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Response Data by Element and Policy

The plots in this section show the raw response distribution for the main experiment. Each

small point is a single argument on one side of a single issue, the large points show averages by

element (top panel) and by policy, for and against (bottom panel)
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Figure 1: Raw data
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Additional Model Parameter Estimates

The plots in this section show additional details for the main model in the paper. Figure 2 shows

the values of the δ parameters from the model, which describe the extent to which argument

strength depends on which side of an issue is taken by the argument. Figure 3 shows the strength

of evidence regarding the relative average strength of all pairwise comparisons of rhetorical

element types.
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Figure 3: The figure shows the posterior probability that the average persuasive e�ect of any
rhetorical element type (row) is greater than any other rhetorical element type (column)
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Di�erential Persuasiveness by Respondent Characteristics

Given the modest average di�erences in the strength of rhetorical elements described above, our

experiment is not su�ciently well powered to detect di�erences in the e�ectiveness of rhetorical

type by respondent demographics. Nonetheless, the degree of heterogeneity at the argument-

level enables us to assess the degree to which di�erent groups of respondents are persuaded by

the same arguments in general, even though we are very far from having enough data to do so

at the level of individual arguments.

In order to assess the extent to which di�erent groups of people perceive the relative persua-

siveness of di�erent arguments di�erently, we use a “correlated strength” model to assess the

possibility that arguments might have di�erent relative strengths for di�erent groups of respon-

dents. These strengths for respondent groups g ∈ 1, . . . , G are assumed to follow a multivariate

normal distribution with mean zero and covariance matrix Σ with diagonal elements σ2g and o�-

diagonal elements σgσg′ρgg′ . The correlations ρ are our primary interest, as these tell us whether

the relative strengths of the arguments, across our entire experiment, tend to be very similar

for pair of groups g and g′ (large ρgg′ , near 1), whether the arguments that are persuasive to one

group are uncorrelated with those that are persuasive to the other (small ρgg′ , near 0), or whether

the groups systematically disagree about which arguments are strong (negative ρgg′). Where g is

a group of respondents, the correlated strength model is specified as:

αjg = δp(j) + νjg

νjg ∼ MV N(0,Σ) (1)

The terms relating to the average argument quality of element types and the control variables

introduced in the last section are the same in expectation for respondents in di�erent groups due

to the experimental randomisation, and so we omit these model terms to simplify interpretation

here.

When we apply this model to the data from our experiment, we estimate that the relative

persuasiveness of the arguments for 2017 Conservative voters had a correlation with the rela-

tive persuasiveness for Labour voters of 0.48. Comparing 2016 Leave voters with Remain voters,
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the corresponding correlation is 0.78. Among demographic variables, we see the lowest corre-

lations when we compare by age, 0.66 comparing 18-34s with 55+s (0.85 comparing 18-34s with

35-54s, 0.88 comparing 35-54s with 35-54s). We see relatively high correlations when we compare

men and women (0.87), those with and without degrees (0.96), and those with high versus low

attention to politics (0.97).

These correlations are all positive, which is consistent with other work that finds homogene-

ity in treatment e�ect sizes across di�erent groups of survey respondents (Coppock, Leeper and

Mullinix, 2018). There is more disagreement between Conservative and Labour voters about which

arguments are relatively persuasive than as a function of any other variable we test above, fol-

lowed by age and referendum vote, with mostly negligible di�erences by gender, education and

attention to politics. At least some of these are non-obvious: one might have expected edu-

cation and attention to politics to be more important in shaping which arguments people find

convincing. It is also perhaps surprising that referendum vote structures views of persuasiveness

relatively weakly compared to general election vote and age.

Same-side vs Opposite-side Argument Comparisons

As we have already discussed, a novel feature of our experiment is that it allows us to assess

relative argument strength using either pairwise comparisons of arguments on the same-side of

an issue or comparisons of arguments on opposite-sides. Is it the case that the same arguments

perform relatively well in both types of comparisons?

We again use the “correlated strength” model to assess whether arguments have the same

relative strengths in same-side and opposite side comparisons. Σ is once again a 2x2 covariance

matrix describing the distribution of argument strengths in opposite-side and same-side com-

parisons, with diagonal elements σ21 and σ22 and o�-diagonal elements ρσ1σ2. The magnitudes of

σ1 and σ2 indicate the variation in argument strengths in opposite-side and same-side compar-

isons, respectively, and ρ indicates the correlation between the strength of arguments in these

two types of comparisons.

