 years), mother (MOM, 38 years), Luca (LUC, 6 years and 8 months), and Luisa (LUI, 3 years and 11 months). All family members are eating, seated at the meal table. DAD sits at the head of the meal table. MOM and LUI sit on the right-hand side of DAD, while LUC sits on their opposite side.	1.
	*DAD:
	ma ti rendi conto? ((rivolgendosi a MOM))

	 	 	
                        but can you believe it? ((talking to MOM))
                      

	→
	*DAD:
	ci sono anche persone che hanno il coraggio di votare uno come questo qui

	 	 	
                        there are even people who have the courage to vote for a person like him
                      

	2.
	*MOM:
	no no, ora cambiamo argomento

	 	 	
                        no no now we change the subject
                      

	3.
	*DAD:
	ma hai sentito cosa ha detto oggi?

	 	 	
                        did you hear what he said today?
                      

	4.
	*MOM:
	no no, ma ora cambiamo argomento, non parliamo di questo a tavola

	 	 	
                        no no, but now let us change the topic, do not discuss this at the meal table
                      

	5.
	*DAD:
	ah:: va bene, hai ragione

	 	 	
                        ah:: OK, you are right
                      





Because of the variety of topics discussed by parents and children during mealtime conversations, it is crucial to identify the issues leading them to begin an argumentative discussion. Are there specific types of issues leading to argumentation, or parents and children discuss argumentatively on all the topics addressed during mealtime? What emerges through the analysis of the corpus of parent–child argumentative discussions during mealtime is that they unfold around two general types of issues: 
              parental directives
              
             and 
              children’s requests
              
            . In the following sections, how these two different types of issues lead to the beginning of argumentative discussions between parents and children will be described and discussed through the presentation of some argumentative sequences.
3.1.1 
Issues Generated by Parental Directives
In most cases, the issues leading parents and children to engage in argumentative discussions are generated by parental directives. The issues generated by parental directives are strictly bound to the specific situational activity children are involved in, i.e., the activity of mealtimes. In line with previous studies on family mealtime conversations, the issues generated by parental directives frequently concern feeding practices (Arcidiacono & Bova, 2015; Bova, 2015; Bova & Arcidiacono, 2015; Capaldi & Powley, 1990; Delamont, 1995). For example, it is common to observe discussions in which the parents do not want their children to eat a particular food or more than a certain amount of a particular food, or in which the children want to ask for different food (Arcidiacono, 2011; Bova & Arcidiacono, 2014; Ochs, Pontecorvo, & Fasulo, 1996). In these situations, as observed by Kent (2012), it is complicated for children to resist parental directives without initiating a dispute. The why and the wherefore of this difficulty can be traced looking at the definition of directives done by Craven and Potter (2010). According to these authors, directives embody no orientation to the recipient’s ability or desire to perform the relevant activity, and this lack of orientation to ability or desire is what makes them recognizable as directives. In these cases, accusations and related actions assume both a retroactive value because they concern violations (actions on the part of the defendant and oppositional moves) and a proactive one when they are projected to initiate and maintain dispute sequences. The common aspect of these discussions is that in both cases parents and children engage in argumentative discussions around the topic of food, and in which they put forward arguments to convince the other party that their standpoint is more valid and therefore deserves to be accepted. The following discussion between a father and his 8-year-old son, Gabriele, offers an illustration of how a parental directive related to feeding practices can trigger the beginning of an argumentative discussion during mealtime:


              Excerpt 3.2
            
Italian family IV. Dinner 3. Family members: father (DAD, 38 years), mother (MOM, 34 years), Gabriele (GAB, 8 years and 5 months), and Daniele (DAN, 5 years and 4 months). All family members are eating, seated at the meal table. DAD sits at the head of the meal table. MOM and GAB sit on the left-hand side of DAD, while DAN sits on their opposite side.	%sit:
	*GAB
	sta bevendo una bibita gassata

	 	 	
                          GAB is drinking a soft drink
                        

	1.
	*DAD:
	basta bere XXX ((nome della bibita gassata)) Gabriele!

	 	 	
                          stop drinking XXX ((name of the brand of the soft drink)), Gabriele!
                        

	→
	*DAD:
	adesso ti do il riso.

	 	 	
                          now I will give you some rice.
                        

	2.
	*GAB:
	no, non voglio altro: ((sedendosi sulla sedia))

	 	 	
                          no, I do not want anything else: ((sitting on the chair))
                        

	→
	*GAB:
	per favore, niente. [:! facendo cenni di negazione col capo]

	 	 	
                          please, no more. [:! shaking his head in refusal]
                        

	3.
	*DAD:
	no:: non hai mangiato abbastanza.

	 	 	
                          no:: you have not eaten enough.
                        

	4.
	*GAB:
	no:::

	 	 	
                          no:::
                        

	→
	*GAB:
	no:: sono pieno:

	 	 	
                          no:: I am full:
                        

	 	%act:
	GAB guarda verso DAD e inizia a bere nuovamente la bibita gassata

	 	 	
                          GAB looks towards DAD and starts drinking the soft drink again
                        

	5.
	*DAD:
	ti ho detto:: Gabriele basta bere questa roba ((la bibita gassata)

	 	 	
                          I told you:: Gabriele stop drinking this stuff ((the soft drink))
                        

	 	%act:
	DAD prende il bicchiere di GAB e lo porta in cucina

	 	 	
                          DAD takes GAB’s glass and takes it to the kitchen
                        





The excerpt is opened, in line 1, by a father’s directive that can be interpreted as implicitly condensing a standpoint and a justification. In the analytical reconstruction of argumentation, the father’s claim concerns an invitation to the child (“you should eat some food”), followed by a justification (“because you are drinking too much”). It is in line 2 when a difference of opinion between Gabriele and his father arises. The child’s intervention constitutes the beginning of the argumentative discussion, as the child replies to the father that he does not want to eat anything else. From an argumentative perspective, what is interesting is the fact that Samuele does not consider that he must stop drinking, but immediately focuses on the main claim of the parent, i.e., to convince the child to eat the rice. Gabriele’s refusal to accept his father’s proposal determines the orientation of the discussion exclusively around the food. The father ratifies this specific direction of the argumentative discussion in line 3, as he advances an argument based on the quantity of food (no:: you have not eaten enough). However, as we can observe from Gabriele’s answer, in line 4, this argument is not effective enough to convince the child to accept the father’s standpoint. The opposition by Gabriele (“no::: no:: I am full”) determines a change of strategy in the father’s position. The adult turns back to the first directive (to stop drinking) to make explicit the fact that Gabriele cannot discuss the parental issue anymore. The father’s directive is advanced again using the expression “I told you:: Gabriele,” in line 5, and through the action of taking the soft drink away from Gabriele. From the father’s perspective, this last intervention is a way to reconduct the discussion to the first level, giving as an argument the inappropriate conduct of Gabriele, who is drinking instead of eating. What could be interpreted as an imposition could turn out to be a constructive move aiming at teaching the value of argumentation as a rational way to solve differences of opinion. The analytical overview of the argumentative discussion between the child, Gabriele, and his father is summarized below:	
                          Issue
                        
	 	Should Gabriele eat some rice?

	
                          Standpoints
                        
	(DAD)
	Yes, you must

	 	(GAB)
	No, I do not want to

	
                          Argument
                        
	(DAD)
	You have not eaten enough

	 	(GAB)
	I am full






In the corpus, parents
                
               and children frequently engaged in argumentative discussions because of parental directives related to having to eat a particular food. Other examples of parental directives related to feeding practices triggering the beginning of an argumentative discussion during mealtime between parents and children include: Should Stefano eat the rice? Should Manuela eat the meat? Should Silverio eat the salad? Should Gabriele eat the tortellini? These results are in line with previous studies on family discourse at mealtimes (Bova & Arcidiacono, 2018; Wiggins & Potter, 2003). However, parental directives did not pertain exclusively to feeding practices, but also, frequently, the teaching of correct table manners. The following example, a discussion between a mother and her 8-year-old son, Gabriele, clearly illustrates these dynamics:

              Excerpt 3.3
            
Italian family IV. Dinner 2. Family members: father (DAD, 38 years), mother (MOM, 34 years), Gabriele (GAB, 8 years and 5 months), and Daniele (DAN, 5 years and 4 months). All family members are eating, seated at the meal table. DAD sits at the head of the meal table. MOM and DAN sit on the left-hand side of DAD, while GAB sits on their opposite side.	 	%act:
	GAB si alza da tavola e sta per andare a sedersi sul divano

	 	 	
                          GAB gets down from the meal table, and he is about to go and sit on the couch
                        

	1.
	*MOM:
	Gabriele, non puoi andare a guardare la TV sul divano

	 	 	
                          Gabriele, you cannot go to watch TV on the couch
                        

	 	%act:
	GAB torna a sedersi a tavola

	 	 	
                          GAB comes back to sit at the meal table
                        

	2.
	*GAB:
	ma io voglio guardare la TV sul divano!

	 	 	
                          but I want to watch TV on the couch!
                        

	3.
	*MOM:
	Gabriele, quando si mangia non ci si alza da tavola

	 	 	
                          Gabriele, during mealtimes you cannot get down from the meal table
                        

	4.
	*GAB:
	perché no?

	 	 	
                          why not?
                        

	5.
	*MOM:
	perché è maleducato farlo

	 	 	because it is ill-mannered to do it

	 	*GAB:
	mmm

	 	 	
                          mmm
                        

	 	%act:
	GAB continua a mangiare rimanendo seduto a tavola

	 	 	
                          GAB remains seated at the meal table and continues to eat
                        





This sequence starts with the child, Gabriele, who leaves the meal table and is about to go and sit on the couch to watch TV. The mother disagrees with her son’s behavior and makes her standpoint explicit in line 1 (Gabriele, you cannot go to watch TV on the couch). However, the adult’s directive, in its actual form, does not provide any reasons. Gabriele interprets the fact that he is not allowed to go watch TV as a directive against his wish. In fact, in line 2, the child, who came back to sit at the meal table, disagrees with his mother and advances his standpoint using the adversative conjunction “but” to mark the different position concerning the adult statement (but I want to watch TV on the couch!). In argumentative terms, the sequence that goes from line 1 to line 2 represents the confrontation stage of the ideal model of a critical discussion, as the mother’s standpoint meets with the child’s opposition. The issue leading the mother to engage in an argumentative discussion with her son is related to the teaching of correct table manners. However, to fully understand the issue discussed in the presented sequence, the circumstances in which the argumentation takes place must be considered. In the present case, the possibility of watching TV is not a topic of discussion per se, but it is the fact that family rules, at least for this family, imply finishing dinner before going engaging in other activities (including watching TV on the couch). The implicit accusation made by Gabriele (the impossibility of going to watch TV despite his wish, “I want…”) requires the parent to give a justification. The discursive interventions by Gabriele have played a crucial role in this sense since his mother has been challenged to defend her standpoint. In other words, the mother has been forced, by Gabriele, to specify the reasons for her directive (line 3: Gabriele, during 
                mealtimes
                
               you cannot get down from the meal table). The question is whether and how the participants use the potential of dissent to handle the critical question argumentatively. Finally, after the unilateral directive, the mother, in line 5, offers a strong dissent preventing the possibility of continuing the debate (because it is ill-mannered to do it). As already Gruber (2001) put it, in family conversations, when social rules are violated or fail to meet expectations, an argumentative discussion can occur to solve situational accusations.

The reconstruction of the argumentative discussion between the child, Gabriele, and his mother is summarized below:	
                          Issue
                        
	 	Can Gabriele watch TV on the couch during mealtime?

	
                          Standpoints
                        
	(GAB)
	Yes, I can

	 	(MOM)
	No, you cannot

	
                          Argument
                        
	(MOM)
	Because it is ill-mannered to do it





The issues leading parents to engage in argumentative discussions with their children were generated by parental directives that also pertain to the behavior of children in social interactions outside the family. For example, the following excerpt is an illustration of how an issue related to the child’s behavior in the school context leads a father to engage in an argumentative discussion with his 8-year-old son, Silverio:

              Excerpt 3.4
            
Italian family I. Dinner 3. Family members: father (DAD, 38 years), mother (MOM, 38 years), Silverio (SIL, 8 years), and Gabriele (GAB, 5 years and 4 months). All family members are seated at the meal table. DAD sits at the head of the meal table. MOM and GAB sit on the right-hand side of DAD, while SIL sits on their opposite side.	1.
	*SIL:
	oggi, la maestra non mi ha fatto andare al bagno

	 	 	
                          today, the teacher did not let me go to the bathroom
                        

	2.
	*DAD:
	devi ascoltare le regole della maestra!

	 	 	
                          you must listen to the teacher’s rules!
                        

	3.
	*SIL:
	perché diceva, che possiamo andare solo alla fine della lezione

	 	 	
                          because she said, that we can only go at the end of the lesson
                        

	→
	*SIL:
	quando: suona la campanella

	 	 	
                          when: the bell rings
                        

	4
	*DAD:
	e tu cosa hai fatto?

	 	 	
                          and what did you do?
                        

	5.
	*SIL:
	io le ho detto che non era giusto

	 	 	
                          I told her that it was not right
                        

	6.
	*DAD:
	non devi rispondere male alla maestra, devi ascoltare quello che ti dice!

	 	 	
                          you should not talk back to the teacher, you must listen to what she says!
                        

	7.
	*SIL:
	ma io dovevo andare in bagno

	 	 	
                          but I had to go to the bathroom
                        

	8
	*DAD:
	è maleducato rispondere alla maestra, lo sai?

	 	 	
                          it is bad manners to talk back to the teacher, you know?
                        

	9.
	*SIL:
	si, lo so.

	 	 	
                          yes, I know.
                        

	10.
	*DAD:
	e allora non lo fare più!

	 	 	
                          so do not do it anymore!
                        

	11.
	*SIL:
	mmm:: ((con un’espressione triste))

	 	 	
                          mmm:: ((with a cheerless expression on his face))
                        





The sequence begins with the child, Silverio, who is telling his father that at school that day, the teacher had not permitted him to go to the bathroom. In line 2, the father immediately makes his standpoint explicit, telling Silverio that he must follow the teacher’s rules, thus opposing the child’s standpoint. The father is not asking Silverio to account for the teacher’s prohibition. He is immediately appealing to the authoritative role of the teacher to reply to the child. The father’s position is orienting the exchange toward the rule that the teacher’s directions must be respected. In line 3, Silverio provides the reasoning that the teacher used to justify the prohibition (“because she said, that we can only go at the end of the lesson”). The father seems to be more interested in finding out how his son behaved (“and what did you do?”) than in judging the reasoning underlying the teacher’s prohibition. This intervention opens the ground for the child to add some elements in support of his initial complaint about the teacher’s prohibition. It is a way to enlarge Silverio’s response duties, calling him to argue on an equal footing with his father. Silverio can express his point of view concerning the teacher’s veto. In line 5, the child tells his father that he told the teacher that the prohibition was, according to him, not right.
However, the father continues to show more interest in the argument advanced by the teacher than in his child’s opinion about the prohibition. In line 6, the father explicitly disapproves his son’s behavior (“you should not talk back to the teacher, you must listen to what she says”), appealing to a general rule at school, i.e., that it is not possible to disagree with the teacher’s directives. By doing so, the father is recalling the rule positioned at the beginning of the sequence, asking the child to align with his argument based on the teacher’s authority. The father’s intervention can be interpreted as an opposition turn involving a comment upon what was said in the prior turn, but the appeal to the general assumption and principle connected to the institutional value of the teacher’s role can also be intended as a way of avoiding further discussions. Following the father’s orientation, there is no way to debate the teacher’s rules at school. However, the intervention by the child, Silverio, in line 5, puts the father in the position to add some further arguments sustaining his standpoint. Moreover, by his intervention in line 7 (“but I had to go to the bathroom”), the child starts to repair a potential misunderstanding (his physiological need instead of the choice of answering back the teacher).
The argumentative discussion between the child, Silverio, and his father is particularly interesting because there is a confrontation stage where the father’s standpoint (you must listen to the teacher’s rules) meets with the child’s opposite view (I told the teacher that it was not right). By focusing on this phase of the discussion, we can highlight that the issue leading the father to engage in an argumentative discussion with his son is related to the behavior of the child in the school context, and not to the appropriateness of the teacher’s prohibition. The child, Silverio, tries to justify his reaction on the assumption that the teacher’s prohibition was not right, while the father uses the argument of authority (“it is bad manners to talk back to the teacher, you know?”) to underline that at school it is not possible to disagree with the teacher’s directives. In this sense, we can observe how during mealtime family members can deny the opponent’s status/behavior by challenging the position put forward in the confrontation stage. In line 10, the father ends the sequence (“so do not do it anymore!”) by commanding Silverio not to repeat the same mistake in the future. The father’s final statement suspends the topic as a subject of discussion: the pragmatic device “so” presents his position as a generally accepted norm that is not open to discussion. The child accepts the father’s statement, although with a cheerless expression on his face. In agreement with what Goodwin (2006) already observed analyzing a dispute between a father and his son who is just entering adolescence, in the argumentative discussion between the child, Silverio, and his father it seems that both parties, in their orientation to future actions, are willing to negotiate in a macro-perspective, i.e., the future behavior of Silverio at school. We can reconstruct the argumentative discussion between the child, Silverio, and his father, as follows:	
                          Issue
                        
	 	Does Silverio have to respect the teacher’s rule?

	
                          Standpoints
                        
	(SIL)
	The teacher’s rule was not right

	 	(DAD)
	You must listen to what the teacher says

	
                          Argument
                        
	(SIL)
	But I had to go to the bathroom

	 	(DAD)
	It is ill-mannered to answer back the teacher





The argumentative discussion between the child, Silverio, and his father, is not the only case of argumentative discussion triggered by an issue related to the social behavior of children. Other issues leading to argumentative discussions between parents and children related to the same type of issues are, for example, the following: Should Giorgia invite all her schoolmates to her birthday party? Should Francesco apologize with his schoolmate Antonio? Should Manuela lend her crayons to her friend Valentina?
3.1.2 
Issues Generated by Children’s Requests

The second type of issues leading parents and children to engage in argumentative discussions were generated by children’s requests. This type of issues concerns activities not only related to mealtimes, such as eating behaviors and teaching of correct table manners by parents but also to children’s social behavior within and outside the family context. In particular, one question asked by children to their parents, more than others, seems to have a significant role from an argumentative perspective: the Why-question.1

Children’s Why-questions have long held the attention of many scholars in diverse research fields, but above all in developmental and cognitive psychology and linguistics. The first studies date back to the early twentieth century. Stern (1924), who was interested in investigating the essential sides of children’s minds as they develop as far as their sixth year, in his seminal work “Psychology of early childhood” divided the development stages in which questions usually emerge into two periods. The first, named naming period, concerns the names of objects and occurs at the end of children’s second year. During this period, the questions that children produce refer to objects that are present or to actions related to an ongoing activity. The second period, named when and why period, typically occurs between 3 and 4 years. In this period, children begin to form questions about absent objects or people, or events with no immediate connection with the present. According to Piaget (1929), however, children begin to ask Why-questions because of a specific developmental need. He observed that children ask questions—in particular, Why-questions—to obtain more information to fill gaps in their knowledge. Following Piaget, Isaacs (1930) argued that the need to ask Why-questions arose when the child must deal with anomalies, deviations, contrasts, or differences which stimulate a sense of unease or unsettledness.
More recent studies have shown that the ability of children to answer as well as ask Why-questions, and to clarify the reasons on which their answers are based, increase rapidly between the ages of 2 and 5 years (Loukusa, Ryder, & Leinonen, 2008; Valian & Casey, 2003). This aspect plays a vital role in the development of children’s verbal skills and, therefore, in their capacity to interact with adults and peers. According to Chouinard, Harris, and Maratsos (2007, p. vii), “asking questions allows children to gain information they need to move their knowledge structures closer to an adult-like state.” By focusing on preschool-aged children (aged 2–5 years), the authors observed that when parents do not provide, or cannot provide satisfactory answers to a child’s question, the child perseveres in asking his/her question to gain the requested information. Chouinard and her colleagues also observed that during the development children learn to formulate Why-questions more efficiently to gather the information they want to find out. In the authors’ view, the ability to ask this type of questions constitutes an efficient cognitive development mechanism. In a work focused on preschool children aged 2–4 years, Frazier, Gelamn, and Wellman (2009) examined children’s Why-questions and their reactions to the answers they received in conversations with adults. Like what was found by Chouinard et al. (2007) and Bova and Arcidiacono (2013), they observed that children agree and ask further questions following adult explanations. On the contrary, children keep asking Why-questions and provide their explanation following inadequate or nonexistent explanations by parents.
Altogether, this concise review of the most relevant literature on children’s Why-questions indicates that what drives children to ask Why-questions to their parents is primarily the need to acquire new information. In most cases, the studies so far realized bring attention to the explanatory function of children’s Why-questions, i.e., how this type of question allows children to ask for knowledge of the reasons that have caused an event. Hitherto, less attention has been paid to the argumentative function of children’s questions, i.e., the action of putting into doubt the standpoint advanced by another person.
Concerning the specific role of Why-questions, Walton (2004, p. 72) well explains the difference between the argumentative and explanatory function of Why-questions. The explanatory Why-questions aim to gain an understanding of the causes of an event already ascertained and acknowledged by discussants. The explanation moves from an ascertained fact and aims not to justify—as facts require no justification—but to identify the reasons why the fact is true, or the event occurred. In contrast, the argumentative Why-questions presuppose a difference of opinion between two or more parties, as argumentation starts from a controversial thesis, and ideally ends with conclusive proof2. In line with the previous studies on children’s Why-questions, in most cases, the children asked Why-questions to their parents to acquire an explanation of an event with an immediate connection to the present. The explanatory function of the Why-question can be observed, for example, in the following dialogue between a father and his 6-year-old son, Francesco:

              Excerpt 3.5
            
Swiss family V. Dinner 2. Family members: father (DAD, 37 years), mother (MOM, 37 years), Francesco (FRA, 6 years and 3 months), and Michele (MIC, 4 years and 2 months). All family members are eating, seated at the meal table. DAD sits at the head of the meal table. MOM and MIC sit on the right-hand side of DAD, while FRA sits on their opposite side.	1.
	*FRA:
	papà, perché non piove oggi?