When we fit this model, we recover the following mean posterior and 95% central interval

estimates for the parameters described above: ρ = 0.81 (0.69-0.91), σ1 = 0.33 (0.29-0.38), and

7



σ2 = 0.47 (0.42-0.52). The correlation ρ is large, indicating that we seem to be recovering nearly

the same information about the relative strength of arguments from the same-side and opposite-

side comparisons. The fact that σ1 is smaller than σ2 means that variation in measured argument

strengths is less predictive of respondent choices in the opposite side comparisons than in the

same side comparisons. This is what we would expect if opposite-side comparisons in part reflect

respondents’ policy views.

Collectively these results indicate that we can get nearly the same information from same-

side comparisons as from opposite-side comparisons, which was not obvious ex ante. This is

useful to know in light of the fact that respondent preferences for arguments on one side of

the argument versus the other do seem to suppress the signal we get about argument strength

from opposite-side comparisons. The combination of these two results speaks to an important

tradeo� in designing experiments to test the strength of arguments. In many contexts, one is

ultimately interested in the performance of arguments against arguments on the other side of

the issue. However, these results indicate that, on a per response/respondent basis, you can get

a comparably strong signal about the performance of arguments against opposite side counter-

arguments by instead testing them against other arguments on the same side. The di�erences

in relative performance in the two contexts are are modest in magnitude and the signal from

respondents is substantially stronger in the same side comparisons.

Rhetorical Fit to Specific Issues

It is possible that certain rhetorical arguments are a better fit to certain issues. If this were the

case, we might expect to see positive correlations between the strength of the argument for and

the argument against a given policy using the same rhetorical element. Using the same correlated

strength model used in the preceding sections of this appendix, we can assess whether there is

such a correlation.

When we fit this model, we recover the following mean posterior and 95% central interval

estimates for the correlation parameter: ρ = 0.44 (0.25-0.61). Thus, we find evidence that there

is a general tendency for rhetorical types to fit certain issues better than others: if a rhetorical

type is relatively e�ective in making the case in favour of a policy, it also tends to be relatively
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e�ective in making the case against that policy. This correlation is moderate in magnitude, but

there is strong evidence that it is positive in the set of arguments that we constructed.

Arguments

Table 1: Treatment texts – Building a third runway at Heathrow

Element For/Against Text

For The arguments against the expansion at Heathrow are being made in bad faith by people with narrow and selfish interests.

Ad hominem
Against Building a third runway would be giving a blank cheque to the foreign-owned multinational company that runs Heathrow.

For The Airports Commission, an independent body established to study the issue, have argued that expanding Heathrow is "the

most e�ective option to address the UK’s aviation capacity challenge".
Appeal to

authority Against Research from Greenpeace suggests that Heathrow expansion would increase greenhouse-gas emissions to levels that would

be irreconcilable with internationally agreed levels.

For The decision to expand Heathrow is the result of a fair and transparent process which weighed all the relevant concerns.
Appeal to

fairness Against The Heathrow expansion is another example of London and the south-east getting more than their fair share of investment,

spending, jobs and benefits.

For We must learn from the lessons of history: failure to invest in transport infrastructure projects like the Heathrow expansion

leads to increasing delays and increasing prices.
Appeal to

history Against History show us that most large infrastructure projects do not lead to significant economic growth, which suggests that the

expansion of Heathrow will fail to pay for itself.

For Only by expanding Heathrow will Great Britain get the great international airport it deserves.
Appeal to

national

greatness

Against Great nations don’t waste money on vanity projects, and the expansion of Heathrow would be nothing more than a project of

national vanity.

For Air travel should not just be for elites: expanding Heathrow will make flights cheaper and more accessible for ordinary working

people.
Appeal to

populism Against Expanding Heathrow will enrich a private foreign-owned business at the expense of higher fares for ordinary passengers.

For It is just common sense that an airport as congested as Heathrow should be expanded.

Common sense
Against Given the obvious problems of expanding Heathrow, the common sense solution is to build additional capacity elsewhere.

For Expansion at Heathrow will bring real benefits across the country, including a boost of up to 74 billion to passengers and the

wider economy, and these will easily surpass the costs of expansion.

Cost/benefit
Against The unnecessarily large costs of expansion at Heathrow will end up falling on taxpayers and airline passengers, and will

outweigh any potential benefits.

For Major European international airports have more runways than Heathrow, putting the UK at a competitive disadvantage.
Country

comparison Against Expansion is not necessary, as Heathrow already has more international flights each week than either Charles de Gaulle or

Frankfurt, both of which have more runways than Heathrow.

For Heathrow has a capacity crisis: without a third runway, delays will increase and more flights will be cancelled.