	 	 	
                          Dad, why is not it raining today?
                        

	2.
	*DAD:
	perché oggi, le nuvole sono piene d’acqua

	 	 	
                          because today, the clouds are full of water
                        

	→
	*DAD:
	ma la vogliono tenere tutta per loro, ancora un po’!

	 	 	
                          but they want to keep it just for themselves, a little longer!
                        





This sequence starts with the child, Francesco, who notes, looking out the window, that, unlike previous days, it is not raining. The child, in line 1, asks his father why it is not raining. Through his straightforward question, the child seeks to know the cause of a nonevent. In responding to his child’s Why-question, the father, in line 2, provides an explanation, adapting the content and language of his answer to the child’s level of understanding. It is important to observe that there is not a difference of opinion between father and child, as they both agree that the event, i.e., today is not raining, is true.
Another example that allows us to clarify the explanatory function of children’s Why-question further is the following dialogue between a mother and 6-year-old daughter, Giorgia:

              Excerpt 3.6
            
Italian family II. Dinner 3. Family members: father (DAD, 34 years), mother (MOM, 33 years), Giorgia (GIO, 6 years and 6 months), and Clara (CLA, 3 years and 10 month). All family members seated at the meal table. DAD sits at the head of the meal table. CLA sits on the left-hand side of DAD, while GIO plays with MOM seated on MOM’s legs.	 	%act:
	GIO gioca con MOM seduta sulle gambe di MOM

	 	 	
                          GIO plays with MOM seated on MOM’s legs
                        

	1.
	*MOM:
	Alessia è coccolata da tutti a scuola ((scuola materna))

	 	 	
                          Alessia is coddled by everyone at school ((kindergarten))
                        

	2.
	*GIO:
	perché è coccolata da tutti?

	 	 	
                          why does everyone coddle her?
                        

	3.
	*MOM:
	perché è piccola [: ridendo]

	 	 	
                          because she is a baby [: laughing]
                        

	4.
	*MOM:
	è proprio piccola [: ridendo]

	 	 	
                          she is really a baby [: laughing]
                        

	 	%act:
	MOM e GIO ridono

	 	 	
                          MOM and GIO laugh
                        

	5.
	*MOM:
	non è vero?

	 	 	
                          is not it?
                        

	6.
	*GIO:
	si certo [= sorridendo].

	 	 	
                          yes sure [: smiling]
                        





This sequence starts, in line 1, with the mother saying to her older daughter, Giorgia, that everyone at kindergarten coddles her young sister, Clara. In the meanwhile, Clara is playing seated on her mother’s legs. The mother’s expression appears to be a way to keep playing with her young daughter. Giorgia, in line 2, replies to her mother by advancing a request for explanation: Why does everyone at kindergarten coddle Clara? In this case, there is no difference of opinion between the mother and her older daughter, Giorgia. By asking a Why-question, Giorgia is not casting doubt on the fact that everyone at kindergarten coddles her younger sister, but she manifests her interests to know why. As in the previous example, i.e., the dialogue between the child, Francesco, and his father, also in this case the parent’s standpoint is not put into doubt by the child.
In the corpus, children asked Why-questions not only to know the reasons for events already ascertained but also to put into doubt the validity of the reasons on which the parents’ standpoints are based. The Why-questions characterized by an argumentative function were less frequently observed than those with an explanatory function. Typically, this second type of children Why-questions was followed by arguments advanced by parents, which justify their opposition to the child’s standpoint. An example that illustrates this aspect is the following dialogue between the 7-year-old daughter, Manuela, and her father:

              Excerpt 3.7
            
Swiss family III. Dinner 1. Family members: father (DAD, 39 years), mother (MOM, 34 years), Manuela (MAN, 7 years and 4 months), Filippo (FIL, 5 years and 1 month), and Carlo (CAR, 3 years and 1 month). All family members are eating, seated at the meal table. DAD sits at the head of the meal table. MOM and CAR sit on the left-hand side of DAD, while FIL and MAN sit on their opposite side.	1.
	*MAN:
	questo poco di pasta lo posso lasciare? ((sollevando leggermente il suo piatto per mostrarne il contenuto al papà))

	 	 	
                          can I leave this little bit of pasta? ((slightly raising the plate to show the contents to the father))
                        





Here the expression this little bit aims to obtain a concession. The father, on the contrary, replies with a prohibition:	2.
	*DAD:
	no, non puoi

	 	 	
                          no, you cannot
                        





At this point, Manuela, interested in challenging the parental prohibition, asks:	3.
	*MAN:
	perché papà?

	 	 	
                          why Dad?
                        





In his answer, the father rebuts the daughter’s argument based on this little bit:	4.
	*DAD:
	non ne hai mangiato per niente, Manuela

	 	 	
                          you have eaten nothing, Manuela
                        





In this dialogue, there is a difference of opinion between the child, Manuela, and her father. Manuela wants to leave a little bit of pasta that is still on her plate, while the father, in line 2, disagrees with her daughter (“no, you cannot”). By asking a Why-question, in line 3, the child challenges her father to justify the reasons on which his prohibition is based. At this point, in line 4, the father puts forward an argument in support of his standpoint (“you have eaten nothing, Manuela”). We can reconstruct the argumentative discussion between the child, Manuela, and her father as follows:	
                          Issue
                        
	 	Can Manuela leave a little bit of pasta (and not eating all of it)?

	
                          Standpoints
                        
	(MAN)
	Yes, I can

	 	(DAD)
	No, you cannot

	
                          Argument
                        
	(DAD)
	You have eaten nothing





The following dialogue between the 4-year-old child, Alessandro, and his mother is a good illustration of an additional feature of children’s Why-questions with an argumentative function:

              Excerpt 3.8
            
Swiss family IV. Dinner 1. Family members: father (DAD, 36 years), mother (MOM, 34 years), Stefano (STE, 8 years and 5 months), and Alessandro (ALE, 4 years and 6 months). DAD sits at the head of the meal table, MOM and STE sit on the left-hand side of DAD, while ALE is walking around the meal table.	 	%sit:
	ALE tocca e guarda il contenitore delle medicine

	 	 	
                          ALE touches and looks at the container with the medicine
                        

	1.
	*ALE:
	io: me la prendo una di queste qui (pillole).

	 	 	
                          I am: going to take one of these (pills).
                        

	→
	*ALE:
	si!

	 	 	
                          yes!
                        

	2.
	*MAM:
	non puoi, Alessandro!

	 	 	
                          you cannot, Alessandro!
                        

	3.
	*ALE:
	che?

	 	 	
                          what?
                        

	4.
	*MOM:
	non puoi. [:! scuote la testa]

	 	 	
                          you cannot. [:! shakes his head]
                        

	5.
	*ALE:
	perché no?

	 	 	
                          why not?
                        

	6.
	*MOM:
	perché i bambini, devono prendere delle medicine speciali

	 	 	
                          because children, have to take special medicine
                        

	→
	*MOM:
	non possono prendere le medicine degli adulti

	 	 	
                          they cannot take medicine for adults
                        

	→
	*MOM:
	altrimenti, si sentono male.

	 	 	
                          otherwise, they will get sick.
                        





The sequence begins when the child, Alessandro, tells his mother of his intention to take the pills from the medicine container. The child announces his action with a pre-sequence—“I am going to…”—and reinforces his position by concluding his remark with “yes” (line 1). The mother disagrees with the child’s behavior, twice repeating, in line 2 and line 4, “you cannot.” After, in line 5, Alessandro asks his mother why he cannot take the pills from the medicine container (“why not?”). In doing so, the child makes no effort to defend his position by putting forward arguments on his behalf; instead, he challenges his mother to explain why he cannot take the pill from the medicine container. The mother, in line 6, does not avoid justifying her prohibition, putting forward her argument: “because children have to take special medicine.” The subject of the mother’s argument is no longer her son, but the broader category of children, “they cannot take […] they will get sick.” Accordingly, this intervention evokes a general rule—children have to…—to which Alessandro is also subject.
In this dialogue, we can observe a difference of opinion between the child, Alessandro, and his mother, since they have two opposing standpoints. Through his Why-question, Alessandro makes it clear that he wants to know the reason why he cannot take the pills from the medicine container, i.e., the reason for the prohibition imposed by his mother. From an argumentative perspective, by asking a Why-question, the child assumes a waiting position before accepting or putting into doubt the parental directive. As a matter of fact, by asking a Why-question, the child challenges his mother to justify her standpoint. Moreover, the child shows his desire to find out the—often implicit—reasons on which his parents’ standpoint is based. Accordingly, the Why-question reflects Alessandro’s desire to know and find out what is, until that point, unknown to him. The reconstruction of the argumentative discussion between the child, Alessandro, and his mother is summarized below:	
                          Issue
                        
	 	Can Alessandro take the pills from the medicine container?

	
                          Standpoints
                        
	(ALE)
	Yes, I can

	 	(MOM)
	No, you cannot

	
                          Arguments
                        
	(MOM)
	a) Because children cannot take medicine for adults

	 	 	b) Otherwise, they will get sick





Other examples of issues leading to argumentative discussions between parents and children triggered by children’s requests include: Can Alessandro use that eraser? Can Dad sing along with Marco? Can Alessandro take the crayon? Can Francesco whisper in his Dad’s ear?
3.2 
Parents’ and Children’s Contribution to the Beginning of Argumentative Discussions

This chapter has been devoted to the investigation of the initial phase of parent–child argumentative discussions. We have seen the argumentative discussions unfold around issues that are generated by parental directives and children’s requests. Parental directives often concern activities related to mealtime, such as having to eat a particular food or adopting correct table manners, while children’s requests refer to a wide range of topics, from issues closely related to mealtime to issues more generally related to children’s daily life.
After having identified the types of issues leading parents and children to engage in argumentative discussions during mealtimes, from an argumentative perspective is essential to understand the specific contributions that they both provide to the inception of argumentation. The findings of the analysis indicate that parents and children have two distinct but equally crucial functions in the beginning phase of an argumentative discussion. To accurately reconstruct the specific role of parents and children in the inception of argumentation during mealtimes crucial is the moment at which they accept the need to defend a standpoint by providing arguments to support it. According to the ideal model of a critical discussion, the notion of burden of proof implies that when a party advances a standpoint, she/he commits her/himself to defend her/his position by putting forward, at least, one argument in its support. When she/he does, she/he assumes the burden of proof; when she/he does not, she/he does not accept to assume the burden of proof (van Eemeren & Houtlosser, 2002). The investigation of the initial phase of parent–child argumentative discussions during mealtime shows that parents regularly assume the burden of proof in argumentative discussions with their children. The children, instead, often but not always, evade the burden of proof, by not being expected to provide any reasoning to support their standpoints. The following dialogue between an 8-year-old child, Marco, and his mother allows to illustrate these dynamics clearly:

            Excerpt 3.9
          
Italian family V. Dinner 1. Family members: father (DAD, 42 years), mother (MOM, 40 years), Marco (MAR, 8 years and 6 months), and Leonardo (5 years and 7 months). All family members are seated at the meal table. DAD sits at the head of the meal table, MOM and LEO sit on the right-hand side of DAD, while MAR is seated on their opposite side.	1.
	*MAR:
	Mamma [:! a bassa voce]

	 	 	
                        Mom [:! a low tone of voice]
                      

	2.
	*MOM:
	eh

	 	 	
                        eh
                      

	3.
	*MAR:
	voglio parlare [:! a bassa voce]

	 	 	
                        I want to talk:: [:! a low tone of voice]
                      

	→
	*MAR:
	ma non è possibile [:! a bassa voce]

	 	 	
                        but it is not possible [:! a low tone of voice]
                      

	→
	*MAR:
	perché la mia voce è brutta [:! a bassissima voce]

	 	 	
                        because my voice is bad [:! a very low tone of voice]
                      

	4.
	*MOM:
	no assolutamente!

	 	 	
                        absolutely not!
                      

	→
	*MOM:
	no::

	 	 	
                        no::
                      

	5.
	*MAR:
	dai:: ((col tono di chi dice una cosa evidente))

	 	 	
                        please Mom:: ((with the tone of someone who says something obvious))
                      

	6.
	*MOM:
	perché?

	 	 	
                        why?
                      

	→
	*MOM:
	io non penso proprio.

	 	 	
                        I do not think so
                      

	→
	*MOM:
	una bella voce, da uomo

	 	 	
                        a beautiful voice, [the voice] of a man
                      

	→
	*MOM:
	grossa bella.

	 	 	
                        big beautiful
                      

	7.
	*MAR:
	no:

	 	 	
                        no:
                      

	8.
	*MOM:
	stasera:: se si sentirà il rumore del pane chioccarello [:! sorridendo]

	 	 	
                        tonight:: if we hear the sound of crisp bread ((the noise when crisp bread is being chewed)) [:! smiling]
                      

	9.
	*MAR:
	bene, ma adesso mica fino a questo punto!

	 	 	
                        fine, but not to this point!
                      





The sequence, in line 1, begins with Marco’s negative assumption (“I want to talk, but it is not possible because my voice is bad”). However, the child does not defend his initial assumption by providing arguments, refusing to assume the burden of proof since, for him, his assumption needs no defense (please Mom::). The mother, instead, provides arguments to defend her different standpoint and, therefore, accepts to assume the burden of proof. Moreover, by providing an argument in support of her standpoint, the mother decides to begin the argumentative discussion.
Although the burden of proof is mostly on parents, children play an equally crucial argumentative role, since, through their questioning, they lead their parents to justify the reasons on which parental rules and prohibitions are based. In this regard, the Why-question asked by children to their parents appears to have an important role. The children’s Why-questions appear to be a linguistic indicator of the beginning of an argumentative discussion between parents and children during mealtime conversations. Asking this type of question, the children challenged their parents to justify their rules and directives, which were frequently implicit or based on rules not initially known by or previously made explicit to them. During mealtime conversations, the presence of children seems to favor the beginning of argumentative discussions and represents a stimulus factor, inducing parents to reason with their children. Through the Why-questions, children manifested their desire to know the reason behind the parents’ directives, and through an argumentative discussion, they try to achieve their purpose. For example, we have seen how, in Excerpt 3.8, the Why-question asked by the child, Alessandro, produces the effect of eliciting the explication of the rule on which the parental directive is based:	4.
	*MOM:
	non puoi. [:! scuotendo la testa]

	 	 	
                        you cannot. [:! shakes his head]
                      

	5.
	*ALE:
	perché no?

	 	 	
                        why not?
                      

	6.
	*MOM:
	perché i bambini, devono prendere delle medicine speciali

	 	 	
                        because children, have to take special medicine
                      

	→
	*MOM:
	non possono prendere le medicine degli adulti

	 	 	
                        they cannot take medicine for adults
                      

	→
	*MOM:
	altrimenti, si sentono male.

	 	 	
                        otherwise, they will get sick.
                      





Furthermore, by asking Why-questions, children assume a waiting position before accepting or casting doubt on the parental directive. The child, Alessandro, for example, wants to know the reason why he cannot take the pills from the medicine container; by asking a Why-question, the child is implicitly saying to his mother: “I am waiting to hear your reasons. Only after that will I be able to evaluate if your prohibition is proper or not.” Alessandro’s behavior does not mean that he will decide whether to obey the mother’s directive only after listening to his mother’s answer. Instead, it means that Alessandro puts himself in a waiting position before deciding if the mother’s directive is acceptable to him or not.
The observed dynamics characterizing the initial phase of parent–child argumentative discussions reveal that argumentation is a co-constructed activity in which children play a role that is equally fundamental to that of their parents. Argumentative interactions should be viewed as a bidirectional process of mutual apprenticeship (Bova & Arcidiacono, 2017; Pontecorvo, Fasulo, & Sterponi, 2001), where parents affect children and are simultaneously affected by them. By their mutual engagement in conflictual discussions, parents and children jointly produce and transform the social order and their positions within the family frameworks, through the formatting and sequencing of actions and their responses.
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Footnotes
1In Italian, the word “perché” is used both to ask “why” and as a response, like the English word “because.” In attempting to identify all Why-questions asked by children to their parents, I did not consider each instance of “perché” used by children when speaking with their parents but only those with an interrogative function.

 

2For a detailed study on the differences between argumentation and explanation, see also Rigotti and Greco Morasso (2009) and Snoeck Henkemans (1999, 2001).
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This chapter examines the types of arguments used most often by parents and children and the different types of conclusions of their argumentative discussions. The conceptual tool adopted for the analysis is based on the integration of the pragma-dialectical ideal model of a critical discussion (van Eemeren & Grootendorst, 2004) with the Argumentum Model of Topics (Rigotti & Greco Morasso, 2019). The integration of these two tools of analysis permits to reconstruct the inferential configuration of the arguments used by parents and children and to identify the types of conclusions of their argumentative discussions. Exemplary argumentative sequences that bring to light the results obtained through the qualitative analysis of a larger corpus of argumentative discussions between parents and children are presented and discussed.

4.1 Types of Arguments Used by Parents

The findings of the analyses show that the types of arguments most often used by parents in argumentative discussions with their children can be ascribed to four categories: quality and quantity, appeal to consistency, authority, and analogy. In the following sections, we will look at each of them in detail.
4.1.1 
Quality and Quantity

A great many of the arguments used by parents in argumentative discussions with their children refer to the concepts of quality (positive or negative) and quantity (too much or too little). These arguments were frequently used by parents when the discussion they engaged in with their children was related to food. The argument of quality was often—but not exclusively—used by parents to convince their children that the food was good and, therefore, deserved to be eaten. Parents used the argument of quantity with the same scope of when they used arguments of quality. Typically—but not exclusively—the parents used arguments of quantity to convince their children to eat “at least a little more” food. It is noteworthy to observe that when parents used arguments of quality and arguments of quantity, they often adapted their language to the child’s level of understanding. For example, if the parents’ purpose was to feed their child, the food was described as “very good” or “nutritious,” and its quantity is “too little.” On the contrary, if the parents’ purpose was not to feed the child further, in terms of quality the food was described as “salty” or “not good,” and in quantitative terms as “it is quite enough” or “it is too much.” In the following dialogue between a mother and her 5-year-old daughter, Adriana, we can see how the mother used an argument of quality to convince her daughter to eat the salad:

              Excerpt 4.1
            
Italian family III. Dinner 3. Family members: father (DAD, 37 years), mother (MOM, 37 years), Samuele (SAM, 7 years and 11 months), and Adriana (ADR, 5 years and 4 months). All family members are eating, seated at the meal table. DAD sits at the head of the meal table, MOM and SAM sit on the right-hand side of DAD, while ADR sits on their opposite side.	1.
	*MOM:
	Adriana, devi mangiare l’insalata.