Crisis
Against The crisis of noise and air pollution around Heathrow will only be made worse by the addition of a third runway.
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Table 1: Treatment texts – Building a third runway at Heathrow (continued)

Element For/Against Text

For Heathrow does not need expanding, as it is already the beating heart of the UK aviation network.

Metaphor
Against Heathrow is the clogged artery of the UK aviation network, and expansion is the best possible treatment.

For It is wrong to let local interests get in the way of the national interest in having an internationally competitive airport.

Morality
Against As air travel is one of the largest contributers to the world’s carbon emissions, we have a moral responsibility to reduce air

travel, not to increase it by building bigger airports.

For A 2014 poll showed that many more people were in favour of a third runway at Heathrow than opposed it.

Public Opinion
Against Recent polling shows that more people want to expand other London airports, rather than expanding Heathrow.

For In addition to the immediate benefits of Heathrow expansion for passangers, it will have the side-e�ect of benefitting

businesses and individuals right across the country by bringing additional growth to the UK economy.

Side E�ects
Against An unintended consequence of expansion at Heathrow would be to add further vehicle tra�c to an already overburdened

motorway system around London.

Table 2: Treatment texts – Closing large retail stores on Boxing Day

Element For/Against Text

For The people who support Boxing Day opening are the people who get rich by exploiting their workers.

Ad hominem
Against The people who oppose Boxing Day sales are the sort of people who can a�ord to pay full price for everything.

For The Union of Shop, Distributive and Allied Workers says that ever increasing opening hours have a big impact on workers and

their families during the Christmas period.
Appeal to

authority Against The British Retail Consortium say that Boxing Day trading is increasingly important to the profitability of many businesses.

For Boxing Day opening is particularly unfair to retail workers who have to work when others get the day o�.
Appeal to

fairness Against It is unfair for the Government to tell businesses to close their shops on one of the busiest days of the year.

For Historically, Boxing Day closure was normal because it was a bank holiday, and no business thought of doing anything other

than closing.
Appeal to

history Against Historically, people across many sectors worked on Boxing day.

For A great country like ours should put families not shopping at the centre of its holiday tradition.
Appeal to

national

greatness

Against Boxing day sales are part of our great national Christmas holiday tradition.

For Boxing Day opening is only good for business elites, not for ordinary people.
Appeal to

populism Against Most people like Boxing Day sales, it is typical elitism to try to ban them.

For It is just common sense that large stores, which are open almost every day, should be closed on a public holiday.

Common sense
Against The current law provides a common sense balance between the interests of employers and workers with regard to Boxing Day

trading.

For The benefits to the 365,000 people in the UK retail industry who work on Boxing Day would far outweigh any costs to retailers.

Cost/benefit
Against Banning high street outlets from opening the day after Christmas could cost retailers the 3.7 billion that was spent on Boxing

Day last year.
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Table 2: Treatment texts – Closing large retail stores on Boxing Day (continued)

Element For/Against Text

For No other country in the world has anything comparable to our tradition of Boxing Day sales and their companies are fine

without it.
Country

comparison Against In the vast majority of countries, people do not have the day o� work on Boxing Day.

For Boxing Day shopping is indicative of the compulsive consumerism that has left family life in crisis in this country.

Crisis
Against Retail is in crisis and banning Boxing Day trading would only make matters worse.

For We have made Scrooge’s policy of forcing workers back to their jobs on the day after Christmas into our national policy.

Metaphor
Against Only a real Scrooge would ban shopping at Christmas time.

For It is wrong to create a society where people have to work on holidays instead of spending time with their families.

Morality
Against It would be wrong for the government to interfere with Boxing Day trading by telling businesses how to run their shops and

serve their customers.

For In a recent survey, 92 per cent of workers said that they did not want to have to work on Boxing Day.

Public Opinion
Against People vote with their feet, and huge numbers of the British public demonstrate each year how popular Boxing Day shopping is.

For An unintended consequence of shops being open on Boxing Day is that workers in a whole range of related services, such as

waste collection, emergency services and transport, also have to work on a public holiday.

Side E�ects
Against An unintend consequence of banning Boxing Day opening would be to accelerate the decline of our high streets.

Table 3: Treatment texts – Extending the Right to Buy

Element For/Against Text

For People who oppose the right to buy are hypocrites who already own their own homes.

Ad hominem
Against Right to buy is a scheme designed by people who want to eliminate public housing.

For The National Housing Federation has argued that the right to buy will be good for residents, housing associations, and for the

country’s housing supply.
Appeal to

authority Against The Chartered Institute of Housing has described extending the right to buy as a "fire sale" policy which will lead to a

significant decline in a�ordable housing.

For We should extend the right to buy because it is unfair that council tenants can buy their homes but housing association

tenants cannot.
Appeal to

fairness Against Extending the right to buy would be unfair, as the lack of social housing means that people can no longer live in the

communities where they were born.

For The introduction of the right to buy in the 1980s delivered one of the biggest transfers of wealth to working people of any

policy in British history.
Appeal to

history Against We should learn lessons from recent history, as the introduction of the right to buy in the 1980s decimated the social housing

stock of this country.

For Owning one’s home is a central part of the Great British dream, and extending the right to buy will help more people to realise

that dream.
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Table 3: Treatment texts – Extending the Right to Buy (continued)

Element For/Against Text
Appeal to

national

greatness

Against Communities are at the centre of our great nation and we need a radical, ambitious, compassionate housing policy to

strengthen them.

For Extending the right to buy will make home ownership possible for more ordinary people, not just for elites who can pay

increasingly outrageous prices.
Appeal to

populism Against Extending the right to buy will mean that prime properties will be flogged o� to speculators and to buy-to-let landlords, not to

ordinary families who are struggling to buy for the first time.

For Introducting the right to buy for housing associations is a common sense approach to housing policy.

Common sense
Against It is common sense that if you force housing associations to sell o� their properties, it will undermine those associations and

make our housing problems worse.

For The potential benefits of extending the right to buy to the housing association sector are huge, as it would give 1.3 million

tenants the right to become homeowners.

Cost/benefit
Against Regardless of any benefits, extending the right-to-buy is too costly: it will add billions to the government’s housing budget.

For The existing stock of social housing in the UK is far larger than in either the US or in France and so we are well positioned to

extend the right-to-buy.
Country

comparison Against In Scotland, where the government ended right-to-buy, waiting lists for council housing have shortened dramatically.

For Claims of a housing crisis in the UK are overblown; it would be a disaster for many aspirational people to be denied the

opportunity to own their own homes.

Crisis
Against The UK is in the midst of a chronic housing crisis, and extending the right to buy will only make it worse.

For An Englishman’s home is his castle, and extending the right-to-buy will give more people the opportunity to own a castle of

their own.

Metaphor
Against Extending privitisation to housing association properties will rip the heart out of social housing in the UK.

For It is our moral duty to ensure that everyone has the oppurtunity to own their own home.

Morality
Against It is immoral to further deplete the social housing stock through an extension of the right to buy policy.

For Home ownership is an aspiration for 86 per cent of people in this country and extending the right to buy will make this

attainable for more of them.

Public Opinion
Against The public greatly prefers public renting to private renting, yet extending the right to buy would push more people into private

rentals.

For Extending the right to buy might have positive side e�ects, as people who own their own property have more incentive to look

after it and the neighbourhood around it.

Side E�ects
Against One side e�ect of extending the right to buy is that it will be much more di�cult for housing associations to function.

Table 4: Treatment texts – Extension of surveillance powers in the UK

Element For/Against Text

For The people who are fighting new surveillance powers put no value on your safety.

Ad hominem
Against Law enforcement agencies always want more information, they put zero value on your privacy.
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Table 4: Treatment texts – Extension of surveillance powers in the UK (continued)

Element For/Against Text

For The National Crime Agency has made it clear that it is essential that our security services have more power to intercept

electronic communications.
Appeal to

authority Against The National Council for Civil Liberties has argued that there is "no operational case" for the extension of surveillance powers.

For Extending surveillance powers is the fairest way to protect all people in our country.
Appeal to

fairness Against Excessive survellance always ends up being unfair to law abiding people, no matter the promises made.

For Historically, this country has repeatedly adapted how it engages in policing as communication technology has changed.
Appeal to

history Against The historical abuses of state surveillance powers are too many to list.

For The quiet heroism of our security services should be a source of great national pride, and we must provide the tools they need

to maintain their excellence.
Appeal to

national

greatness

Against We have a great tradition in Britain of protecting our liberty and our privacy from unnecessary state surveillance.

For We must protect ordinary people rather than cater to elite sensibilities about policy surveillance.
Appeal to

populism Against We must ensure that we have safeguards that protect ordinary people from surveillance, intrusion and abuse by

unaccountable elites.

For The current law is clearly out of date, and so it is common sense to introduce new surveillance powers for new technologies.

Common sense
Against It is common sense to be concerned about ever increasing surveillance powers that reach further and further into the lives of

everyone in this country.

For The small risk that surveillance powers will be inappropriately used is far outwieghed by the benefits they bring.

Cost/benefit
Against Law enforcement agents like to claim the benefits of extending their surveillance powers will be large, but they never talk

about the costs of doing so.