	 	 	
                          Adriana, you must eat the salad.
                        

	2.
	*ADR:
	no:: non mi piace ((l’insalata))

	 	 	
                          no:: I do not like ((the salad))
                        

	3.
	*MOM:
	Adriana, devi mangiare l’insalata perché è nutriente.

	 	 	
                          Adriana, you must eat the salad because it is nutritious.
                        

	4.
	*ADR:
	mhm::

	 	 	
                          mhm::
                        

	 	%act:
	ADR inizia a mangiare l’insalata ma sembra controvoglia

	 	 	
                          ADR starts eating the salad but seems unwilling
                        





In this dialogue, there is a difference of opinion between the mother and her daughter, Adriana. The sequence starts when the mother tells the child, Adriana, that she must eat the salad (line 1). Adriana, in line 2, disagrees with her mother (“no:: I do not like ((the salad))”). In argumentative terms, this phase of the discussion represents the confrontation stage, since that the mother and Adriana have two different standpoints: on the one hand, the mother wants Adriana to eat the salad, while, on the contrary, Adriana does not want to eat it. At this point, the mother accepts to assume the burden of proof, i.e., to defend her standpoint by putting forward at least one argument in its support. The argument advanced by the mother, in line 3 (“Adriana, you must eat the salad because it is nutritious”), is based on the quality of salad, and it aims at emphasizing the positive health properties of this food. Within the framework of the ideal model of a critical discussion, this phase of the discussion represents the argumentation stage. Although Adriana appears to be far from being enthusiastic about eating the nutritious salad, the argument of quality used by the mother succeeds in convincing the child, Adriana, to eat it. The child does not like the salad, in fact, she starts eating it unwillingly. However, the salad has a very positive quality, i.e., it is nutritious, and therefore it is worth to eat it. In argumentative terms, the non-verbal act by Adriana represents the concluding stage of the argumentative discussion. The analytical overview of the argumentative discussion between the child, Adriana, and her mother is summarized below:	
                          Issue
                        
	 	Should Adriana eat the salad?

	
                          Standpoints
                        
	(ADR)
	No, I do not like it

	 	(MOM)
	Yes, you must

	
                          Argument
                        
	(MOM)
	The salad is nutritious





In this dialogue, we have already seen that the mother emphasizes the health properties of salad to convince her daughter that she must eat it. The reconstruction of the inferential configuration of the argument of quality advanced by the mother (Fig. 4.1), using the AMT, will allow us to identify the reasoning that underlies it.[image: ../images/477538_1_En_4_Chapter/477538_1_En_4_Fig1_HTML.png]
Fig. 4.1
AMT-based reconstruction of the argument advanced by the mother: “The salad is nutritious”



Specified on the right-hand side of the diagram is the inferential principle, i.e., the maxim, on which the mother’s argumentation is based: “If action X leads to a positive outcome for x, then action X should be done by x.” This maxim is engendered from the locus from final cause. For this maxim to generate the final conclusion, which coincides with the standpoint to be supported, the following minor premise is needed: “Eating salad has a positive outcome for Adriana.” This leads to the conclusion that “Adriana should eat salad.” The fact that “Eating salad has a positive outcome for Adriana” needs further justifications; unlike the maxim, this is not an inferential rule but a factual statement that must be backed by contextual knowledge. In this regard, the AMT representation allows consideration of the contextual premises that are implicitly or explicitly used in argumentation. This may be found on the left hand of the diagram, where the second line of reasoning is developed to support the former one. This is the reason why the preliminary conclusion on the left side becomes the minor premise on the right side. In this way, the crossing of contextual and formal premises that is characteristic of argumentation is accounted for in the AMT. Looking at the left-hand side of the diagram, a second line of reasoning is developed to support the former one. In this argument, the endoxon can be described as follows: “Eating nutritious food leads to positive outcomes for Adriana.” The datum, constituting the minor premise of the endoxical syllogism, is that the “Salad is a nutritious food.” The datum, combined with the endoxon, produces the preliminary conclusion that “Eating salad has a positive outcome for Adriana.”
The arguments of quality and the arguments of quantity were also used together within the same discussion by parents, as in the following dialogue between a 5-year-old child, Gabriele, and his father:

              Excerpt 4.2
            
Italian family I. Dinner 2. Family members: father (DAD, 38 years), mother (MOM, 38 years), Silverio (SIL, 8 years), and Gabriele (GAB, 5 years and 4 months). All family members are eating, seated at the meal table. DAD sits at the head of the meal table. MOM and GAB sit on the right-hand side of DAD, while SIL sits on their opposite side.	 	%sit:
	GAB sta bevendo una bibita gassata

	 	 	
                          GAB is drinking a carbonate soft drink
                        

	1.
	*DAD:
	basta, Gabriele!

	 	 	
                          that’s enough, Gabriele!
                        

	 	%act:
	GAB smette di bere

	 	 	
                          GAB stops drinking
                        

	→
	*DAD:
	adesso ti do il riso.

	 	 	
                          now I will give you some rice.
                        

	2.
	*GAB:
	no, non voglio altro: ((sedendosi sulla sedia))

	 	 	
                          no, I do not want anything else: ((sitting on the chair))
                        

	3.
	*DAD:
	il riso col sugo di pomodoro

	 	 	
                          the rice with tomato sauce
                        

	 	%pau:
	1.0. sec

	4.
	*GAB:
	per favore, niente. [:!facendo cenni di negazione col capo]

	 	 	
                          please, no more. [:! shaking his head in refusal]
                        

	5.
	*DAD:
	no:: non hai mangiato abbastanza.

	 	 	
                          no:: you have not eaten enough.
                        

	6.
	*GAB:
	no:::

	 	 	
                          no:::
                        

	 	%act:
	GAB si alza e corre in un’altra stanza

	 	 	
                          GAB gets up and runs into another room
                        





This sequence starts when the father, in line 1, tells his son, Gabriele, that he must stop drinking a carbonated soft drink and that he must start eating some rice. In line 2, a difference of opinion between Gabriele and his father arises because Gabriele replies to his father that he does not want to eat anything else. Within the framework of the ideal model of a critical discussion, this phase of the discussion represents the confrontation stage, since Gabriele and his father have two different standpoints. In line 3, the father puts forward an argument based on the quality of food: (it is) the rice with tomato sauce. In this case, we can suppose that, according to the father, the fact that the tomato sauce is an appetizing ingredient, and it is, therefore, a positive quality of this dish, is an 
                endoxon
                
              , i.e., a premise shared by him and his son. However, as we can observe from Gabriele’s answer, in line 4, the argument of quality advanced by the father is not effective to convince the child to accept the father’s standpoint and change his opinion. In line 5, the father puts forward one more argument to convince his son, Gabriele, to eat the rice with tomato sauce. This second argument put forward by the father does not refer to the quality of the food but, instead, to its quantity. The father tells his child that he must eat a little more rice because, until that moment, he has not eaten enough. In argumentative terms, this phase of the discussion represents the argumentation stage. Despite his father’s argumentative effort, Gabriele still disagrees with his father and, in line 6, says to him that does not want to eat the rice (“no”). The concluding stage of this argumentative discussion involves the non-verbal act of the child getting up from the meal table and running into another room. We can summarize the reconstruction of the argumentative discussion between the child, Gabriele, and his father as follows:	
                          Issue
                        
	 	Should Gabriele eat the rice with the tomato sauce?

	
                          Standpoints
                        
	(GAB)
	No, I do not want to

	 	(DAD)
	Yes, you should

	
                          Argument
                        
	(DAD)
	You have not eaten enough





In this dialogue, we have seen that the father tells his child, Gabriele, that he must eat a little more rice because, until that moment, he has not eaten enough. Figure 4.2 shows the reconstruction of the reasoning behind the argument advanced by the father.[image: ../images/477538_1_En_4_Chapter/477538_1_En_4_Fig2_HTML.png]
Fig. 4.2
AMT-based reconstruction of the argument advanced by the father: “You have not eaten enough”



In this example, it is interesting to notice that the inferential principle is engendered from the same locus of the previous example, i.e., the locus from final cause. However, in this case, the maxim is different: “If completing the action X leads to a positive outcome for x, then action X should be completed by x.” The minor premise of the topical syllogism, “Gabriele has not yet completed eating an adequate amount of food,” leads to the final conclusion that “Gabriele should complete eating the rice.” Looking at the left-hand side of the diagram, i.e., the material component, the endoxon can be described as follows: “Only if the rice is eaten, the amount of food is adequate.” The datum, “Gabriele has not yet eaten the rice,” combined with the endoxon, produces the preliminary conclusion that “Gabriele has not yet completed eating an adequate amount of food.”
The argument used by the father fails in convincing the child to eat the rice. Looking at the reconstruction of the inferential configuration of the arguments of quantity used by the father, we can notice that the endoxon on which this argument is based is not a real endoxon. The child is not putting into doubt the datum (Gabriele has not yet eaten the rice), but the fact that only if the rice is eaten, the amount of food is adequate, i.e., the endoxon. Therefore, the father’s argument is based on a premise which is not shared with his child.
The arguments from quality and quantity were not only used by parents to convince their children to eat, but also to convince their children not to eat, as in the following dialogue between a 6-year-old child, Francesco, and his father:

              Excerpt 4.3
            
Swiss family V. Dinner 3. Family members: father (DAD, 37 years), mother (MOM, 37 years), Francesco (FRA, 6 years and 3 months), and Michele (MIC, 4 years and 2 months). All family members are eating, seated at the meal table. DAD sits at the head of the meal table. MOM and MIC sit on the right-hand side of DAD, while FRA sits on their opposite side.	1.
	*DAD:
	basta mangiare fagiolini, Francesco

	 	 	
                          stop eating the French beans, Francesco
                        

	2.
	*FRA:
	no:: voglio ancora!

	 	 	
                          no:: I want more!
                        

	3.
	*DAD:
	no! ne hai mangiato già abbastanza ((fagiolini))

	 	 	
                          no! you have already eaten enough ((French beans))
                        

	4.
	*FRA:
	ok:: ok:: [: sorridendo]

	 	 	
                          ok:: ok:: [: smiling]
                        





In this dialogue, there is a difference of opinion between the father and his son, Francesco, since the father does not want that Francesco eats more French beans (line 1). The child, instead, wants to continue to eat more (line 2: “no:: I want more!”). In line 3, the father assumes the burden of proof and puts forward an argument of quantity to convince his son to stop eating more French beans: you have already eaten enough. As we can observe from Francesco answer, in line 4, the argument advanced by his father is effective in convincing him to change his opinion. In fact, in line with our dialectical perspective of argumentation, one argument, or a series of arguments, put forth by A is considered as ‘effective’ when B accepts the A’s standpoint and retracts its standpoint. Francesco, in this case, decides to stop eating the French beans. The analytical overview of the argumentative discussion between the child, Francesco, and his father is summarized below:	
                          Issue
                        
	 	Should Francesco eat more French beans?

	
                          Standpoints
                        
	(FRA)
	Yes, I want more

	 	(DAD)
	No, you cannot

	
                          Argument
                        
	(DAD)
	You have already eaten enough French beans





Other examples of arguments of quality and arguments of quantity used by parents in argumentative discussions with their children include: “No, you cannot eat this ((cheese)), it is too salty”, “They are not that many, and are also tasty ((chickpeas))”, “You must eat a little of meat, at least a little bit.”
4.1.2 Appeal to Consistency

The second type of argument most often used by parents in argumentative discussions with their children refers to the consistency with past behaviors. This type of argument can be described through the following question: “If you have explicitly or implicitly affirmed it in the past, why do not you maintain it now?”. The next dialogue between a 7-year-old child, Paolo, and his mother is a clear illustration of the use of this type of argument:

              Excerpt 4.4
            
Swiss family II. Dinner 2. Family members: father (DAD, 38 years), mother (MOM, 36 years), Paolo (PAO, 7 years), Laura (LAU, 4 years and 5 months), and Elisa (ELI, 3 years and 2 months). All family members are seated at the meal table. DAD sits at the head of the meal table, MOM and PAO sit on the left-hand side of DAD. LAU sits on the opposite side, while ELI is seated on the DAD’s knees.	 	%sit:
	MOM, PAO e LAU stanno mangiando, seduti a tavola. ELI sta giocando con un giocattolo seduta sulle ginocchia di DAD

	 	 	
                          MOM, PAO, and LAU are eating, seated at the meal table. ELI is playing with a toy seated on DAD’s knees
                        

	1.
	*MOM:
	Paolo, ieri sei stato bravissimo

	 	 	
                          Paolo, you had been very good yesterday
                        

	2.
	*PAO:
	perché?

	 	 	
                          why?
                        

	3.
	*MOM:
	perché?

	 	 	
                          why?
                        

	→
	*MOM:
	zia Daniela mi ha detto che ieri sei stato bravissimo

	 	 	
                          aunt Daniela told me that you were very good yesterday
                        

	→
	*MOM:
	hai fatto tutti i compiti ((di scuola))

	 	 	
                          you did all the ((school)) homework
                        

	→
	*MOM:
	quindi domani torni da zia Daniela a fare i compiti, va bene?

	 	 	
                          so tomorrow you are going back to aunt Daniela’s to do your homework, ok?
                        

	4.
	*PAO:
	no:: non voglio

	 	 	
                          no:: I do not want to
                        

	5.
	*MOM:
	andiamo, Paolo

	 	 	
                          come on, Paolo
                        

	→
	*MOM:
	ma ieri sei stato lì tutto il pomeriggio

	 	 	
                          but yesterday you were there all afternoon
                        

	→
	*MOM:
	e oggi hai detto che ti sei divertito tanto!

	 	 	
                          and today you said that you had so much fun!
                        

	6.
	*PAO:
	mhm:: ((PAO ha un’espressione perplessa))

	 	 	
                          mhm:: ((PAO has a puzzled expression))
                        

	7.
	*MOM:
	ok, allora domani ti accompagno da zia Daniela

	 	 	
                          ok, so tomorrow I will take you to aunt Daniela
                        

	 	%act:
	PAO annuisce mostrando così di essere d’accordo con MOM

	 	 	
                          PAO nods to say that he agrees with MOM
                        





The dinner is started from about 15 minutes, and all family members are eating the main course. In this moment of the conversation, the parents’ focus is not on food: they are talking about the behavior of one of their children. The excerpt starts when the mother, in line 1, sends a compliment to her 7-year-old son, Paolo: “Paolo, you had been very good yesterday.” By these words, the mother shows her intention to start a conversation with her son. However, Paolo appears puzzled, because he does not know the reason why, according to her mother, yesterday he was very good (line 2). In line 3, the mother unveils the reason on which her compliment to his son is based: she says that aunt Daniela told her that yesterday he was very good because he did all the school homework. At this point of the sequence, the mother introduces a sentence that reveals the logical consequence of the child’s behavior: she wants Paolo to go again at aunt Daniela’s home since the day before he was very good working on his homework. The reasoning used by the mother to justify the fact that Paolo must go again to aunt Daniela’s house is based on the logic form “as X, so Y” (given the consistency of the first element, the second element is then justified). The child, Paolo, in line 4, disagrees with the mother’s proposal (“no:: I do not want to”), disapproving the mother’s logic and expressing his personal feeling. Here, an interesting strategy is followed by the mother, as she puts forward, in line 5, an argument referring to the consistency with past behaviors: “but yesterday you were there the entire afternoon, and today you said that you had so much fun!” By referring to an action Paolo did in the past (“yesterday you were there the entire afternoon”) and emphasizing how good that event was for him (“today you said that you had so much fun!”), the mother tries to show to Paolo that his present behavior should be consistent with the behavior he had in the past. In this case, the argument advanced by the mother appears to be effective in convincing her son to change his opinion, or, at least, to accept the mother’s proposal because Paolo nods to his mother so to say that he agrees with her.
In sustaining her argumentative reasoning, in line 5, the mother used the marker “but.” Probably, this choice is because she wants to underline the contradiction between the previous behavior of his son (the time spent at the aunt’s home) and his non-consistent reaction (he does not want to go again) to the mother’s proposal. The effect of the marker “but” is also reinforced through the conjunction “and” that introduces the fact that Paolo said that he had fun with aunt Daniela. Finally, in the concluding stage of the sequence, the mother makes explicit the logic of her reasoning process, by saying “so tomorrow I will take you to aunt Daniela” (line 7), as a consequence of the argument used since the beginning, in line 3. The analytical overview of the argumentative discussion between the child, Paolo, and his mother is summarized below:	
                          Issue
                        
	 	Should Paolo going back to aunt Daniela’s to do his homework?

	
                          Standpoints
                        
	(PAO)
	No, I do not want to

	 	(MOM)
	Yes, you should

	
                          Argument
                        
	(MOM)
	(Yesterday you were there all afternoon) Today you said that you had so much fun





In this sequence, I want to focus on the appeal to consistency argument used by the mother in the argumentative discussion with her son, Paolo, in line 5: “Today you said that you had so much fun.” By referring to an action which Paolo did in the past and emphasizing how good that event was for him (so much fun), the mother tries to convince her young son to be consistent with the same behavior he had in the past now in the present. The reconstruction of the inferential configuration of this argument (Fig. 4.3) permits us to explain this point more clearly.[image: ../images/477538_1_En_4_Chapter/477538_1_En_4_Fig3_HTML.png]
Fig. 4.3
AMT-based reconstruction of the argument advanced by the mother: “Today you said that you had so much fun”



The reconstruction of the inferential configuration of the appeal to consistency argument used by the mother with her son, Paolo, shows that the maxim on which this argument is based is one of the maxims generated from the locus from implication: “What has been explicitly or implicitly affirmed in the past, should be maintained in the present and the future.” The minor premise of the topical syllogism, “Paolo has implicitly affirmed that he likes doing his homework at aunt Daniela’s house,” combined with the maxim, produce the final conclusion that “Paolo should go back at aunt Daniela’s house to do his homework.” Moving to the material component of the AMT-based reconstruction, we can see how the endoxon shared by Clara and her mother can be described as follows: “Who enjoys something, implicitly affirms to like it.” The datum, “Yesterday Paolo enjoyed doing his homework at aunt Daniela’s house,” combined with this endoxon, produce the preliminary conclusion that “Paolo has implicitly affirmed that he likes doing his homework at aunt Daniela’s house.”
In the corpus, parents used the appeal to consistency argument also in argumentative discussions with their youngest children, as in the following dialogue between a 3-year-old child, Clara, and her mother:

              Excerpt 4.5
            
Italian family II. Dinner 2. Family members: father (DAD, 34 years), mother (MOM, 33 years), Giorgia (GIO, 6 years and 6 months), and Clara (CLA, 3 years and 10 months). All family members are seated at the meal table. DAD sits at the head of the meal table, MOM and GIO sit on the right-hand side of DAD. CLA sits on the opposite side.	1.
	*MOM:
	bimbe, la cena è pronta

	 	 	
                          girls, dinner is ready
                        

	→
	*MOM:
	Clara, vuoi del riso?

	 	 	
                          Clara, do you want some rice?
                        

	→
	*MOM:
	risottino giallo con le polpettine?

	 	 	
                          yellow risotto with meatballs?
                        

	2.
	*CLA:
	no:: non lo voglio il risotto.

	 	 	
                          no:: I do not want the risotto.
                        

	3.
	*MOM:
	c’è lo zafferano!

	 	 	
                          it is made with saffron!
                        

	4.
	*CLA:
	e che cos’è?

	 	 	
                          and what is that?
                        

	5.
	*DAD:
	è una polvere gialla

	 	 	
                          it is a yellow powder
                        

	6.
	*MOM:
	quand’eri piccola ti piaceva

	 	 	
                          when you were a baby you used to like it
                        

	→
	*MOM:
	ti piaceva tantissimo!

	 	 	
                          you used to like it very much!
                        

	 	%act:
	DAD avvicina a CLA una forchettata di riso

	 	 	
                          DAD moves towards CLA with a fork full of rice
                        

	7.
	*DAD:
	assaggia

	 	 	
                          try it
                        

	8.
	*CLA:
	brucia!

	 	 	
                          it is hot!
                        