For In Germany, where the security services do not have necessary surveillance powers, successful investigations of

terrorist-related individuals are much rarer than in the UK.
Country

comparison Against We should be reluctant to extend police surveillance powers when judicial oversight of the use of these powers is weaker in

the UK than it is in the USA, Australia, Canada, or New Zealand.

For The crisis of recent attacks around the globe show the need for increased surveillance powers.

Crisis
Against The reason that supporters of extending surveillance powers pretend there is a security crisis is that they know people will not

support these measures without one.

For Without new powers, our law enforcement agencies will become increasingly unable to cope with the spider’s web of criminal

activity that is organised online.

Metaphor
Against Extending surveillance powers allows the tentacles of government to wind their way further and further into our private lives.

For The primary moral duty of any government is to keep its people safe, and that is what increased surveillance powers will

achieve.

Morality
Against It is immoral to engage in the mass collection of private data from people who have not been accused of doing anything wrong.

For All surveys of public opinion suggest that people have a very high level of confidence in our intelligence and security services,

and so extending surveillance powers will not be of great concern to them.

Public Opinion
Against The public do not have confidence in the system of checks and balances that currently regulates our surveillance system, let

alone for a new set of investigatory powers.
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Table 4: Treatment texts – Extension of surveillance powers in the UK (continued)

Element For/Against Text

For A side-e�ect of increased surveillance powers is to make it more di�cult for criminal and terrorist organisations to recruit.

Side E�ects
Against One unattractive side-e�ect of the extension of surveillance powers is the chilling e�ect it would have on journalists, who

need to be able to gather information without the fear of their sources being exposed.

Table 5: Treatment texts – Fracking in the UK

Element For/Against Text

For Anti-fracking environmental messages are often promoted by Russia with the goal of maintaining other countries’ dependence

on Russian gas and oil supplies.

Ad hominem
Against Fracking companies are interested in their own short-term profits, this push for drilling is nothing more than selfishness.

For The government’s Chief Scientific Advisor has said that fracking could dramatically increase accessible UK natural gas reserves.
Appeal to

authority Against The Committee on Climate Change, the government’s o�cial advisers, has said that shale gas production through fracking will

break the UK’s climate change targets.

For It is unfair to make people pay more to heat their homes because of misplaced concerns about fracking.
Appeal to

fairness Against Fracking is unfair to those residents who live closest to the drilling sites.

For The UK has a long history of e�ective regulation of successful and safe onshore and o�shore gas extraction, and there is no

reason for fracking to be any di�erent.
Appeal to

history Against History shows us that government regulation does not prevent environmental disasters and fracking creates a high risk of

accidents.

For Fracking has the potential to help make the UK a world leader in new energy technologies, and to make it self-su�cient in

energy production.
Appeal to

national

greatness

Against The UK should be leading the world by adopting clean and renewable energy sources, not investing further in fossil fuels such

as those produced by fracking.

For Fracking will enable us to reduce the cost of fuel, which may not be much concern to elites, but matters a great deal to

ordinary people who are struggling to get by.
Appeal to

populism Against Fracking will produce windfall profits for energy multinationals, but little benefit for ordinary people.

For It is common sense that we should use fracking to take advantage of the natural gas resources that we have.

Common sense
Against It is common sense that as we are trying to address climate change we should not be using fracking to increase our use of

fossil fuels.

For The benefits of fracking include both lower gas prices and jobs in communities that desparately need them.

Cost/benefit
Against The benefits that could results from fracking are too uncertain to justify the costs of extracting gas in this way in the UK.

For In the US, the development of new fracking technologies has helped to increase domestic energy production, reduced carbon

emissions and improved the security of energy supply.
Country

comparison Against In the US, fracking has caused increased earthquakes and water supplies so tainted with gas that kitchen taps can sustain a

flame.

For The climate change crisis can be most e�ectively addressed if we use all the tools at our disposal to reduce carbon emissions:

gas from fracking is better for the environment than coal or oil.
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Table 5: Treatment texts – Fracking in the UK (continued)

Element For/Against Text

Crisis
Against The climate change crisis cannot be e�ectively addressed through fracking: we will just be switching between di�erent

non-renewable fossil fuel energy sources.

For Fracking can provide a bridge to a greener future.

Metaphor
Against Fracking is another scorched earth resource extraction technology.

For It is our moral duty to take responsibility for generating our own energy supplies, and fracking can help us to achieve this.

Morality
Against It is our moral duty to protect the environment from a risky fracking scheme with unclear benefits.

For The tiny group of people who protest about fracking are not at all representative of public opinion.