	→
	*CLA:
	ma è buono

	 	 	
                          but it is good
                        

	 	%pau:
	2.0. sec

	 	%act:
	CLA continua a mangiare il risotto guardando la televisione

	 	 	
                          CLA continues eating the rice while watching television
                        





In this dialogue, the child, Clara, and her mother have a difference of opinion: the mother, in line 1, wants to give Clara some risotto (“Clara, do you want some rice?”), but Clara, in line 2, clearly disagrees with her mother and does not want to eat it (“no:: I do not want the risotto”). At this point, in line 1 and line 3, the mother puts forward two arguments of quality to convince her daughter to eat the risotto: yellow rice with meatballs? (line 1), and it is made with saffron! (line 3). However, in this sequence, our focus is on the argument advanced by the mother in line 6: when you were a baby, you used to like it. This intervention permits the mother to make clear to her daughter that what she is going to eat is not something unknown, a dish to be wary of and to avoid, but rather a dish she has already eaten in the past and used to like very much. By referring to an action which Clara did in the past and emphasizing how good that event was for her (“you used to like it very much”), the mother asks her daughter to behave in a rational way, i.e., to be consistent with the same behavior she had in the past now in the present. The reconstruction of the argumentative discussion between the child, Clara, and her mother is summarized below:	
                          Issue
                        
	 	Should Clara eat more yellow rice with meatballs?

	
                          Standpoints
                        
	(CLA)
	No, I do not want more risotto

	 	(MOM)
	Yes, you should

	
                          Argument
                        
	(MOM)
	a) Yellow risotto with meatballs?

	 	 	b) It is made with saffron

	 	 	c) When you were a baby you used to like it





I will now focus on the reconstruction of the reasoning behind the argument advanced by the mother, in line 6: “When you were a baby you used to like it.” The reconstruction of the inferential configuration of this argument (Fig. 4.4) permits us to make this point more clearly.[image: ../images/477538_1_En_4_Chapter/477538_1_En_4_Fig4_HTML.png]
Fig. 4.4
AMT-based reconstruction of the argument advanced by the mother: “When you were a baby you used to like it”



The maxim on which this argument is based is one of the maxims generated from the locus from implication: “What has been explicitly or implicitly affirmed, should be maintained.” The minor premise of the topical syllogism, “Clara has implicitly affirmed that she likes the risotto with saffron,” combined with the maxim produce the final conclusion that “Clara likes the risotto with saffron.” In this case, the endoxon shared by Clara and her mother can be described as follows: “Who enjoys something, implicitly affirms to like it.” The datum, “In the past Clara enjoyed the risotto with saffron,” constituting the minor premise of the endoxical syllogism, combined with the endoxon, produce the preliminary conclusion that “Clara has implicitly affirmed that she likes the risotto with saffron.” This argument permits the mother to make clear to her daughter that what she is going to eat is not something unknown, a dish to be wary of and to avoid, but rather a dish she has already eaten in the past and used to like very much. Referring to an action which Clara did in the past and emphasizing how good that event was for her (you used to like it very much), the mother tries to convince her young daughter to be consistent with the same behavior she had in the past now in the present.
Another type of appeal for consistency by parents refers not to what the child explicitly or implicitly affirmed in the past, but to what the child did not affirm in the past. The next short dialogue between a father and his 8-year-old son, Marco, is a clear example of the use of this type of argument:

              Excerpt 4.6
            
Italian family V. Dinner 2. Family members: father (DAD, 42 years), mother (MOM, 40 years), Marco (MAR, 8 years and 6 months), and Leonardo (LEO, 5 years and 7 months). All family members are seated at the meal table. DAD sits at the head of the meal table, MOM and LEO sit on the right-hand side of DAD, while MAR is seated on their opposite side.	1.
	*DAD:
	lo vuoi il limone?

	 	 	
                          do you want a lemon?
                        

	2.
	*MAR:
	no::

	 	 	
                          no::
                        

	3.
	*DAD:
	ma è buono

	 	 	
                          but it is tasty
                        

	4.
	*MAR:
	a me non piace.

	 	 	
                          I do not like it
                        

	5.
	*DAD:
	ma lo hai mai provato?

	 	 	
                          have you ever tried it?
                        

	6.
	*MAR:
	no, ma non mi piace

	 	 	
                          no, but I do not like it
                        

	7.
	*DAD:
	ma come fai a dire che non ti piace, se non lo hai mai provato?

	 	 	
                          but how can you say that you do not like it if you have never tried it?
                        

	→
	*DAD:
	provalo almeno!

	 	 	
                          try it at least!
                        

	8.
	*MAR:
	no: no:

	 	 	
                          no: no:
                        

	9.
	*DAD:
	ah:: come vuoi.

	 	 	
                          ah:: do what you want
                        





In this discussion, there is a difference of opinion between the father and the child, Marco. The father wants Marco to eat the lemon, but Marco does not want to eat it. The child affirms that he does not like the lemon, and he appears sure of his opinion, even though he has never eaten a lemon in the past. We can summarize the reconstruction of the argumentative discussion between Marco and his father is summarized below:	
                          Issue
                        
	 	Should Marco eat the lemon?

	
                          Standpoints
                        
	(MAR)
	No, I do not want to

	 	(DAD)
	Yes, you should try

	
                          Argument
                        
	(MAR)
	I do not like it

	 	(DAD)
	a) It is tasty

	 	 	b) How can you say that you do not like it if you’ve never tried it? (you do not know if you like it or not)





In this sequence, I want to focus on the argument advanced by the father in line 7: “How can you say that you do not like it if you have never tried it?”. The reconstruction of the inferential configuration of this argument is illustrated in Fig. 4.5.[image: ../images/477538_1_En_4_Chapter/477538_1_En_4_Fig5_HTML.png]
Fig. 4.5
AMT-based reconstruction of the argument advanced by the father: “How can you say that you do not like it if you have never tried it?”



In this example, the maxim on which the father’s argument is based is the following: “If x is necessary for the existence of y, in order to bring about y bringing about x is necessary.” This is one of the maxims engendered from the locus from implications in one of its subcategories, from the conditioned to the condition. The reasoning follows with an inferential structure: “Marco never fulfilled the condition for knowing whether he likes lemon or not” (minor premise), which leads to the following final conclusion: “In order to know whether he likes the lemon or not, it is necessary for Marco to try it at least once”. Looking at the left-hand side of the diagram, the endoxon can be described as follows: “Knowing whether one likes a food or not requires trying it at least once.” The datum, “Marco never tried lemon,” combined with this endoxon produces the preliminary conclusion that “Marco never fulfilled the condition for knowing whether he likes lemon or not.” What emerges from the AMT’s reconstruction of the father’s argument is that the father does not aim to highlight aspects of the child’s behavior that can be considered as wrong behaviors. Instead, he aims to teach his son that before taking a stance he must be informed about what he is going to judge. In this case, the argument put forward by the father has not been effective in convincing the child to change his opinion. We can try to explain the reasons why the child did not accept to change his opinion by looking at the datum of the father’s argument. The datum can be considered as wrong or, at least, as not complete because even if the child had never eaten a lemon in the past, he might have in some way some knowledge and expectations of this food not tasting good.
It seems that by using the appeal to consistency argument, the parents aim to teach children how our past actions are essential to justify our present actions. This argument shows parents desire to teach their children not only proper behaviors related to food or table manners but also the importance of defending their opinions through reasonable and consistent arguments. Other examples of appeal to consistency arguments used by parents in argumentative discussions with their children were the following: “You ate many mushrooms last night,” “You usually eat many tortellini.”
4.1.3 Argument from Authority

The third type of argument most often used by parents in argumentative discussions with their children is the argument from 
                authority
                
              . Following Walton’s definition of deontic authority (1997, pp. 77–78), with the argument from authority, I refer to a right to exercise command or to influence, especially concerning rulings on what should be done in certain types of situations, based on a recognized position of power. Interestingly, in the corpus, when parents put forth arguments from authority with their children, the authority always proves to be an adult. In particular, in most cases, the parents referred to themselves as a source of authority. Less frequently, the parents refer to a third party such as a family friend, the grandfather, or a teacher as a source of authority. The following dialogue between a mother and her 5-year-old son, Filippo, offers a clear illustration of the use of this type of argument:

              Excerpt 4.7
            
Swiss family III. Dinner 2. Family members: father (DAD, 39 years), mother (MOM, 34 years), Manuela (MAN, 7 years and 4 months), Filippo (FIL, 5 years and 1 month), and Carlo (CAR, 3 years and 1 month). All family members are eating, seated at the meal table. DAD sits at the head of the meal table. MOM and MAN sit on the left-hand side of DAD, while FIL sits on their opposite side.	1.
	*MOM:
	Filippo, devi mangiare un poco di questo formaggio

	 	 	
                          Filippo, you must eat a little of this cheese
                        

	2.
	*FIL:
	no.

	 	 	
                          no.
                        

	3.
	*MOM:
	si: perché solo il pane non è abbastanza

	 	 	
                          yes: because bread alone is not enough
                        

	4.
	*FIL:
	no, non voglio il formaggio

	 	 	
                          no, I do not want cheese
                        

	5.
	*MOM:
	questo è quello che ha comprato il Nonno però:: è delizioso!

	 	 	
                          this is the one Grandpa bought, though:: it is delicious!
                        

	6.
	*FIL:
	davvero?

	 	 	
                          really?
                        

	7.
	*MOM:
	si, l’ha comprato il Nonno!

	 	 	
                          yes, Grandpa bought it!
                        

	8.
	*FIL:
	mhm:: ((sembra pensieroso))

	 	 	
                          mhm:: ((he seems thoughtful))
                        

	9.
	*MOM:
	è delizioso!

	 	 	
                          it is delicious!
                        

	 	%act:
	MOM mette un pezzo di formaggio nel piatto di FIL

	 	 	
                          MOM puts a piece of cheese on FIL’s plate
                        





The dinner has been in progress for about 15 minutes. Frequently, in the initial phase of the dinner, the parents focus their attention on feeding the children. This sequence starts with the mother telling her son that he needs to eat a little cheese along with his bread (line 1). The child, in line 2, disagrees with his mother: he does not want to eat the cheese (“no”). In reconstructing this argumentative discussion, this phase of the discussion between the mother and her son represents the confrontation stage because in this phase of the discussion the mother’s standpoint (Filippo must eat a little cheese) has been met by the child’s refusal. In line 3, the mother advances an argument to convince the child, Filippo, to change his opinion: “Because bread alone is not enough.” The child, in line 4, does not provide a counter-argument to defend his opposition, but he only reasserts his original stance: “No, I do not want cheese.” In line 5, the mother puts forward two further arguments to convince the child to change his opinion: “This is the one Grandpa bought,” and “It is delicious.” These two arguments, more than the first one, succeed in catching the child’s attention. To resolve the child’s doubts, the mother repeats once again these two arguments, in line 7 and line 9. The sequence that goes from line 3 to line 9 represents the argumentation stage of the ideal model of a critical discussion. The concluding stage concerns a non-verbal act—the mother puts a piece of cheese on the child’s plate—which concludes the sequence. The child goes on to eat the cheese willingly, showing that he accepted his mother’s standpoint. The reconstruction of the argumentative discussion between the child, Filippo, and his mother is summarized below:	
                          Issue
                        
	 	Does Filippo have to eat a little of the cheese?

	
                          Standpoints
                        
	(FIL)
	I do not want the cheese

	 	(MOM)
	Filippo must eat a little cheese

	
                          Arguments
                        
	(MOM)
	a) Just bread is not enough

	 	 	b) It is delicious

	 	 	c) This is the cheese Grandpa bought





In the analysis of this argumentative discussion, I will now focus on the reconstruction of the inferential configuration of the argument from authority advanced by the mother, in line 5: “This is the one Grandpa bought.” The AMT’s reconstruction is illustrated in Fig. 4.6.[image: ../images/477538_1_En_4_Chapter/477538_1_En_4_Fig6_HTML.png]
Fig. 4.6
AMT-based reconstruction of the argument advanced by the mother: “This is the one Grandpa bought”



On the right-hand side of the diagram, the maxim on which the mother’s argument is based is specified: “If P is chosen by an authority figure, P is good.” This is one of the maxims engendered from the locus from authority. The minor premise of the topical syllogism is that “The cheese has been chosen by an authority figure,” which combined with the maxim brings to the following final conclusion: “The cheese is good.” Looking at the endoxical dimension of the diagram, in this argument the endoxon is as follows: “Grandpa is an authority figure.” The datum of the endoxical dimension (The cheese has been chosen by Grandpa) combined with the endoxon, produces the preliminary conclusion that “The cheese has been chosen by an authority figure.” The AMT-reconstruction of the argument from authority advanced by the mother, in line 5, brings to light that the mother refers to her son’s grandfather as a source of authority to convince the child to accept her standpoint. In this case, the child accepts the mother’s argumentation and changes his opinion. Looking at the child reaction, in this second example the endoxon on which of the argument from authority advanced by the mother is based, i.e., the Grandfather is an authority figure, is not put into doubt by the child. We cannot know if the Grandfather is indeed an authority figure, but what matters here is that in the child’s eyes his grandfather is an outstanding authority. This is in line with what has been observed by Sarangapani (2003) and Bova (2015), who highlighted sources that according to children possess epistemic authority including teachers, grandparents, and older peers. According to this author, any knowledge presented by these sources is considered believable by children and rarely, if ever, questioned.
The reconstruction of the inferential configuration of the argument from authority advanced by the mother shows how parents can use the argument from authority referring to another adult, i.e., other-oriented argument, and not only to themselves, i.e., self-oriented argument. When parents refer to another adult as a source of authority, a significant aspect concerns the level of knowledge that the child has of the adult who represents the source of authority. In this regard, I observed that the parents always refer to an adult who is well-known by and has positive feelings towards the child, such as a grandparent or a teacher. For example, in the discussion between the child, Filippo, and his mother, the latter based her argumentation on the nature of the grandfather–grandson relationship and on the feelings that are at the ground of this specific relationship, i.e., the Grandfather loves his Grandson and vice versa. Therefore, it is an argument from authority based on the certainty of positive feelings, rather than on the fear of punishment.
The example described above allows moving to another significant aspect I want to highlight in the discussion on the argument from authority used by parents in argumentative discussions with their children. I am referring to the importance of the specific nature of the interpersonal relationship between parents and children. The following dialogue between a mother and her 5-year-old son, Leonardo, will allow making this point clear:

              Excerpt 4.8
            
Italian family V. Dinner 2. Family members: father (DAD, 42 years), mother (MOM, 40 years), Marco (MAR, 8 years and 6 months), and Leonardo (5 years and 7 months). All family members are seated at the meal table. DAD sits at the head of the meal table, MOM and MAR sit on the right-hand side of DAD, while LEO is seated on their opposite side.	1.
	*LEO:
	Mamma:: guarda!

	 	 	
                          Mom:: look!
                        

	→
	*LEO:
	guarda cosa sto facendo con il limone

	 	 	
                          look what I am doing with the lemon
                        

	→
	*LEO:
	sto cancellando

	 	 	
                          I am rubbing it out!
                        

	→
	*LEO:
	sto cancellando questo colore

	 	 	
                          I am rubbing out the color
                        

	 	%sit:
	MOM prende dei limoni e si china di fronte a LEO di modo che il suo viso

	 	 	risulti all’altezza di quello di LEO

	 	 	
                          MOM takes the lemon and stoops down in front of LEO so that her face is level with his
                        

	 	%sit:
	MOM posa alcuni limoni sul tavolo

	 	 	
                          MOM places the lemon on the meal table
                        

	2.
	*LEO:
	dai dammelo

	 	 	
                          give it to me
                        

	3.
	*MOM:
	eh?

	 	 	
                          eh?
                        

	4.
	*LEO:
	posso avere questo limone?

	 	 	
                          can I have this lemon?
                        

	5.
	*MOM:
	no:: no:: no:: no::

	 	 	
                          no:: no:: no:: no::
                        

	6.
	*LEO:
	perché no?

	 	 	
                          why not?
                        

	7.
	*MOM:
	perché no? perché Leonardo, Mamma ha bisogno dei limoni

	 	 	
                          why not? because Leonardo, Mom needs the lemons
                        

	8.
	*LEO:
	perché Mamma?

	 	 	
                          why Mom?
                        

	9.
	*MOM:
	perché, Leonardo, tuo papà vuole mangiare una buona insalata oggi [: con un tono di voce basso e dolce]

	 	 	
                          because, Leonardo, your Dad wants to eat a good salad today [: with a low and sweet tone of voice]
                        

	10.
	*LEO:
	ah:: va bene Mamma

	 	 	
                          ah:: ok Mom
                        





This sequence starts when the child, Leonardo, in line 1, tells his mother that he is erasing the color from a drawing by using a lemon. The mother disagrees with this kind of use of the lemon made by Leonardo, and decides to take the lemon from him and put it on the meal table. At this point, a difference of opinion arises between the child and his mother. On the one hand, Leonardo, in line 2 and line 4, wants to have one of the lemons, that are placed on the meal table, to play with (“give it to me,” and “can I have this lemon?”). On the other hand, the mother, in line 5, states that he cannot play with the lemon (“no, no, no, no”). Within the framework of the ideal model of a critical discussion, this phase of the discussion represents the confrontation stage. It becomes clear that there is an issue (Can the child have the lemon?) that meets the mother’s contradiction. The opening stage, in which the parties decide to try and solve the difference of opinion and explore whether there are premises to start a discussion is mostly implicit. Leonardo wants to play with the lemon that is on the meal table, and, to do so, he asks for the mother’s permission as he supposes that he needs his mother’s authorization to play with the lemon during mealtime. At this point, Leonardo, in line 6, asks his mother to explicit the reason on which such a prohibition is based. The mother, in line 7, says to the child that she needs the lemons, although not providing any justification for her need. As we can observe from Leonardo’s answer, in line 8, the mother’s need is not a sufficient reason to convince him to accept the prohibition and to change his opinion (“why Mom?”). In line 9, the mother advances another argument to convince the child to change his opinion; she says to the child, with a low and sweet tone of voice, that she needs the lemons because Dad wants to eat a good salad. According to the ideal model of a critical discussion, from line 6 to line 9, the mother and the child go through the argumentation stage. After listening to the second argument advanced by his mother, in line 10, Leonardo accepts to change his opinion, and this behavior marks the concluding stage of this discussion. The reconstruction of the argumentative discussion between the child, Leonardo, and his mother is summarized below:	
                          Issue
                        
	 	Can the child have the lemons?

	
                          Standpoints
                        
	(LEO)
	I want the lemons

	 	(MOM)
	Leonardo cannot have the lemons

	
                          Arguments
                        
	(MOM)
	a) I need the lemons

	 	 	b) Dad wants to eat a good salad today





In the analysis of this argumentative discussion, I will now focus on the reconstruction of the inferential configuration of both arguments used by the mother to convince the child, Leonardo, to change his opinion. Figure 4.7 shows the representation based on the AMT of the inferential configuration of the first argument advanced by the mother: “Mom needs the lemons”.[image: ../images/477538_1_En_4_Chapter/477538_1_En_4_Fig7_HTML.png]
Fig. 4.7
AMT-based reconstruction of the argument advanced by the mother: “Mom needs the lemons”



On the right hand of the diagram, the maxim on which the argument advanced by the mother is based is specified: “If a means admits alternative uses, it is reasonable to reserve it for the use bringing to the most important purpose.” This is one of the maxims of the locus from means to goals. The minor premise of the topical syllogism is that “The mother intends to use the lemons for a purpose that is more important than the purpose of her child,” which combined with the maxim brings to the following final conclusion: “The lemons are to be reserved for the mother’s need (the child cannot have the lemons to play with).” In this argument the endoxon refers to common knowledge about the hierarchy of needs within the family: “The purpose of the mother is more important than the desire of her child.” The datum, “The child wants the lemons to play with. The mother needs the lemons for her purpose,” combined with the endoxon, produces the conclusion that “The mother intends to use the lemons for a purpose that is more important than the purpose of her child.”
The first argument used by the mother appears to be incomplete, or at least open to different interpretations. She is saying that she needs the lemons, but the reasons are not stated. She bases the strength of her argument only on the authority she held as a mother, without providing any justification for her needs. In this case, as we can observe from the child’s answer, in line 8 (“why Mom?”), the argument “Mom needs the lemons” is not effective in convincing the child, Leonardo, to accept the mother’s prohibition and change his opinion. By asking “why” for a second time, Leonardo puts into doubt the endoxon on which the first argument advanced by his mother is based. Now, he wants to know the reason why the purpose of his mother is more important than his desire to play with the lemons. Why? What is behind Leonardo’s request?
Let us now focus on the reconstruction of the inferential configuration of the second argument used by the mother to convince the child, Leonardo, to change his opinion: “Dad wants to eat a good salad today.” Figure 4.8 shows the reconstruction of the inferential configuration of this argument based on the AMT.[image: ../images/477538_1_En_4_Chapter/477538_1_En_4_Fig8_HTML.png]
Fig. 4.8
AMT-based reconstruction of the argument advanced by the mother: “Dad wants to eat a good salad today”



Like for the first argument advanced by the mother, the maxim on which the second argument advanced by the mother is based is one of the maxims of the locus from means to goals: “If X is a person loved by Y, the good of X is part of the good of Y.” The minor premise of the topical syllogism is that “Using the lemons to prepare the salad fulfills the good of a person loved by the child,” which combined with the maxim brings to the following final conclusion: “Using the lemons to prepare the salad for the Dad fulfills the child’s good.” For this second argument, the endoxon is different from the endoxon of the first argument. Now, the endoxon refers to common knowledge about the feeling that each child feels for his Dad: “The child loves his Dad.” The datum, “Dad likes the salad with the lemons (for the Dad, the salad with the lemons is good),” combined with this endoxon, produces the conclusion that “Using the lemons to prepare the salad fulfills the good of a person loved by the child.” If in answering the first argument, the child had put into doubt the premise, i.e., the endoxon (“The purpose of the mother is more important than the desire of her child”), in this second case the premise is fully shared between mother and child (“The child loves his Dad”). Moreover, the mother does not base her argumentative strategy on the fear of the father’s power and authority. If that were the case, she would have said something like: “Watch out, or I will tell Dad.” Instead, she uses with the child a low and sweet tone of voice to emphasize the fact that she is not mad with him. The mother bases her argumentation on the nature of the father–son relationship and on the feelings that are at the ground of their relationships (“The child loves his Dad”). It is an invocation to the parents’ authority based on the certainty of positive feelings, rather than on the fear of punishment. The second argument is thus based on the authority of feelings (Bova & Arcidiacono, 2013).
In this second argument, the mother spells out the reasons behind the ban addressed to her son. She tells the child that she needs to use the lemons to prepare a good salad for the Dad, or, in other words, to fulfill a wish of his (beloved) Dad (“Dad likes the salad with the lemons”). At this point, Leonardo, also not too unwillingly, accepts the prohibition showing that not displeasing his father is, in his eyes, worthier than playing with the lemons. The invocation of authority by parents, defined as the authority of feelings, appears to be an effective argumentative strategy when the following two conditions are met: (1) the nature of the relationship between the person who represents the authority (in our case, the parents) and the person to whom the argument is addressed, that is, the child, is based on the certainty of positive feelings, rather than on the fear of punishment. In this regard, we are to consider the right emotion (e.g., admiration, fear, surprise, sorrow) that moves the behavior of the child toward a certain direction in that specific situation; (2) the reasons, which are at the base of a prohibition, are not to be hidden from the child’s eyes, but are to be known and shared by both parents and children. For example, the argumentative discussion between the child, Leonardo, and his mother shows how the child accepts the mother’s ban only once he discovers the underlying reason. Previously, when the mother did not clarify the reasons for her ban, the child continued to demand to know why he could not play with the lemons. Furthermore, the reconstruction of the inferential configuration of two exemplary cases of arguments from authority used by parents with their children has shown how the actual effectiveness of this argument can depend on to what extent parents and children share its premises, i.e., endoxa. In the corpus, the arguments from authority appear to be effective only when the child believes that the person referred to by the parents was indeed of authority. This aspect sheds light on the nature of the authority characterizing the parent-child relationship: the authority resides not with people but between people and the way they relate to each other.
4.1.4 Argument from Analogy

The fourth type of argument put forward by parents in argumentative discussions with their children is the argument from analogy. As stated by Walton, Reed and Macagno (2008, p. 58), the reasoning behind this argument is the following:	Major Premise:
	Generally, Case C1 is similar to Case C2.

	Minor Premise:
	Proposition A is true (false) in Case C1.

	Conclusion:
	Proposition A is true (false) in Case C2.





The following example offers a clear illustration of the use of this type of argument by a mother during a discussion with her 8-year-old son, Marco:

              Excerpt 4.9
            
Italian family V. Dinner 3. Family members: father (DAD, 42 years), mother (MOM, 40 years), Marco (MAR, 8 years and 6 months), and Leonardo (5 years and 7 months). MAR and LEO are seated at the meal table. MOM is standing and is serving dinner. DAD is seated on the couch watching TV.	 	%act:
	la cena è appena iniziata. MOM serve da mangiare ai bambini, DAD invece è ancora seduto sul divano a guardare la TV

	 	 	
                          MOM dinner is just started. Mom serves the food to children, DAD instead is still seated on the couch watching TV
                        

	1.
	*MOM:
	dai vieni:: la cena è pronta [parlando a DAD]

	 	 	
                          come:: dinner is ready [talking to DAD]
                        

	2.
	*DAD:
	solo un attimo

	 	 	
                          just a moment
                        

	3.
	*MOM:
	vieni: altrimenti si raffredda

	 	 	
                          come: otherwise, it gets cold
                        

	 	%pau:
	2.5 sec

	4.
	*MAR:
	Mamma

	 	 	
                          Mom
                        

	5.
	*MOM:
	cosa Marco?

	 	 	
                          what Marco?
                        

	6.
	*MAR:
	secondo me la maestra Marta ((la maestra di matematica)) ci dà tanti compiti da fare per le vacanze ((riferendosi alle vacanze di Natale))

	 	 	
                          I think that the teacher Marta ((the Math teacher)) will give us a lot of homework to do during the holidays ((referring to the Christmas holidays))
                        

	7.
	*MOM:
	no:: no:

	 	 	
                          no:: no:
                        

	→
	*MOM:
	secondo me no

	 	 	
                          I do not think so
                        

	8.
	*MAR:
	si invece!

	 	 	
                          I do though!
                        

	9.
	*MOM:
	no:: secondo me no.

	 	 	
                          no:: I do not think so.
                        

	→
	*MOM:
	se la maestra Chiara ((la maestra di italiano)) non l’ha fatto, non lo farà neanche la maestra Marta

	 	 	
                          if teacher Chiara ((the Italian teacher)) did not do it, teacher Marta won’t do it either
                        

	10.
	*MAR:
	speriamo! ((sorridendo))

	 	 	
                          let us hope so! ((smiling))
                        

	 	%act:
	anche MOM sorride

	 	 	
                          MOM smiles too
                        





This sequence starts with the mother serving the food, while the father is still seated on the couch watching TV. She asks the father to sit at the meal table and enjoy the meal since the food is ready. This event, i.e., the mother announcing the beginning of the meal, represents a common starting point for the activity of mealtime. In the analysis of this excerpt, I will focus on the difference of opinion between the mother and her son, Marco, on an issue related to the school context. Marco, in line 6, says to his mother that he thinks that the Math teacher, i.e., the teacher Marta, will give them—this means not only to him but to all the students of his class—much homework to do during the Christmas holidays. The mother, in line 7, disagrees with her son (“no:: no: I do not think so”). The child, in turn, in line 8, shows to disagree with his mother (“I do though”), but he does not provide any argument in support of his standpoint, i.e., he does not assume the burden of proof. The mother, instead, advances an argument from analogy to convince Marco to change his opinion. In line 9, she says to her son that if the Italian teacher did not give them homework to do during the Christmas holidays, neither will the Math teacher. The reasoning behind the mother’s argument can be inferred as follows: because the two teachers share some similarities, i.e., they are both teachers of the same class, they will behave similarly. In this case, the argument put forward by the mother appears to be effective in convincing her son to change his opinion. The child does not continue to defend his initial standpoint, and the discussion ends with both of them smiling. The reconstruction of the argumentative discussion between the child, Marco, and his mother is summarized below:	
                          Issue
                        
	 	Will Ms. Marta (the Math Teacher) give much homework to do during the Christmas holidays?

	
                          Standpoints
                        
	(MAR)
	Yes, she will

	 	(MOM)
	No, she will not

	
                          Argument
                        
	(MOM)
	If Ms. Chiara (the Italian teacher) did not give homework to do during the Christmas holidays, neither will Ms. Marta (the Math teacher)





In the analysis of this argumentative discussion, I will now focus on the reconstruction of the inferential configuration of the argument from analogy advanced by the mother, in line 9: “If Ms. Chiara (the Italian teacher) did not give homework to do during the Christmas holidays, neither will Ms. Marta (the Math teacher).” The AMT-based reconstruction is illustrated in Fig. 4.9.[image: ../images/477538_1_En_4_Chapter/477538_1_En_4_Fig9_HTML.png]
Fig. 4.9
AMT-based reconstruction of the argument advanced by the mother: “If Ms. Chiara (the Italian teacher) did not give homework to do during the Christmas holidays, neither will Ms. Marta (the Math teacher)”



On the right-hand side of the diagram, the maxim on which the mother’s argument is based is specified: “If something was the case for a circumstance of the same functional genus as X, this might be the case for X.” This is one of the maxims engendered from the locus from analogy. The minor premise of the topical syllogism is that “As for assigning homework during the holidays, Ms. Marta and Ms. Chiara will take the same decision”, which combined with the maxim brings to the following final conclusion: “Both Ms. Chiara and Ms. Marta will not give homework to do during the Christmas holidays”. Looking at the endoxical dimension of the diagram, in this argument, the endoxon is as follows: “In similar circumstances, all the teachers take the same decision.” The datum of the endoxical dimension (Ms. Chiara and Ms. Marta are both teachers) combined with the endoxon, produces the preliminary conclusion that “As for assigning homework during the holidays, Ms. Marta and Ms. Chiara will take the same decision.”

The reconstruction of the inferential configuration of this argument permits to show how the use of the argument from analogy by parents in argumentative discussions with their children introduces new elements within parent-child mealtimes interactions, which are not only related to the activity of mealtime, such as, for example, the evaluation of the quality or quantity of food. The arguments from analogy are also used when parents and children discuss other important aspects concerning children’s social behavior. I refer, in particular, to the teaching of the correct behavior in social situations outside the family context, e.g., in the school context with teachers and peers. This aspect is crucial because it shows how the argumentative discussions between parents and children during mealtime open to family members a space for thinking that is not limited to activities related to the meal. Instead, parents and children discuss everything that is relevant to them, within and outside the family sphere.
4.2 Types of Arguments Used by Children

The findings of the analyses show that the types of arguments most often used by children in argumentative discussions with their parents can be ascribed to three categories: quality and quantity, expert opinion, and appeal to consistency. In the following sections, we will look at each of them in detail.
4.2.1 An Opposite View on Quality and Quantity

Similar to what we observed regarding parents, children in defending their standpoints often advance arguments which refer to the concepts of quality (positive or negative) and quantity (too much or too little). These types of arguments were often—but not exclusively—used by children to convince their parents to let them not to eat more food. Typically—but, also in this case, not only—children used arguments of quality and quantity to refuse to eat the food prepared by their parents. In the following dialogue between a mother and her 6-year-old son, Luca, we can see how the child puts forward an argument of quantity to convince her mother to let him not to finish eating the soup:

              Excerpt 4.10
            
Swiss family I. Dinner 3. Family members: father (DAD, 41 years), mother (MOM, 38 years), Luca (LUC, 6 years and 8 months), and Luisa (LUI, 3 years and 11 months). All family members are eating, seated at the meal table. DAD sits at the head of the meal table. MOM and LUI sit on the right-hand side of DAD, while LUC sits on their opposite side.	1.
	*MOM:
	dai, finisci di mangiarlo ((il minestrone))

	 	 	
                          come on, finish eating it ((the soup))
                        

	2.
	*LUC:
	no:: no::

	 	 	
                          no:: no::
                        

	3.
	*MOM:
	dai: mangialo

	 	 	
                          come on: eat it
                        

	4.
	*LUC:
	era troppo

	 	 	
                          it was too much
                        

	5.
	*MOM:
	no::

	 	 	
                          no::
                        

	6.
	*LUC:
	si, era troppo!

	 	 	
                          yes, it was too much!
                        

	7.
	*MOM:
	la prossima volta dobbiamo cucinare molto meno ((di minestrone)) [: rivolgendosi a DAD]

	 	 	
                          next time we have to cook much less ((of soup)) [: talking to DAD]
                        

	 	%act:
	MOM prende il piatto con il minestrone e lo porta in cucina

	 	 	
                          MOM takes the plate with the soup and brings it in the kitchen
                        





This sequence starts, in line 1, with the mother who wants her son, Luca, to finish eating the soup (“come on, finish eating it”). The child, in line 2, disagrees with his mother because he does not want to keep eating the soup (“no:: no::”). In reconstructing the argumentative discussion, according to the ideal model of a critical discussion, this phase represents the confrontation stage, since the mother’s standpoint (Luca must finish eating the soup) has been met by the child’s refusal. We have already seen in several examples that in discussions between parents and children during mealtime, the opening stage, in which the parties decide to try and solve the difference of opinion and explore whether there are premises to start a discussion, is mostly implicit. After a further invitation to finish eating the soup by the mother, in line 3 (“come on:: eat it”), the child, Luca, in line 4, defends his opinion by advancing an argument which aims to highlight that the amount of soup on his plate was too much. The insistence of the mother, in line 5 (“no::”), has the effect of establishing an obligation for the child to provide reasons in support of his standpoint. The child, in line 6, fulfills this obligation, providing a further confirmation of his standpoint (“it was too much!”). In the present case, Luca delineates an alternative to the status quo: he is modifying the unilateral position (to do not eat more soup) into a reciprocal one (because the mother has cooked too much soup). In argumentative terms, what clearly distinguishes mother’s and child’s standpoints, in this case, is an opposite opinion regarding the quantity of soup. This phase of the discussion represents the argumentation stage. The child’s argument, in this case, can be defined as effective. We have already seen that, in line with our dialectical perspective of argumentation, we believe that one argument, or a series of arguments, put forth by A is considered as ‘effective’ when B accepts the A’s standpoint and retracts its standpoint. In line 7, the mother appears to be convinced that the amount of food was too much (“next time we have to cook much less”), and she takes the plate with soup and brings it in the kitchen. This action represents the concluding stage of the sequence and shows that, in the present interaction, mother and child engage in the process of jointly explicating reasons for not eating more soup. This enlarges Luca’s and Mom’s response duties as well as their options: they are, in fact, expected to argue on an equal footing. Finally, the strategy adopted by the child is to provide a justification for his stance by using an argument of quantity and then to repeat his stance. The analytical overview of the discussion between the child, Luca, and his mother is summarized below:	
                          Issue
                        
	 	Should Luca finish eating the soup?

	
                          Standpoints
                        
	(LUC)
	No, I do not want to.

	 	(MOM)
	Yes, you must

	
                          Argument
                        
	(LUC)
	The soup was too much





The reconstruction of the inferential configuration of the argument of quantity advanced by the child, Luca, Fig. 4.10 shows that the type of reasoning behind this argument is like that of the parents when they advance arguments from quantity.[image: ../images/477538_1_En_4_Chapter/477538_1_En_4_Fig10_HTML.png]
Fig. 4.10
AMT-based reconstruction of the argument advanced by the child, Luca: “The soup was too much”



The maxim on which the argument of quantity advanced by the child is based is the following: “If the whole exceeds the right amount, the part by which the right amount is exceeded should be taken away.” In this case, the maxim is engendered from the locus from the whole to the parts. The datum, constituting the minor premise of the endoxical syllogism (“The whole amount of soup exceeds what I should be eating by the part remaining in the dish”), leads to the final conclusion that “The part of soup remaining in the dish should be taken away.” Looking at the left-hand side of the diagram, the endoxon is the following: “One should be eating (only) the right amount of food.” The datum, “The whole amount of soup you gave me exceeds the right amount I should be eating by the part remaining in the dish,” combined with the endoxon, produce the preliminary conclusion that “The whole amount of soup exceeds what I should be eating by the part remaining in the dish.”
In the next dialogue between a mother and her 5-year-old daughter, Adriana, we can see how Adriana advances an argument of quality to convince her mother to change her opinion:

              Excerpt 4.11
            
Italian family III. Dinner 2. Family members: father (DAD, 37 years), mother (MOM, 37 years), Samuele (SAM, 7 years and 11 months), and Adriana (ADR, 5 years and 4 months). All family members are eating, seated at the meal table. DAD sits at the head of the meal table, MOM and SAM sit on the right-hand side of DAD, while ADR sits on their opposite side.	1.
	*MOM:
	Adriana, devi mangiare un po’ di pane

	 	 	
                          Adriana, you have to eat a little of bread
                        

	2.
	*ADR:
	no:: no::

	 	 	
                          no:: no::
                        

	3.
	*MOM:
	ma è buono!

	 	 	
                          but it is good though!
                        

	4.
	*ADR:
	no:: è duro

	 	 	
                          no:: it is hard
                        

	5.
	*MOM:
	ma Adriana, è davvero buono::

	 	 	
                          but Adriana, it is really good::
                        

	6.
	*ADR:
	no, è duro non mi piace

	 	 	
                          no, it is hard I do not like it
                        

	7.
	*MOM:
	no::

	 	 	
                          no::
                        

	8.
	*ADR:
	si, è duro

	 	 	
                          yes, it is hard
                        

	9.
	*MOM:
	perché fai così a mammina tua?

	 	 	
                          why are you doing that to mummy?
                        

	10.
	*ADR:
	no:: no::

	 	 	
                          no:: no::
                        

	11.
	*MOM:
	va bene, niente pane questa sera

	 	 	
                          well, no bread for this evening
                        





The dinner is started from a few minutes, and the mother is serving the main course to all family members. In line 1, the mother tells Adriana that she must eat a little of bread, but the child, in line 2, disagrees with her mother (“no:: no::”). In argumentative terms, the sequence that goes from line 1 to line 2 represents the confrontation stage of the ideal model of a critical discussion, as the mother’s standpoint meets with the child’s opposition. In line 3, it seems that the mother puts up an argument for renegotiation, marked by the adversative connective “but” (“but Adriana, it is really good::”). The argument advanced by the mother in support of her standpoint is based on the quality of the bread, aiming at emphasizing the good taste of the food. The argument used by Adriana in reaction to her mother’s argument, in line 4, also refers to a quality of the food: Adriana replies to his mother that the bread is not good but, instead, it is hard. While the mother with her argument had put to the fore a positive property of the bread, trying to support the conversational flow by securing the interaction’s continuation, the use of the adjective “hard” by Adriana indicates to the mother a negative property of the bread. In the excerpt, there are two different arguments both used to highlight a specific property of the food, good vs. hard, served during the meal with the aim to convince the other party that their view is wrong. What distinguishes mother’s and child’s argumentation is, therefore, an opposite judgment regarding the quality of food. Within the framework of the ideal model of a critical discussion, this phase of the discussion represents the argumentation stage. When the mother, in line 9, tries to imagine why Adriana might have refused, her attempt is ignored even though she possibly could have produced a space for accounting the reasons for the child’s refusal. In this case, the argument of quality put forth by Adriana is effective in convincing her mother to let her not to eat the bread. In fact, in line 11, the mother closes the sequence with the discourse marker “well”: she does not put her position up for negotiation, making her statement beyond dispute. This is the concluding stage of the argumentative discussion in which the child has provided a counter-argument about the quality of food by repeating her stance. The analytical overview of the argumentative discussion between the child, Adriana, and her mother is summarized below:	
                          Issue
                        
	 	Should Adriana eat a little of bread?

	
                          Standpoints
                        
	(ADR)
	No, I do not want to.