Public Opinion
Against A recent survey showed that only 19 per cent of people support fracking.

For One side-e�ect of fracking would be to decrease the usage of oil and coal, thereby reducing pollution and greenhouse gas

emissions.

Side E�ects
Against One side-e�ect of exploratory fracking seems to be that it can cause small earthquakes.

Table 6: Treatment texts – Nationalisation of the railways in the UK

Element For/Against Text

For Currently, train fare increases go straight into the pockets of greedy franchise owners.

Ad hominem
Against Greedy unions think that it will be easier for them to get large wage increases from a nationalised railway system.

For A recent report by the Institute for Public Policy Research shows that privitisation has not delivered on its promises, as it still

takes longer to get from Liverpool to Hull than it does to get from London to Paris.
Appeal to

authority Against Experts from Edinburgh Napier University suggest that nationalisation is unlikely to solve existing problems facing the UK’s

railways.

For In recent years, fares have increased three times faster than wages, which is unfair to people who can no longer a�ord them.
Appeal to

fairness Against It is not fair to ask people who do not use the railways to pay for them through the increased taxes that would be required for

nationalisation.

For The current franchise system is a mess that emerged from the hurried privatisation in the 1990s.
Appeal to

history Against The current franchise system is enabling a larger investment in railways infrastructure than at any time since the Victorian era.

For Great Britain deserves to have a great railway system, not a collection of mediocre franchises.
Appeal to

national

greatness

Against It was private investment that created a great railway system in this country, and it was nationalisation that did so much to

diminish it.

For Normal people are being priced out of the railways; nationalisation would make sure that the railways are accessible for all.
Appeal to

populism Against Nationalisation will just hand more power to London elites and there will be even less attention paid to the transport needs of

ordinary people around the country.

For If private sector rail franchises repeatedly fail, it is only common sense to take them into public ownership permanently.

Common sense
Against Private sector rail franchises are a common sense way of administering the railway network.

For The current system is one where franchise owners get most of the benefits and the taxpayer is left with most of the cost.
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Table 6: Treatment texts – Nationalisation of the railways in the UK (continued)

Element For/Against Text

Cost/benefit
Against Nationalisation is unlikely to improve the quality of service for the public, and it would inevitably be disruptive, costly and

time-consuming.

For Rail fares are a great deal more expensive in the UK than in countries like Germany, where the government owns and controls

significantly more of the railway infrastructure.
Country

comparison Against Under the current private system, use of the rail network has grown faster than in most European countries.

For The current franchise system has been responsible for a series of transport crises throughout the country.

Crisis
Against The railways are not in the crisis some would have us believe, and nationalisation would only leave sta�, passengers and

taxpayers worse o�.

For The current system has gone completely o� the rails, but there is light at the end of the tunnel: we must go full steam ahead

with nationalisation.

Metaphor
Against The franchise system has been chugging along nicely, and we should be clear that the likely consequence of nationalisation

would be to create a complete train wreck.

For The current franchising system, where corporations profit from taxpayer subsidies, is fundamentally wrong.

Morality
Against Many people never use the railways and so it is wrong to ask all taxpayers to pay for the costs of nationalisation.

For Poll after poll shows that people are dissatisfied with the train services they receive throughout the country.

Public Opinion
Against The best sign of public support for the current franchise system is that since 1997 the total number of passengers on British

railways has doubled.

For One side-e�ect of nationalisation could be to eliminate regional di�erences in the quality of rail provision.

Side E�ects
Against One side-e�ect of nationalisation of the railways would be to put all the financial risk onto the taxpayer.

Table 7: Treatment texts – Quotas for women on corporate boards

Element For/Against Text

For Those who oppose quotas are just afraid of letting women into their cosy boys’ club.

Ad hominem
Against Those who promote quotas are just virtue signalling.

For A recent report by the European Institute for Gender Equality which endorsed quotas shows that there has been no progress in

the UK for women in business over the past decade.
Appeal to

authority Against The CEO of Burberry summed up the argument against quotas well recently by arguing "Just put the best person into the job. It

is not about gender, it is about experience, leadership and vision".

For It is fair to increase the number of women on business boards so that everyone has an equal chance of getting these

prestigious positions.
Appeal to

fairness Against Like any other job, positions on business boards should be allocated fairly on the basis of qualifications, not quotas.