	 	(MOM)
	Yes, you must

	
                          Argument
                        
	(ADR)
	The bread is hard





In the analysis of this argumentative discussion, I will now focus on the reconstruction of the inferential configuration of the argument of quality advanced by the child, in line 4: “The bread is hard.” The AMT’s reconstruction is illustrated in Fig. 4.11.[image: ../images/477538_1_En_4_Chapter/477538_1_En_4_Fig11_HTML.png]
Fig. 4.11
AMT-based reconstruction of the argument advanced by the child, Adriana: “The bread is hard”



The maxim on which this argument is based is one of the maxims generated from the locus from implication, in one of its subcategories, from sign to the signaled: “If something is signaled by its sign, it is the case.” The reasoning follows with the minor premise of the topical syllogism, “The bread presents a sign of badness,” which combined with the maxim leads to the following final conclusion: “The bread is bad.” Looking at the left-hand side of the diagram, the endoxon can be described as follows: “Being hard is for food a sign of badness.” The datum, “The bread is hard,” combined with this endoxon, produces the preliminary conclusion that “The bread presents a sign of badness.” The AMT reconstruction shows that the mother and her daughter, Adriana, have a different opinion regarding the datum (“The bread is hard”), whereas they fully share the endoxon (“Being hard is for food a sign of badness”).
The presentation of this example permits us to show how during their argumentative discussions related to food, both parents and children put forward arguments based on the quality and quantity of food, trying to convince the other that their view on the quality or the quantity of food is wrong. Accordingly, even if parents and children have opposite goals, they often use the same type of argument. What distinguishes parents’ and children’s argumentation is a different view regarding the datum, which, in this case, coincides with their opinion on the quality or quantity of food. In line with previous studies (Arcidiacono & Bova, 2015; Bova & Arcidiacono, 2014, 2018; Brumark, 2008; Wiggins, 2004; Wiggins & Potter, 2003), the children’s capacity to justify a standpoint and to advance a counter-argument with their parents during mealtime conversations appears to be mostly activity-dependent, i.e., related to the activity of mealtime. In the corpus, other examples of arguments from quality and quantity put forward by children include: “I want more French beans, I have only eaten a few,” “I do not want the meatball because they are hard!”, and “I do not like the stew, it is spicy!”.
4.2.2 Argument from Adult-Expert Opinion

The second type of argument most often used by children in argumentative discussions with their parents is the argument from expert opinion. The definition of argument from expert opinion coincides precisely with Walton’s notion of epistemic authority (Walton, 1997, pp. 77–78): “The epistemic authority is a relationship between two individuals where one is an expert in a field of knowledge in such a manner that his pronouncements in this field carry a special weight of presumption for the other individual that is greater than the say-so of a layperson in that field. The epistemic type of authority is essentially an appeal to expertise, or to expert opinion”. The issue of epistemic authority has also been addressed widely within ethnomethodological and conversation analytic work.1 Interestingly, in the corpus, when children refer to a third person as a source of expert opinion, the expert always proves to be an adult such as a teacher, a grandparent, or a friend of the father, and not another child. The argument from expert opinion used by children during argumentative discussions with their parents can be described, accordingly, through the following statement: “The adult X told me Y; therefore, Y is true.” For this reason, I decided not to name this type of argument used by children argument from expert opinion, but, instead, argument from adult-expert opinion. The following example offers a clear illustration of the use of this type of argument by a 6-year-old child, Francesco during a discussion with his mother related to the child’s homework:

              Excerpt 4.12
            
Swiss family V. Dinner 1. Family members: father (DAD, 37 years), mother (MOM, 37 years), Francesco (FRA, 6 years and 3 months), and Michele (MIC, 4 years and 2 months). All family members are seated at the meal table. DAD sits at the head of the meal table. MOM and MIC sit on the right-hand side of DAD, while FRA sits on their opposite side.	1.
	*MOM:
	devi leggere ad alta voce ((i libri di scuola))

	 	 	
                          you have to read them aloud ((the school books))
                        

	2.
	*FRA:
	è sbagliato.

	 	 	
                          it is wrong
                        

	3.
	*MOM:
	no! devi leggere ad alta voce

	 	 	
                          no:: you have to read them aloud
                        

	4.
	*FRA:
	no:: me l’ha detto la maestra che devo leggere in silenzio

	 	 	
                          no:: the teacher told me that I have to read silently
                        

	5.
	*MOM:
	quando te l’ha detto?

	 	 	
                          when did she tell you this?
                        

	6.
	*FRA:
	a scuola

	 	 	
                          at school
                        

	7.
	*MOM:
	va bene, ma quando te l’ha detto?

	 	 	
                          well, but when did she tell you?
                        

	8.
	*FRA:
	l’altra volta

	 	 	
                          last time
                        

	 	%act:
	MOM inizia a servire la cena mentre continua a guardare GIO con un’espressione perplessa

	 	 	
                          MOM begins serving dinner while keeps looking at GIO with a puzzled expression
                        





The sequence starts when the mother, in line 1, tells Francesco that he has to read the school books aloud. The child, in line 2, disagrees with his mother because, he says, reading aloud is wrong. The mother does not advance any argument to defend her standpoint, thus avoiding assuming the burden of proof, and only repeats, in line 3, her initial standpoint (“no:: you have to read them aloud”). Within the framework of the ideal model of a critical discussion, this phase of the discussion corresponds with the confrontation stage, as there is the mother’s standpoint, i.e., You have to read the school books aloud, that meets with the child’s refusal, i.e., No, reading the school books aloud is wrong. The opening stage, in which the parties decide to try and solve the difference of opinion and explore whether there are premises to start a discussion, as we have already seen in several examples, is mostly implicit. At this point, in line 4, the child, Francesco assumes the burden of proof and puts forward an argument in support of his standpoint: “The teacher told me that I have to read silently.” In line 5, the mother asks Francesco when the teacher told him to do so. The child’s answer, in line 6, does not refer to the time but, instead, to the place where the teacher told him to read the school books aloud (“at school”). The mother, not satisfied with the answer is given by her son, in line 7, repeats her question one more time (“Well, but when did she tell you?”). The child, Francesco, in line 8, says to his mother that the teacher told him to read the school books silently “last time” he saw her. In argumentative terms, the sequence that goes from line 4 to line 8 represents the argumentation stage of the ideal model of a critical discussion. The concluding stage concerns a non-verbal act—the mother begins serving dinner while looking at Francesco with a puzzled expression—which indicates that the mother does not want to keep discussing this issue and thus accepts the child’s standpoint. The reconstruction of the argumentative discussion between the child, Francesco, and his mother is summarized below:	
                          Issue
                        
	 	Does Francesco have to read the school books aloud?

	
                          Standpoints
                        
	(FRA)
	No, reading the school books aloud is wrong

	 	(MOM)
	Yes, Francesco has to read the school books aloud

	
                          Argument
                        
	(FRA)
	The teacher, told me that I have to read silently





I now turn to the analysis of the inferential configuration of the argument put forward by the child, Francesco: “The teacher told me that I have to read silently.” The reconstruction of the inferential configuration of this argument is illustrated in Fig. 4.12.[image: ../images/477538_1_En_4_Chapter/477538_1_En_4_Fig12_HTML.png]
Fig. 4.12
AMT-based reconstruction of the argument advanced by the child, Francesco: “The teacher told me that I have to read silently”



The reconstruction of the inferential configuration of the argument from adult-expert opinion advanced by the child, Francesco, shows that this argument is based on a maxim that is engendered from the locus from expert opinion: “If prescription p is suggested to X by an expert in the field of p, p should be done by X.” The minor premise of the topical syllogism, “Francesco has been asked to read silently by an expert in the field of reading education”, leads to the final conclusion that “Francesco should read silently.” Looking at the endoxical syllogism of the diagram, the endoxon is the following: “The teacher is an expert in the field of reading education.” The datum, “Francesco has been asked to read silently by the teacher,” combined with the endoxon, leads to the preliminary conclusion that “Francesco has been asked to read silently by an expert in the field of reading education.”
The argument put forward by Francesco succeeds in convincing his mother of the validity of his standpoint. The expert in this field, Francesco is saying, is the teacher, rather than his mother. Note that, in this case, we can reasonably guess that the child already knew that the mother considers the teacher as an expert in the field of reading education and, accordingly, decided to advance this type of argument. Therefore, by referring to the teacher as a source of expert opinion, the child considered the audience to whom his argument is addressed, i.e., his mother. Moreover, the child introduces his argument by saying to his mother, in line 2, that her opinion was “wrong.” The use of this adjective gives even more strength to the argument advanced by the child afterward. If an expert in the field states the opposite of what we say, we might infer that our statement must be wrong.
A significant aspect characterizing the argument from adult-expert opinion concerns the level of knowledge that the child has of the adult who represents the expert. In the corpus, in most cases, the expert is an adult who is well-known by the child, such as one of the two parents, a grandfather, a grandmother, or a teacher. However, the knowledge of the adult by the child does not seem a necessary condition to refer to him/her as a source of expert opinion. I observed several cases in which the expert is an adult who does not play a significant role in the child’s life. This aspect is illustrated in the following excerpt, where the opinion of a friend’s father is considered, by the child, like the opinion of an expert. However, in this example—where a father and his 8-year-old son, Stefano, discuss the type of soccer shoes that Stefano needs to wear in a small indoor stadium—the effectiveness of the argument put forward by the child is not the same as in the previous example, where the expert was the teacher:

              Excerpt 4.13
            
Swiss family IV. Dinner 2. Family members: father (DAD, 36 years), mother (MOM, 34 years), Stefano (STE, 8 years and 5 months), and Alessandro (ALE, 4 years and 6 months). DAD sits at the head of the meal table, MOM and STE sit on the left-hand side of DAD, while ALE is seated on their opposite side.	1.
	*DAD:
	dove giocate domani?

	 	 	
                          where are you playing tomorrow?
                        

	2.
	*STE:
	al Palazzetto, è al chiuso

	 	 	
                          at the sports hall, it is indoors
                        

	3.
	*DAD:
	allora non puoi metterti le scarpe con i tacchetti

	 	 	
                          then you cannot use the soccer shoes with cleats
                        

	4.
	*STE:
	si che posso!

	 	 	
                          yes, I can!
                        

	5.
	*DAD:
	no! al Palazzetto puoi solo giocare con le scarpe senza tacchetti

	 	 	
                          no! at the sports hall you can only play with soccer shoes without cleats
                        

	6.
	*STE:
	si che posso! me l’ha detto il papa di Tommaso che posso

	 	 	
                          yes I can! Tommaso’s Dad told me that I could
                        

	7.
	*DAD:
	no:: non puoi, ma Rudi ((il papà di Tommaso)) non capisce niente di calcio!

	 	 	
                          no:: you cannot, but Rudi ((Tommaso’s Dad)) does not understand anything about soccer!
                        





In this dialogue, a difference of opinion arises between the child, Stefano, and his father. In line 1, the father asks Stefano where he has to play soccer the day after. Stefano, in line 2, says to his father that he has to play soccer at the sports hall, which is an indoor structure. At this point, in line 3, the father says to Stefano that in such a place he cannot use soccer shoes with cleats, but Stefano, in line 4, disagrees with his father (“yes, I can!”). In line 5, the father repeats one more time his standpoint, by making it even more explicit: “At the sports hall you can only play with soccer shoes without cleats.” Within the framework of the ideal model of a critical discussion, this phase represents the confrontation stage, since the father’s standpoint, i.e., No, you cannot use the soccer shoes with cleats, meets the child’s contradiction, i.e., Yes, I can. As far as the opening stage is concerned, also in this example, it is mostly implicit. In line 6, the child opts not to evade the burden of proof and puts forward an argument from adult-expert opinion to support his standpoint (“Tommaso’s Dad told me that I could”). The father does not evade the burden of proof and, in line 7, advances an argument in defense of his standpoint (“no:: you cannot, but Rudi ((Tommaso’s Dad)) does not understand anything about soccer!”). The sequence that goes from line 6 to line 7 represents the argumentation stage of the ideal model of a critical discussion. The concluding stage, in which the child and the father establish the result of the attempt to resolve a difference of opinion, is mostly implicit. The father and the child stop discussing this issue and move the discussion to a different topic. In doing so, the child shows his unwillingness to keep defending his standpoint. The reconstruction of the argumentative discussion between the child, Stefano, and his father is summarized below:	
                          Issue
                        
	 	Can Stefano play soccer at the sports hall wearing shoes with cleats?

	
                          Standpoints
                        
	(STE)
	Yes, I can use the soccer shoes with cleats

	 	(DAD)
	No, you cannot use the soccer shoes with cleats

	
                          Arguments
                        
	(STE)
	Tommaso’s Dad told me that I could

	 	(DAD)
	Tommaso’s Dad does not understand anything about soccer





In the analysis of this argumentative discussion, I will focus on the argument from adult-expert opinion advanced by the child, Stefano, in line 6: “Tommaso’s Dad told me that I could.” The reconstruction of its inferential configuration is illustrated in Fig. 4.13.[image: ../images/477538_1_En_4_Chapter/477538_1_En_4_Fig13_HTML.png]
Fig. 4.13
AMT-based reconstruction of the argument advanced by the child, Stefano: “Tommaso’s Dad told me that I could”



The reconstruction of the inferential configuration of the argument from adult-expert opinion advanced by the child, Stefano, brings to light that this argument is based on a maxim that is engendered from the locus from expert opinion: “If prescription p is suggested to X by an expert in the field of p, p should be done by X.” The reasoning follows with the minor premise of the topical syllogism, “It has been suggested to Stefano that he should use soccer shoes with cleats by an expert in the field of soccer,” which combined with the maxim leads to the following final conclusion: “Stefano should use soccer shoes with cleats.” Looking at the left-hand side of the diagram, the endoxon can be described as follows: “Tommaso’s Dad is an expert in the field of soccer.” The datum, “It has been suggested to Stefano that he should use soccer shoes with cleats by Tommaso’s Dad,” combined with this endoxon, produces the preliminary conclusion that “It has been suggested to Stefano that he should use soccer shoes with cleats by an expert in the field of soccer.”
The AMT-reconstruction shows that the child, as in the previous example, refers to what an adult told him to convince his father to accept his standpoint. However, in the previous example, the argument from adult-expert opinion advanced by the child, Francesco, was effective in convincing his mother to change her opinion. In this case, instead, the argument from adult-expert opinion advanced by Stefano is not effective in convincing his father to change his opinion. Why? To try to answer this question, we need to look at the endoxon of both arguments. In the first case, the endoxon on which the argument put forward by Francesco is based, i.e., The teacher is an expert in the field of reading education, is shared by Francesco and his mother. In this second case, instead, the father does not agree with the endoxon on which the argument put forward by Stefano is based, i.e., Tommaso’s Dad is an expert in the field of soccer. Stefano’s father, unlike his son, does not consider Tommaso’s Dad to be an expert in the field of soccer. By referring to an adult as a source of expert opinion, the child adapts his argumentation to his interlocutor, i.e., the parent, who is also an adult. Looking at this argumentative choice made by children, it is reasonable to assume that for them the reference to an opinion of an adult is a stronger argument than the reference to an opinion of another child. However, it seems that the effectiveness of the argument from adult-expert opinion depends on the extent to which the premises, i.e., endoxon, on which the argument is based are shared by parents and children. In fact, in the corpus, this argument proved to be effective only when the parent believed that the adult to whom the child was referring to was indeed an expert.
4.2.3 Appeal to Consistency

The third type of argument most often used by children in argumentative discussions with their parents refers to the consistency with past behaviors. In a previous section, we have seen that often the parents asked their children to conform to their previous behaviors, as the past actions are important to justify the present actions. Similarly, children asked the same request to their parents during their argumentative discussions at mealtime. The appeal to consistency argument used by children can be described through the following question: “If you have explicitly or implicitly affirmed it in the past, then why do not you maintain it now?” The next example illustrates the use of this type of argument during an argumentative discussion between a 7-year-old child, Samuele, and his mother:

              Excerpt 4.14
            
Italian family III. Dinner 3. Family members: father (DAD, 37 years), mother (MOM, 37 years), Samuele (SAM, 7 years and 11 months), and Adriana (ADR, 5 years and 4 months). All family members are eating, seated at the meal table. DAD sits at the head of the meal table, MOM and SAM sit on the right-hand side of DAD, while ADR sits on their opposite side.	1.
	*MOM:
	adesso, mangia un po’ di frutta ((rivolgendosi a PAO))

	 	 	
                          now, eat a little of fruit ((talking to PAO))
                        

	2.
	*SAM:
	no::

	 	 	
                          no::
                        

	3.
	*MOM:
	si, Samuele

	 	 	
                          yes, Samuele
                        

	→
	*MOM:
	prima di alzarti da tavola devi mangiare anche la frutta

	 	 	
                          before leaving the meal table, you have to eat also the fruit
                        

	4.
	*SAM:
	no:: non voglio:

	 	 	
                          no:: I do not want to:
                        

	5.
	*MOM:
	ho detto di si. Samuele

	 	 	
                          I said yes. Samuele
                        

	6.
	*SAM:
	ma se prima anche tu hai detto che non la vuoi la frutta!

	 	 	
                          but if before you also said that you do not want the fruit!
                        

	7.
	*MOM:
	si, ma solo questa sera!

	 	 	
                          yes, but only this evening!
                        

	8.
	*SAM:
	anche io solo questa sera

	 	 	
                          only this evening also for me
                        

	9.
	*MOM:
	eh: fai come vuoi.

	 	 	
                          eh:: do what you want.
                        





The dinner is going to its conclusion, and the mother, in line 1 and line 3, wants to give Samuele some fruit (“now, eat a little of fruit,” and “yes, Samuele”). The child disagrees with his mother and, in line 2 and line 4, clarifies to his mother that he does not want to eat the fruit (“no::,” and “no:: I do not want to:”). In line 5, the mother does not advance any argument in support of her opinion, but she only reaffirms, one more time, her initial standpoint. According to the ideal model of a critical discussion, the phase that goes from line 1 to line 5 represents the confrontation stage. As already observed in previous studies (Busch, 2012; Hepburn & Potter, 2011), when the adults try to settle or end a dispute with their young children quickly, their attempt may resolve only in a temporary settlement or even it may contribute to the continuation of dispute, rather than to its cessation. This is what happens following the mother’s intervention because the child reacts by advancing an argument in support of his refusal to accept his mother’s directive.
In this sequence, I will focus on the appeal to consistency argument advanced by Samuele, in line 6: “but if before you also said that you do not want the fruit!” By referring to an action that his mother did in the past, the child asks the mother to behave rationally, i.e., to be consistent with the same behavior she had in the past now in the present. The reasoning used by the child to justify his refusal to eat the fruit is based on the logical form “as X, so Y,” i.e., given the consistency of the first element, the second element is then justified. It is noteworthy to observe that by sustaining his argumentative reasoning, the child uses the adversative connective “but,” in line 6. This choice is probably because he wants to underline the contradiction between the previous mother’s behavior (previously during the meal, she said that she does not want to eat the fruit that evening) and her non-consistent reaction (she wants that her son eats the fruit) to the son’s refusal. In this case, the child’s argument shows to be effective in convincing the mother to change her standpoint. In the concluding stage, in fact, the mother authorizes Samuele to do what he wants, i.e., he does not have to eat the fruit. Finally, the child repeats his rejection and justifies his stance by referring to his own will. He supports his claim to the right to take his own will into account by using the appeal to consistency argument. The analytical overview of the discussion between the child, Samuele, and his mother is summarized below:	
                          Issue
                        
	 	Should Samuele eat a little of fruit?

	
                          Standpoints
                        
	(SAM)
	No, I do not want to.

	 	(MOM)
	Yes, you must

	
                          Argument
                        
	(SAM)
	But if before you (Mom) also said that you do not want the fruit!





In the analysis of this argumentative discussion, I will now focus on the reconstruction of the inferential configuration of the appeal to consistency argument advanced by the child, Samuele, in line 6: “But if before you (Mom) also said that you do not want the fruit!”. The AMT’s reconstruction is illustrated in Fig. 4.14.[image: ../images/477538_1_En_4_Chapter/477538_1_En_4_Fig14_HTML.png]
Fig. 4.14
AMT-based reconstruction of the argument advanced by the child, Samuele: “But if before you (Mom) also said that you do not want the fruit!”