For The historical pace of change in women’s representation at the top of businesses is too slow, we need to now take active

measures to achieve equality.
Appeal to

history Against History shows that quotas are unnecessary: there are now no all-male boards in the FTSE 100, compared with 21 such boards in

2011, and the percentage of women on FTSE 350 boards has more than doubled since 2010.
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Table 7: Treatment texts – Quotas for women on corporate boards (continued)

Element For/Against Text

For It should be a point of great pride that women in Britain are fundamental to our economic success, and adopting quotas would

ensure that the UK is a great leader on this issue.
Appeal to

national

greatness

Against We should be proud of the extraordinary performance of the UK’s many great businesses, and we should not risk that success

with the imposition of unnecessary quotas.

For Quotas will not only help elite women, but also help ordinary women in normal jobs whose lives are shaped by the decisions

of those on corporate boards.
Appeal to

populism Against We should be focussing on the position of ordinary working women, not on flashy quotas for the number of elite women on

corporate boards.

For It is common sense that if businesses are failing to keep up with the modern world, you need to take stronger measures – such

as implementing quotas – to help them catch up.

Common sense
Against It is common sense that we should not interfere in who businesses put on their corporate boards.

For Quotas have clear business benefits, as organisations with the highest level of gender diversity in their leadership teams are 15

per cent more likely to outperform their industry rivals.

Cost/benefit
Against The benefits of gender balance on boards are uncertain, as there is no definitive link between more gender diversity and

stronger performance, but the costs are concrete, as business are more constrained in who they can hire.

For We should follow the lead of the Scottish government, as they have committed to achieving gender balance on private, public,

and third sector boards by 2020.
Country

comparison Against We should not make gender quotas an issue of law, but rather – like many other EU countries – allow businesses to take a

voluntary approach to board and CEO recruitment.

For The current lack of women on boards represents a real crisis of wasted talent and potential.

Crisis
Against Quotas are not necessary because there is no gender representation "crisis", and progress is being made and will be made

over time.

For Quotas will mean more powerful women on corporate boards who can act as beacons of light for other women in business.

Metaphor
Against Boardroom quotas are no more than a sticking plaster, and they will do nothing to address the root causes of women’s

underrepresentation in business.

For It is a moral failure, in a society that aspires to be equal, to have such extraordinary low numbers of women in important

positions.

Morality
Against Enforced quotas are immoral because they prevent hiring on the basis of individual merit.

For The UK public is strongly in favour of providing more opportunities for women to take on leadership roles in business.

Public Opinion
Against In this country, the vast majority of women are not in favour of quotas.

For One side e�ect of having more women on corporate boards is that there will be more role models for other women in business.

Side E�ects
Against One unintended consequence of mandatory gender quotas is that they may create the perception that women on boards are

not there by merit.
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Table 8: Treatment texts – Reducing the legal restrictions on cannabis use

Element For/Against Text

For Those who oppose recreational cannabis use are mostly the type of people who never got invited to parties when they were

young.

Ad hominem
Against Many of those who campaign to legalise cannabis would really like to legalise all drugs.

For Transform, a charitable think-tank that campaigns for the regulation of drugs, argues that prohibition is a proven failure that

will never be successful in protecting individuals or society from the misuse of drugs.
Appeal to

authority Against A report by the Royal College of Psychiatrists highlights that regular users of cannabis have double the risk of developing

psychotic episodes or long-term schizophrenia.

For It is unfair to characterise responsible cannabis users as criminals.
Appeal to

fairness Against Legalisation is unfair to the people who will be drawn into drug dependency.

For Looking back through the history of UK drugs policy reveals that criminalization does not work, we need fresh thinking and a

new approach.
Appeal to

history Against The terrible history of drug dependency in this country should be a stark reminder of the dangers of legalising drugs for

recreational use.

For The test of a great country is its ability to set sensible policies in di�cult areas rather than trying to implement bans that

cannot be e�ectively enforced.
Appeal to

national

greatness

Against Britain has led the world in introducing policies to reduce harmful drug use, we should not abandon these important values.

For Elites already ignore drug laws, it is only ordinary people who ever get punished for using cannabis.
Appeal to

populism Against The elites who want to be able to smoke cannabis legally do not recognise the potential damage of more widespread use to

ordinary people.

For It is common sense to legalise cannabis given that it is less dangerous than legal drugs like alcohol and tobacco.

Common sense
Against It is common sense that we do not want people using cannabis and so it should remain illegal.

For One of the biggest costs of cannabis prohibition is to enrich the organised criminals who provide drugs.

Cost/benefit
Against The productivity costs associated with widespread cannabis use would be substantial, there is good reason why it is not legal.

For There is clear movement in many countries towards legalisation of cannabis: recreational use is now decriminalised in Canada,

the Netherlands and also in some states in the USA.
Country

comparison Against There are very few countries in the world that have legalised cannabis.

For We should treat it as a crisis that we have criminalized large numbers of people for harmless use of cannabis.