The appeal to consistency argument advanced by the child, Samuele, is based on a maxim that is engendered from the locus from implication: “What has been explicitly or implicitly affirmed, should be maintained.” The reasoning follows with the minor premise of the topical syllogism, “The child, Samuele, should not eat the fruit because he does not want to,” which combined with the maxim, brings to the following final conclusion: “Samuele should not eat the fruit.” Looking at the left-hand side of the diagram, the endoxon can be described as follows: “At mealtime, parents and children should only eat the food that they want to eat.” The datum, “Mom does not eat the fruit because she does not want to,” combined with the endoxon, leads to the preliminary conclusion that “The child, Samuele, should not eat the fruit because he does not want to.”
The argument used by Samuele in the argumentative discussion with his mother is logical. The 7-year-old child shows to be able to relate in a duly manner a past event, i.e., Mom, you previously said that…, with a present event. Most importantly, the child uses this relation to convince the mother of the validity of his opinion. In the specific case, of his refusal to eat a little of fruit. The construction of this type of argument requires a level of logical skills that, in the corpus, I have observed in some cases in the older children, while I never did in the younger ones. The second reason to consider Samuele’s argument is that, by using this argument, the child shifts the focus of his argumentation from himself and his desire of not to eat the fruit, to his mother and her, incoherent, behavior of asking him to eat. Unlike the arguments of quality and arguments of quantity, the appeal to consistency argument is not exclusively based on children themselves, but it is based on someone else. This aspect is relevant in terms of argumentative competences and conversational practices because it implies the capacity to decentrate from his/herself to create new contexts above and beyond sentences.
4.3 Types of Conclusions of the Argumentative Discussions

How do parents and children conclude their argumentative discussions, after they started and engaged in them? The findings of the analysis bring to light four different types of conclusions of the argumentative discussions between parents and children during mealtime. The first two types are dialectical conclusions, in which one of the two parties accepts or rejects the others’ standpoint. Therefore, in these two types of conclusions, the parent and the child reach the concluding stage of their argumentative discussion according to the ideal model of the critical discussion. The most frequent type of conclusion is when the child accepts the parent’s 
              standpoint
              
            , while the second most frequent type of conclusion is when the parent accepts the child’s standpoint. This finding does not coincide with previous works on parent-child argumentative discussions. Vuchinich (1987, 1990), for example, observed that most of the conflicts during family dinnertime conversations ended with no resolution. How can we explain the differences between our results and Vuchinich’s ones? This difference can be explained by the fact that Vuchinich does not focus his analysis on the argumentative discussions, but, instead, on verbal conflicts between parents and children. A verbal conflict takes place when there is a difference of opinion between two, or more, parties. An argumentative discussion to occur, instead, requires not only the presence of a difference of opinion between two, or more, parties but also that at least one of the two parties advances an argument in support of his/her standpoint. Therefore, in the argumentative discussion, at least one of the parties has shown the interest in resolving the difference of opinion in his/her favor. In the verbal conflict, instead, not always one of the parties shows the willingness to resolve the difference of opinion. For this reason, it is more likely to observe the conclusion of a conversation with no resolution in a verbal conflict than in an argumentative discussion. Examples of these two types of dialectical conclusion will be described and discussed in Sects. 4.3.1 and 4.3.2.

However, the argumentative discussions between parents and children did not always reach a conclusion. The conclusion of an argumentative discussion between parents and children in an everyday activity such as family mealtime is a phase characterized by complex dynamics. This type of activity does not impose family members to reach a definite conclusion of their argumentative discussions. Parents do not sit at the meal table with the aim of convincing their children about the validity of their opinions, and vice versa. At least, this is not their initial goal. For example, this happens when the parent shifts the focus of the 
              conversation
              
            . In such a case, there is not a real conclusion but rather an interruption of the argumentative discussion. Another type of non-dialectical conclusion is when the parent or the child changes the topic of the discussion after a long silence (pause of a few seconds). I have observed this type of conclusion less frequently than the previous three types because the children often asked many questions on the same issue and, accordingly, the parents had to continue the discussion. Examples of these two types of non-dialectical conclusion will be presented and discussed in Sects. 4.3.3 and 4.3.4.
4.3.1 The Child Accepts the Parent’s Standpoint

The most frequent type of conclusion observed in the corpus is when the child accepts the parent’s standpoint. For example, the children often accepted the parents’ standpoint through a clear and explicit verbal expression, as in the following dialogue, that we have already seen in Sect. 4.1.3, between a 5-year-old child, Leonardo, and his mother:


              Excerpt 4.15
            
Italian family V. Dinner 2. Family members: father (DAD, 42 years), mother (MOM, 40 years), Marco (MAR, 8 years and 6 months), and Leonardo (5 years and 7 months). All family members are seated at the meal table. DAD sits at the head of the meal table, MOM and MAR sit on the right-hand side of DAD, while LEO is seated on their opposite side.	1.
	*LEO:
	Mamma:: guarda!

	 	 	
                          Mom:: look!
                        

	→
	*LEO:
	guarda cosa sto facendo con il limone

	 	 	
                          look what I am doing with the lemon
                        

	→
	*LEO:
	sto cancellando

	 	 	
                          I am rubbing it out!
                        

	→
	*LEO:
	sto cancellando questo colore

	 	 	
                          I am rubbing out the color
                        

	 	%sit:
	MOM prende dei limoni e si china di fronte a LEO di modo che il suo viso risulti all’altezza di quello di LEO

	 	 	
                          MOM takes the lemon and stoops down in front of LEO so that her face is level with his
                        

	 	%sit:
	MOM posa alcuni limoni sul tavolo

	 	 	
                          MOM places the lemon on the meal table
                        

	2.
	*LEO:
	dai dammelo

	 	 	
                          give it to me
                        

	3.
	*MOM:
	eh?

	 	 	
                          eh?
                        

	4.
	*LEO:
	posso avere questo limone?

	 	 	
                          can I have this lemon?
                        

	5.
	*MOM:
	no:: no:: no:: no::

	 	 	
                          no:: no:: no:: no::
                        

	6.
	*LEO:
	perché no?

	 	 	
                          why not?
                        

	7.
	*MOM:
	perché no? perché Leonardo, Mamma ha bisogno dei limoni

	 	 	
                          why not? because Leonardo, Mom needs the lemons
                        

	8.
	*LEO:
	perché Mamma?

	 	 	
                          why Mom?
                        

	9.
	*MOM:
	perché, Leonardo, tuo papà vuole mangiare una buona insalata oggi [: con un tono di voce basso e dolce]

	 	 	
                          because, Leonardo, your Dad wants to eat a good salad today [: with a low and sweet tone of voice]
                        

	10.
	*LEO:
	ah:: va bene Mamma

	 	 	
                          ah:: ok Mom
                        





In this sequence, there is a difference of opinion between the child and his mother because the child wants to play with the lemons, while the mother states that he cannot play with the lemon. The mother, in line 7, answers that she needs the lemons, without providing any justification for her need, but the child, in line 8, keeps asking his mother the reason why he cannot have the lemon. After, the mother advances a second argument to convince her son to change his opinion. Only after listening to the second argument, Leonardo accepts to change his opinion providing, in line 10, a clear and explicit verbal acceptance of his mother’s standpoint (“ah:: ok Mom”).
In other cases, children showed acceptance of the parent’s standpoint not providing a clear and explicit verbal acceptance of the parent’s standpoint, but only by implementing the behavior demanded by the parent. The following dialogue that we have already seen in Sect. 4.1.3, between a 5-year-old child, Filippo, and his mother offers an illustration of these dynamics:

              Excerpt 4.16
            
Swiss family III. Dinner 2. Family members: father (DAD, 39 years), mother (MOM, 34 years), Manuela (MAN, 7 years and 4 months), Filippo (FIL, 5 years and 1 month), and Carlo (CAR, 3 years and 1 month). All family members are eating, seated at the meal table. DAD sits at the head of the meal table. MOM and MAN sit on the left-hand side of DAD, while FIL sits on their opposite side.	1.
	*MOM:
	Filippo, devi mangiare un poco di questo formaggio

	 	 	
                          Filippo, you must eat a little of this cheese
                        

	2.
	*FIL:
	no.

	 	 	
                          no.
                        

	3.
	*MOM:
	si: perché solo il pane non è abbastanza

	 	 	
                          yes: because bread alone is not enough
                        

	4.
	*FIL:
	no, non voglio il formaggio

	 	 	
                          no, I do not want cheese
                        

	5.
	*MOM:
	questo è quello che ha comprato il Nonno però:: è delizioso!

	 	 	
                          this is the one Grandpa bought, though:: it is delicious!
                        

	6.
	*FIL:
	davvero?

	 	 	
                          really?
                        

	7.
	*MOM:
	si, l’ha comprato il Nonno!

	 	 	
                          yes, Grandpa bought it!
                        

	8.
	*FIL:
	mhm:: ((sembra pensieroso))

	 	 	
                          mhm:: ((he seems thoughtful))
                        

	9.
	*MOM:
	è delizioso!

	 	 	
                          it is delicious!
                        

	 	%act:
	MOM mette un pezzo di formaggio nel piatto di FIL

	 	 	
                          MOM puts a piece of cheese on FIL’s plate
                        





In this sequence, there is a difference of opinion between the child and his mother because the mother wants her child to eat the cheese, while the child does not want to eat it. The mother advances several arguments to try to convince her child to eat the cheese: “Just bread is not enough” (line 3), “It is delicious” (line 5 and line 9), and “This is the cheese Grandpa bought” (line 5 and line 7). The child, in conclusion, shows an acceptance that he should eat the cheese without advancing an explicit verbal expression of acceptance of the mother’s standpoint. In this case, the choice of continuing to object to the parental rule or ban appears to be more demanding and, accordingly, less convenient than accepting the mother’s standpoint. Note that the differences in roles, age, and competences between parents and children certainly play an important role and must be carefully considered (see, e.g., Heller, 2014; Lareau, 2003; Tannen, 1990). Even though challenging the parents’ standpoint can be feasible for the children, it is not always possible as they are the parents who decide the extent to which their standpoint is discussable.
4.3.2 The Parent Accepts the Child’s Standpoint

The second type of dialectical conclusion is when the parent accepts the child’s standpoint. In this case, it is important to highlight how the children, through their arguments, can convince their parents to change their opinion. The next dialogue between a 7-year-old child, Paolo, and his mother offers a clear illustration of this type of conclusion:

              Excerpt 4.17
            
Swiss family II. Dinner 3. Family members: father (DAD, 38 years), mother (MOM, 36 years), Paolo (PAO, 7 years), Laura (LAU, 4 years and 5 months), and Elisa (ELI, 3 years and 2 months). All family members are eating, seated at the meal table. DAD sits at the head of the meal table. MOM and PAO sit on the left-hand side of DAD, while LAU and ELI sit on their opposite side.	1.
	*MOM:
	vuoi un po’ di risotto?

	 	 	
                          do you want a little risotto?
                        

	2.
	*PAO:
	no:: no::

	 	 	
                          no:: no::
                        

	3.
	*MOM:
	ma è buono!

	 	 	
                          but it is good!
                        

	4.
	*PAO:
	no:: è un po’ strano

	 	 	
                          no:: it is a little strange
                        

	5.
	*MOM:
	ma Paolo, è davvero morbido::

	 	 	
                          but Paolo, it is really soft
                        

	6.
	*PAO:
	no, è strano non mi piace

	 	 	
                          no, it is strange I do not like it
                        

	7.
	*MOM:
	no::

	 	 	
                          no::
                        

	8.
	*PAO:
	si, è strano

	 	 	
                          yes, it is strange
                        

	 	%act:
	MOM assaggia il risotto

	 	 	
                          MOM tastes the risotto
                        

	9.
	*MOM:
	si, effettivamente non è tanto buono

	 	 	
                          yes, actually it is not very good
                        

	10.
	*PAO:
	è strano!

	 	 	
                          it is strange!
                        

	11.
	*MOM:
	sarà il formaggio,

	 	 	
                          maybe because of the cheese
                        

	→
	*MOM:
	si è un po’ strano.

	 	 	
                          yes it is a little strange
                        





In this dialogue, a difference of opinion arises between the child, Paolo, and his mother because the mother, in line 1, wants Paolo to eat the risotto (“do you want a little risotto?”), but the child, in line 2, refuses to eat it (“no:: no::”). The mother does not evade the burden of proof and, in line 3, advances an argument to convince the child to change his opinion (“but it is good!”). The child, in line 4, replies to his mother’s arguments putting forward an argument which aims to highlight the bad, for him, quality of the risotto: “it is a little strange.” The mother, in line 5, puts forward another argument based on the quality of the risotto to convince Paolo to eat it (“it is really soft”), but the child, in line 6, keeps asserting his opinion, saying that the risotto tastes strange. At this point, the mother is convinced by her child’s argumentation that she should taste the “strange” risotto herself. After doing so, she agrees, in line 9, that the risotto is a little strange indeed (“yes, actually it is not very good”). In this example, we can see how the argument advanced by the child, in line 4 (“the risotto is a little strange”), produces the effect of convincing his mother to taste the risotto she has prepared herself. The use of the adjective “strange” makes it clear to the mother that the taste of the risotto is not good. After having tasted the risotto herself, she also agrees with her son that the risotto is not good.
This second type of conclusion, i.e., the parent accepts the child’s standpoint, occurred when the argumentative discussions between parents and children were related to food. In the corpus, I did not find, instead, any case where the child succeeded in convincing the parent to accept a standpoint in discussions where the issues were related to the respect by children of the proper table manners during mealtime as well as on children’s social behavior outside the family context, e.g., the school context. Accordingly, these findings suggest that the issues related to food can at times be discussable, whereas when the issues are related to teaching table manners and how to behave in social interactions outside the family, e.g., in the school context, the parents are not amenable to changing their opinions.
4.3.3 The Parent Shifts the Focus of the Conversation

The third type of conclusion of the argumentative discussions between parents and children during mealtime is not a conclusion, but rather an abrupt interruption of the argumentative discussion. I observed how, at times, the parents avoided continuing the argumentative discussion with their children by shifting the focus of the conversation. In this way, the parents avoided facing the argumentative discussion with their children. In particular, this happened when the parents considered the issue not appropriate for discussion during mealtime or when they wanted their children to focus on eating rather than engaging in a discussion. The next dialogue between an 8-year-old child, Silverio, and his mother offers a clear illustration of this type of conclusion of an argumentative discussion:

              Excerpt 4.18
            
Italian family I. Dinner 3. Family members: father (DAD, 38 years), mother (MOM, 38 years), Silverio (SIL, 8 years), and Gabriele (GAB, 5 years and 4 months). All family members are seated at the meal table. DAD sits at the head of the meal table. MOM and GAB sit on the right-hand side of DAD, while SIL sits on their opposite side.	1.
	*SIL:
	Mamma, posso andare a giocare al computer?

	 	 	
                          Mom, can I go to play with the computer?
                        

	2.
	*MOM:
	no.

	 	 	
                          no
                        

	3.
	*SIL:
	perché?

	 	 	
                          why?
                        

	4.
	*MOM:
	adesso stiamo mangiando

	 	 	
                          we’re eating now
                        

	→
	*MOM:
	quando si mangia, non si gioca al computer

	 	 	
                          during mealtime, you cannot play with the computer
                        

	5.
	*SIL:
	perché no?

	 	 	
                          why not?
                        

	6.
	*MOM:
	ma oggi a scuola non avevate il compito in classe di matematica?

	 	 	
                          but today at school you had the Math test did not you?
                        

	7.
	*SIL:
	si!

	 	 	
                          yes!
                        

	→
	*SIL:
	era difficile::

	 	 	
                          it was difficult::
                        

	8.
	*MOM:
	davvero?

	 	 	
                          really?
                        

	9.
	*SIL:
	si!

	 	 	
                          yes
                        

	10.
	*MOM:
	su che cosa era?

	 	 	
                          what was it about?
                        

	 	[…]
	 




In this dialogue, a difference of opinion arises between the child, Silverio, and his mother because the child, in line 1, asks his mother that he wants to play with the computer during mealtime (“Mom, can I go to play with the computer?”), but his mother, in line 2, disagrees with him (“no”). In line 3, Silverio asks his mother why he cannot play with the computer (“why?”). Through his Why-question, Alessandro makes it clear that he wants to know the reason why he cannot play with the computer, i.e., the reason for the prohibition imposed by his mother. In doing so, the child makes no effort to defend his position by putting forward arguments on his behalf. From an argumentative perspective, by asking a Why-question, the child assumes a waiting position before accepting or putting into doubt the parental directive. Instead, he challenges his mother to explain why he cannot play with the computer. Moreover, the child shows his desire to find out the implicit reasons on which his mother’s refusal is based. The mother, in line 4, does not avoid justifying her prohibition, putting forward her argument: “we’re eating now.” Even after listening to his mother’s argument, the child, Silverio, in line 5, keeps asking his mother the reason why he cannot play with the computer (“why not?”). At this point, in line 6, the mother decides to shift the focus of the conversation, changing the subject and opening a new discussion on a completely different topic: “but today at school you had the Math test, did not you?”. By doing so, the mother interrupts the argumentative discussion that she was having with her child before it reaches its conclusion, and the issue of playing with the computer will not be addressed any further over dinner. This type of non-dialectical conclusion of the argumentative discussions between parents and children shows, again, how the parents have a structural power in the conversations with their children. Even though challenging the parents’ standpoint can be feasible for the children, this type of non-dialectical conclusion suggests that they are the parents who decide whether to conclude, or not, an argumentative discussion with their children.
4.3.4 A Long Silence as an Indicator of Conclusion
The fourth type of conclusion of the argumentative discussions between parents and children during mealtime is when after a long silence (pause of a few seconds) of both, parents and children change the topic of discussion. An example of this type of conclusion is illustrated in the following dialogue between a mother and her 6-year-old son, Luca:

              Excerpt 4.19
            
Swiss family I. Dinner 2. Family members: father (DAD, 41 years), mother (MOM, 38 years), Luca (LUC, 6 years and 8 months), and Luisa (LUI, 3 years and 11 months). All family members are seated at the meal table. DAD sits at the head of the meal table. MOM and LUI sit on the right-hand side of DAD, while LUC sits on their opposite side.	 	%sit:
	PAO si avvicina a DAD e gli dice qualcosa parlandogli nell’orecchio

	 	 	
                          PAO goes towards DAD and whispers something in his ear
                        

	1.
	*MOM:
	non si dicono le cose all’orecchio, Luca

	 	 	
                          Luca, you cannot whisper things in people’s ears
                        

	2.
	*LUC:
	perché?

	 	 	
                          why?
                        

	3.
	*MOM:
	dobbiamo ascoltarla tutti.

	 	 	
                          because everyone must hear it
                        

	4.
	*LUC:
	no::

	 	 	
                          no::
                        

	5.
	*MOM:
	non si parla all’orecchio.

	 	 	
                          you cannot whisper in the ear
                        

	 	%act:
	MOM and DAD sorridono

	 	 	
                          MOM and DAD smile
                        

	 	%pau:
	3.5 sec

	6.
	*LUI:
	ancora insalata

	 	 	
                          more salad
                        

	7.
	*MOM:
	amore vuoi un altro po’ d’insalata?

	 	 	
                          darling do you want a little more salad?
                        

	8.
	*LUI:
	si:

	 	 	
                          yes:
                        





In this dialogue, a difference of opinion arises between the child, Luca, and his mother because, in line 1, the mother says to the child that he cannot whisper in his father’s ear, but Luca, in line 2, disagrees with his mother (“why?”, and “no::”). The mother does not evade the burden of proof and, in line 3, advances an argument to convince the child to change his opinion (“because everyone must hear it”). The child shows, in line 4, that he still disagrees with his mother (“no::”). The mother, in line 5, repeats, one more time, her initial standpoint (“you cannot whisper in the ear”). After the mother’s sentence, both the mother and the child do not say anything for about 3.5 seconds. This pause indicates, in this case, that the argumentative discussion between her and the child, Luca, is concluded. After this pause, the mother starts a new discussion on a different topic with her younger daughter, Luisa. Like the previous type of conclusion, this type is also a non-dialectical conclusion. Differently from the previous type of non-dialectical conclusion, where the mother wanted to shift the topic of the conversation, in this case, both the mother and the child appear to be not interested in continuing the argumentative discussion and, after a pause of a few seconds, they start talking about a different topic. However, I observed this type of conclusion less frequently than the previous three types, as children often asked questions, in particular, Why-questions, to find out the implicit reasons on which their parents’ directive are and, accordingly, the parents must continue the argumentative discussion.
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What is the function of parent–child argumentation? This chapter intends to answer the main research question that has guided the study presented in this volume and open a discussion for future research on this topic. In the first part, the chapter provides a detailed overview of the main findings of the analysis of parent–child argumentative discussions during mealtime. The role played by parents and children in the inception and development of argumentation, and the types of conclusions of their argumentative discussions are described. Subsequently, two educational targets achieved by parents and children through their argumentative interactions are presented and critically discussed. In the last part, new open questions that should guide future investigation to expand our knowledge of the role and function of argumentation between parents and children are proposed.
5.1 Main Findings of This Study

In this volume, we have analyzed parent–child argumentation during mealtime with the aim to understand the function of this type of interactions. Why is it important that parents and children engage in argumentative interactions with each other? In an attempt to answer this question, this study has tried to consider all the relevant aspects that characterize parent–child argumentative interactions. In a first phase, the focus was directed to investigate the initial phase of the argumentative discussions with the aim to identify the types of issues that lead to the beginning of an argumentative discussion between parents and children during mealtime. The research question leading this phase of the analysis was the following: “On what types of issues do parents and children engage in argumentative discussions?” (Question 1). Subsequently, the focus of the analysis was directed to investigate how parents and children contribute to the development of their argumentative discussions. The research question leading this phase of the analysis was the following: “What are the types of argument adopted most often by parents and children to convince the other party to accept their opinions?” (Question 2). Finally, the last phase of the analysis was aimed to single out the most frequent types of conclusions of the argumentative discussions between parents and children during mealtime. The research question leading this phase of the analysis was the following: “How do parents and children conclude their argumentative discussions during mealtime after they started and engaged in them?” (Question 3). At this juncture, it seems appropriate to take stock of the main findings of this study.
The findings of the investigation of the initial phase of the argumentative discussions between parents and children during mealtime indicate that the argumentative discussions unfold around two general types of issues: parental directives and children’s requests. The issues generated by parental directives are strictly bound to the specific situational activity parents and children are involved in, i.e., the activity of mealtimes. In most cases, in fact, the issues generated by parental directives frequently concern feeding practices. For example, it is common to observe discussions in which the parents do not want their children to eat a particular food or more than a certain amount of a particular food, or in which the children want to ask for different food. Examples of parental directives related to feeding practices include: “Should Stefano eat the rice?”, “Should Manuela eat the meat?”, and “Should Gabriele eat the tortellini?” These findings are in line with previous studies on family discourse at mealtimes (Arcidiacono & Bova, 2015; Bova & Arcidiacono, 2015, 2018; Capaldi & Powley, 1990; Delamont, 1995; Ochs, Pontecorvo, & Fasulo, 1996; Wiggins, 2004; Wiggins & Potter, 2003). However, parental directives did not pertain exclusively to feeding practices, but, also, to children’s social behavior within and outside the family context, e.g., the teaching of correct table manners and the child’s behavior at school with teachers and schoolmates. Examples of parental directives related to children’s social behavior include: “Can Gabriele watch TV on the couch during mealtime?”, “Should Giorgia invite all her schoolmates to her birthday party?”, and “Should Francesco apologize with his schoolmate Antonio?”
Like the issues generated by parental directives, also the issues generated by children’s requests concern activities not only related to mealtimes but also children’s social behavior within and outside the family context. In particular, one question asked by children to their parents, more than others, has a significant role from an argumentative perspective: the Why-question. By asking this type of question during mealtime conversations, the children challenged their parents to justify their rules and directives, which, in most cases, were frequently implicit or based on rules not initially known by or previously made explicit to them. After asking a Why-question to their parents, children assumed a waiting position before accepting, or casting doubt, on the parental directive (Bova & Arcidiacono, 2013). Examples of issues leading to argumentative discussions between parents and children triggered by children’s requests include: “Can Alessandro use that eraser?”, “Can Dad sing along with Marco?”, and “Can Francesco whisper in his Dad’s ear?”
Furthermore, the findings of the analysis of the initial phase of the argumentative discussions between parents and children during mealtime have brought to light the typical dynamics characterizing this phase of parent–child argumentation. On the one hand, parents, more often than children, advanced arguments to support their standpoints, i.e., accepting the burden of proof, while children often did not provide arguments to support their standpoints, i.e., evading the burden of proof. On the other hand, children assume the role of active antagonist in the argumentative discussions with their parents because, through their questioning, they encourage their parents to justify their rules and directives. These typical dynamics characterizing the initial phase of the argumentative discussion reveal that argumentation between parents and young children is a co-constructed activity1 in which children play a role which is equally fundamental to that of their parents. Their presence and involvement in family conversations favor the beginning of argumentative discussions and represents a stimulus factor, inducing parents to reason with their children.
After having reconstructed all the relevant aspects characterizing the initial phase of parent–child argumentation during mealtime, we can now move to the findings of the analysis of how parents and children contribute to the development of their argumentative discussions. The types of arguments most often used by parents in argumentative discussions with their children can be ascribed to four categories: quality and quantity, appeal to consistency, authority, and analogy. The arguments that refer to the concepts of quality and quantity were frequently used by parents when the discussion they engage in with their children was related to food. Moreover, when parents used the argument of quality or the argument of quantity, they often adapted their language to the child’s level of understanding. For example, if the parents’ purpose was to feed their children, the food was described as “very good” or “nutritious,” and its quantity is “too little.” On the contrary, if the parents’ purpose was not to feed the children further, in terms of quality the food was described as “salty” or “not good,” and in terms of quantity the food was described as “it is quite enough” or “it is too much.” The second type of argument most often used by parents was the appeal to consistency argument. This argument refers to the consistency with past behaviors, and can be described through the following question: “If you have explicitly or implicitly affirmed it in the past, why do not you maintain it now?” By using the appeal to consistency argument, it seems that the parents aim to teach their children to defend their opinions through reasonable and consistent argument since our past actions are essential to justify our present actions. The argument from authority was the third type of argument most often used by parents in argumentative discussions with their children. This type of argument refers to a right to exercise command or to influence, especially concerning rulings on what should be done in certain types of situations, based on a recognized position of power. Interestingly, when parents used arguments from authority with their children, the authority always proved to be an adult. In particular, in most cases, the parents referred to themselves as a source of authority and not, instead, to a third party such as a family friend, the grandfather, or a teacher. The fourth type of argument most often used by parents was the argument from analogy. This type of argument assumes that perceived similarities are used as a basis to infer some further similarity that has yet to be observed. Parents, in most cases, used the argument from analogy in argumentative discussions concerning children’s social behavior, e.g., in the school context with teachers and peers.
Even if parents and children have opposite opinions during their argumentative discussions, they often use the same type of arguments. Like their parents, children, in most cases, used arguments that refer to the concepts of quality and quantity. Children used arguments of quality or arguments of quantity when the argumentative discussions they engaged in with their parents were related to food. What distinguishes parents’ and children’s opinions is a different evaluation of the quality or quantity of food. The second type of argument most often used by children was the argument from expert opinion. This type of argument, that I renamed “argument from adult-expert opinion,” is essentially an appeal to expertise, or expert opinion, and can be described through the following statement: “The adult X told me Y; therefore, Y is true.” The reason of the reference to the adult expertise is that the children when they referred to a third person as a source of expert opinion, the expert always proved to be an adult such as a teacher, a grandparent, or a friend of the father, and not another child. The appeal to consistency argument is the third type of argument most often used by children in argumentative discussions with their parents. Like their parents do with them, children ask their parents to conform to their previous behavior, as the past actions are important to justify the present actions. The appeal to consistency argument, in fact, can be described through the following question: “If you have explicitly or implicitly affirmed it in the past, then why do not you maintain it now?” The construction of the appeal to consistency argument requires a level of logical skills that were observed, in some cases, in the older children. This type of argument was never used, instead, by the younger children. The appeal to consistency argument—like the argument from adult-expert opinion, and unlike the argument of quality and the argument of quantity—is not exclusively based on children themselves, but it is based on someone else. This aspect is relevant in terms of argumentative competences and conversational practices because it implies, for the child, the capacity to decentrate from his/herself to create new contexts above and beyond sentences.
After having reconstructed all the relevant aspects characterizing the initial phase of parent–child argumentation and described how parents and children contribute to the development of their argumentative discussions, the findings of the last phase of the analysis permit us to answer the third research question: “How do parents and children conclude their argumentative discussions during mealtime, after they started and engaged in them?” Four different types of conclusions of the argumentative discussions between parents and children were observed. The two most frequent types of conclusions can be defined as dialectical because, in these two cases, one of the two parties accepted or rejected the others’ standpoint. The most frequent type of conclusion is when the child accepted the parent’s standpoint. The differences in roles, age, and competences between parents and children have certainly played a relevant role in leading to this type of conclusion of their argumentative discussions. Even though challenging the parents’ standpoint could be feasible for the children, it was not always possible as they were the parents who decided the extent to which their standpoint was discussable. Moreover, in some cases, it seemed that the choice of continuing to object the parents’ standpoints appeared to be perceived by children as more demanding and, accordingly, less convenient than accepting the parents’ standpoints. The second most frequent type of conclusion is when the parent accepts the child’s standpoint. This type of conclusion is strictly related to the issue discussed by parents and children because it only occurred when the issues leading to argumentative discussions were related to food. Instead, it never occurred that the parents accepted the children’s standpoint when the issues leading to argumentative discussions were related to children’s social behavior, both within and outside the family context. Accordingly, these findings indicate that the food-related issues can be discussable during mealtime, whereas when the issues leading to argumentative discussions were related to children’s social behavior, the parents were not amenable to changing their opinions.
However, the parent–child argumentative discussions during mealtime did not always reach a dialectical conclusion, i.e., one of the two parties accepted or rejected the others’ standpoint. The most frequent type of non-dialectical conclusion is when the parent shifted the focus of the conversation. In such a case, there was not a real conclusion but, instead, a clear interruption of their conversation because the parents avoided continuing the argumentative discussion with their children. This type of non-dialectical conclusion occurred when the parents considered the issues not appropriate for discussion during mealtime or when they wanted their children to focus on eating, rather than engaging in an argumentative discussion during mealtime. The second type of non-dialectical conclusion of the parent–child argumentative discussions is when the parent, or the child, after a pause of a few seconds, changed the topic of the discussion. Differently from the previous type of non-dialectical conclusion, i.e., when the parent shifts the focus of the conversation, in this case, both the parent and the child appeared to be not interested in continuing the argumentative discussion and, accordingly, they started a new conversation on a different topic. This second type of non-dialectical conclusion is, among all the four types of conclusions observed, the less frequent, as children often asked questions, in particular, Why-questions, to find out the reasons on which their parents’ directives were based and, accordingly, the parents must continue the argumentative discussion.
5.2 The Educational Function of Parent–Child Argumentation

At this point, we have a sufficient number of elements to answer the main research question guiding this study: “What is the function of parent–child argumentation?” The findings of the analysis of the argumentative discussions between parents and children during mealtime indicate that the function of this type of interactions is educational.
Through parent–child argumentation, two distinct, but strictly related, educational targets are achieved. First, argumentation is an instrument that permits parents to teach their children values and behaviors considered, by parents themselves, as correct and appropriate. During mealtime, the parents’ standpoints in argumentative discussions with their children are often directive. The parents argue with their children because they want to teach them how to behave appropriately not only at the meal table but also in all situations in which their children are in contact with other people outside the family context. Accordingly, the argumentative interactions during mealtime open to parents and children a common space for thinking that is not limited to activities related to the meal. From an argumentative perspective, the role of children is not less important than the role of their parents. Through their continuous questioning, children show their desire to find out the—often implicit—reasons on which their parents’ directives are based. Therefore, while the parents often play the role of “teachers” during the argumentative discussions with their children, their children often play the not less important role of “active learners.” The following dialogue between the 4-year-old Alessandro and his mother, an example we have already discussed in Chapter 3, is a clear illustration of how the mother and her child play the role, respectively, of teacher and active learner during the argumentative discussion:

            Excerpt 5.1
          
Swiss family IV. Dinner 1. Family members: father (DAD, 36 years), mother (MOM, 34 years), Stefano (STE, 8 years and 5 months), and Alessandro (ALE, 4 years and 6 months). DAD sits at the head of the meal table, MOM and STE sit on the left-hand side of DAD, while ALE is walking around the meal table.	 	%sit:
	ALE tocca e guarda il contenitore delle medicine

	 	 	
                        ALE touches and looks at the container with the medicine
                      

	1.
	*ALE:
	io: me la prendo una di queste qui (pillole).

	 	 	I am: going to take one of these (pills).

	→
	*ALE:
	si!

	 	 	
                        yes!
                      

	2.
	*MAM:
	non puoi, Alessandro!

	 	 	
                        you cannot, Alessandro!
                      

	3.
	*ALE:
	che?

	 	 	
                        what?
                      

	4.
	*MOM:
	non puoi. [:! scuote la testa]

	 	 	
                        you cannot. [:! shakes his head]
                      

	5.
	*ALE:
	perché no?

	 	 	
                        why not?
                      

	6.
	*MOM:
	perché i bambini, devono prendere delle medicine speciali

	 	 	
                        because children, have to take special medicine
                      

	→
	*MOM:
	non possono prendere le medicine degli adulti

	 	 	
                        they cannot take medicine for adults
                      

	→
	*MOM:
	altrimenti, si sentono male.

	 	 	
                        otherwise, they will get sick.
                      





In this dialogue, we can observe a difference of opinion between the child, Alessandro, and his mother, since they have two opposing standpoints: Alessandro, in line 1, tells his mother that he wants to take the pills from the medicine container, while the mother, in line 2 and line 4, tells his child that she does not want him to do it. Through his Why-question, in line 5, Alessandro makes it clear to his mother that he wants to know—or, rather, to learn—the reason why he cannot take the pills from the medicine container. As a matter of fact, by asking a Why-question, the child shows his desire to find out the implicit reasons on which his mother’s prohibition is based. The mother, in line 6, does not avoid clarifying—or, rather, to teach—to his child the reason why he cannot take the pills from the medicine container.
The second educational target achieved through parent–child argumentation is promoting children’s argumentative attitude, i.e., inclination to provide arguments in support of their opinions, requests and, also, desires. Although the purposes for which parents and children may engage in an argumentative discussion with each other may be various, argumentation always requires at least one argument in support of a standpoint. It is by discussing with their parents that children, day by day, begin to learn how to produce arguments to sustain their standpoints in verbal interactions with others. As observed by Pontecorvo (1993), learning to argue is a critical element of children’s language socialization,2 i.e., the process of learning, by means of verbal interactions, through which children construct and transform their structure of knowledge and their competence. However, parent–child argumentation favors not only the language socialization but also the cultural socialization of children. The argumentative discussions between parents and children, in fact, are not intended to be mere conflictual episodes that must be avoided, but opportunities for children to learn the reasons on which the behaviors, values, and rules typical of their culture are based. The following dialogue between a mother and her 6-year-old son, Luca, an example we have already discussed in its more extended and complete version in Chapter 4, is a clear illustration of how the mother explains to her son the reason why his behavior, i.e., whispering things in his Dad’s ears, is not correct:

            Excerpt 5.2
          
Swiss family I. Dinner 2. Family members: father (DAD, 41 years), mother (MOM, 38 years), Luca (LUC, 6 years and 8 months), and Luisa (LUI, 3 years and 11 months). All family members are seated at the meal table. DAD sits at the head of the meal table. MOM and LUI sit on the right-hand side of DAD, while LUC sits on their opposite side.	 	%sit:
	PAO si avvicina a DAD e gli dice qualcosa parlandogli nell’orecchio

	 	 	
                        PAO goes towards DAD and whispers something in his ear
                      

	1.
	*MOM:
	non si dicono le cose all’orecchio, Luca

	 	 	
                        Luca, you cannot whisper things in people’s ears
                      

	2.
	*LUC:
	perché?

	 	 	
                        why?
                      

	3.
	*MOM:
	dobbiamo ascoltarla tutti.

	 	 	
                        because everyone must hear it
                      

	 	[…]
	 




In this dialogue, in line 1, the mother says to the child that he cannot whisper in his father’s ear, and the child, in line 2, asks his mother to explain the reason why he cannot whisper in his Dad’s ears. The argument used by the mother, in line 3, clarifies the reasons why the child’s behavior is not appropriate and, accordingly, the child does not have to repeat that behavior: “because everyone must hear it.” In this case, the difference of opinion with her son is an opportunity used by the mother to teach him a behavior that until that moment he did not know or, at least, he did not know very well: whispering in people’s ears is not correct.
5.3 Directions for Future Research on Parent–Child Argumentation

This volume wants to be a starting point for a research path which should be continued in the years to come. In order to complete the work started with this study, future research on parent–child argumentation should be focused on the following issues.
One aspect that has been discussed in this volume is how the level of knowledge/experience of parents and children affect their argumentative discussions since the level of knowledge/experience between parents and children was not similar: the parents were more knowledgeable or more experienced than their children. The asymmetry—real or perceived—of knowledge and experience between participants in an argumentative discussion is a much debated and controversial object of research. The findings of the study presented in this volume have the merit of highlighting two of the reasons why the asymmetry between parents and children can be an element that favors the beginning of their argumentative discussions: on the one hand, the participants with more knowledge or experience, i.e., the parents, can promote the beginning of an argumentative discussion since their aim is to facilitate the transmission of knowledge; on the other hand, the participants with less knowledge or experience, i.e., the children, can promote the beginning of an argumentative discussion by manifesting their interest in understanding the reasons—often implicit—on which parental directives are based. In both cases, we have seen that the asymmetry between parents and children can promote learning and socialization processes. These results, however, open the way for a new research question, not addressed in this volume: Is the asymmetry of knowledge and experience between parents and children something that remains stable during the argumentative discussion or, instead, can it change? To answer this new research question, in my opinion, it would be useful to consider how the asymmetry of knowledge and experience between parents and children can modify within the argumentative stages as described in the ideal model of a critical discussion, i.e., confrontation stage, opening stage, argumentation stage, and concluding stage. Like two sides of the same coin that are closely related although they are different, both dimensions (the argumentative stages and the symmetric/asymmetric nature) ought to be necessarily considered in the analysis of parent–child argumentation. A twofold reason is in support of this claim: first, the nature of the relationship among discussants affects each stage of the argumentative interaction, its beginning, its development, and its resolution; second, during each stage of an argumentative interaction, the nature of the relationship among discussants might slightly change, emphasizing certain aspects and hiding others.
A further aspect that has been highlighted in this study is children’s curiosity to understand the reasons behind their parents’ standpoints. In particular, we have seen that children manifest their curiosity through their questions, e.g., the Why-Questions. The curiosity to understand and learn is, therefore, a distinctive feature of parent–child argumentation. This aspect, however, is limited to the argumentative interactions between parents and young children (between 3 and 9 years) because the nature of the interactions between parents and children evolves and changes during development. Is it possible to extend the validity of this consideration—the curiosity to understand and learn is a distinctive feature of parent–child argumentation—to the argumentative interactions between parents and older children, for example, adolescents? A study aimed at investigating the argumentative interactions between parents and adolescent children would allow us to respond to this new research question. Moreover, it would allow us to understand better whether and how the function of parent–child argumentation changes according to the age of children.
Finally, despite the corpus of data on which the present study is based was constituted of families of two different nationalities, i.e., Italian and Swiss, a cultural comparison aimed at singling out differences and similarities between the two sub-corpora from an argumentative point of view was not a goal of this study. All the Swiss-families come from Lugano, the largest city in the southernmost canton of Switzerland, the canton of Ticino, which is the only canton in Switzerland where the sole official language is Italian. Therefore, all the families participating in the study were Italian-speaking. However, even in the presence of certain similarities between Italian and Swiss families, some cultural differences between them cannot be denied. The consideration regarding the cultural differences between Italian families and Swiss families opens the way for a new research question, not addressed in this volume: How can cultural differences between families from different geographical areas be considered and evaluated with reference to the argumentative dynamics between parents and children? To try to answer this question, we should start from a more general question: What indicators of cultural differences should be considered in the reconstruction and analysis of argumentative discussions between parents and children?
The research directions mentioned above are open questions that deserve further investigation. In order to expand our knowledge of the argumentative dynamics between parents and children, it is crucial to go ahead through this path. This volume has been a step to draw a new and exciting research track: as the road is traced, from now on, we must go forward and continue with determination and passion toward novelties in the field of argumentation.
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Footnotes
1The notion of co-construction referred to in the present study was developed by neo-Piagetian psychologists in the late 1970s and early 1980s (Doise & Mugny, 1984; Perret-Clermont, 1980) to describe processes in which more than one person is involved in the construction of new knowledge.

 

2The term “language socialization” stems from Sapir’s classic 1933 article “Language” in the Encyclopedia of Social Sciences, in which he states (quoted in Sapir, 1949, p. 15): “Language is a great force of socialization, probably the greatest that exists.”
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