Crisis
Against There is no crisis to be solved by the legalisation of cannabis, but there might be one created by it.

For People who use cannabis recreationally are not monsters; what is monstrous is a society that makes every small vice illegal.

Metaphor
Against Legalisation is a slippery slope, where we will start with cannabis and slide towards the gutter.

For If it is morally permitted to get drunk in a pub, how can it be morally wrong to smoke cannabis in the privacy of your own home?

Morality
Against It is just wrong to use drugs to get stoned out of one’s mind, it undermines one’s self-control, leads to other wrongdoing, and

above all it is morally degrading.

For According to a recent poll, the majority of the UK public back the decriminalisation of cannabis for recreational use.

Public Opinion
Against Public opinion is firmly against the legalisation of cannabis for recreational use.
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Table 8: Treatment texts – Reducing the legal restrictions on cannabis use (continued)

Element For/Against Text

For One attractive side-e�ect of legalising canabis is the additional tax revenue it would bring to the government.

Side E�ects
Against An unintended consequence of legalizing cannabis would be to encourage children to try it.

Table 9: Treatment texts – Reducing university tuition fees

Element For/Against Text

For University Vice Chancellors are getting rich o� the fees that young people pay and the debts that they take on.

Ad hominem
Against The people who think you can slash fees without harming universities are just naïve.

For The Institute for Fiscal Studies reports that 77 per cent of UK graduates will never pay o� their full debt.
Appeal to

authority Against The current system works: the Institute for Fiscal Studies has shown that our universities are better funded than they have

been at any point during the past 30 years.

For Current tuition fees are unfair for students from disadvantaged backgrounds, because they end up with the largest debts due

to a lack of support for living costs.
Appeal to

fairness Against Reducing tuition fees would be unfair to those who never got the advantage of a university degree, as they will have to pay

extra tax to help university graduates improve their incomes.

For The current system means that young people have a worse deal than their parents and grandparents, who went to university

for free.
Appeal to

history Against We should not be nostalgic about the lower tuition fees of the past, which provided university education to many fewer

students.

For Great countries provide great education to all, they do not saddle young people with debt they will never repay.
Appeal to

national

greatness

Against The current tuition fee system has given us a terrific university sector in the UK that attracts huge numbers of fee paying

international students.

For High tuition fees cause no problems for the children of elites, but put ordinary young people deep in debt.
Appeal to

populism Against If we cut tuition fees, universities will need money from the public purse, so why should a taxi driver’s taxes pay for a future

banker’s time at Oxford?

For The existing tuition fee system is not working as planned, and so it is simply common sense to make changes.

Common sense
Against Common sense dictates that the people who get the benefits of higher education ought to be the ones to pay for it through

their tuition fees.

For The cost of budget tightening for universities pales in comparison to the benefits of reduced debt levels for students.

Cost/benefit
Against If the government cuts university fees without providing money to universities from tax revenues, there will be a devastating

cost to the quality of education.

For Students in England currently have the greatest amounts of student debt in the developed world – greater even than those in

the United States of America.
Country

comparison Against Scotland has moved to a system of free higher education while maintaining bursaries for young people from disadvantaged

backgrounds, allowing Scottish students to graduate with the lowest debt in the UK.

For The current tuition fee system is not even ten years old and we already have a crisis where many UK graduates are never

expected to pay o� their debts in full.
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Table 9: Treatment texts – Reducing university tuition fees (continued)

Element For/Against Text

Crisis
Against Cutting university fees without increasing taxpayer support would create a financing crisis in the higher education sector.

For Young people are being crushed by the weight of debt created by current levels of university tuition fees.

Metaphor
Against Our universities are modern-day cathedrals, and reducing funding would erode the foundations on which they are built.

For It is wrong that under the existing system new graduates get a letter that e�ectively says: "Congratulations on graduating. Now

we want the money back."

Morality
Against The current fees are based on the basic moral principle that students with degrees earn more money than those without, and

so they should pay for their degrees.

For The National Audit O�ce reported that two thirds of students consider that universities do not provide good value for money.

Public Opinion
Against Many people think that students should pay for their own education, and even more think that the taxpayer should not.

For Declining mental health in students is an unintented consequence of the high levels of debt that students are taking on.

Side E�ects
Against Since only high earners fully pay back their loans under the current system, lowering fees will have the unintended e�ect of

primarily benefitting those who earn the most.

Table 10: Treatment texts – Renewing Trident

Element For/Against Text

For Only hippies and cowards think it is a good idea to unilaterally drop our nuclear deterrant.

Ad hominem
Against The military industrial complex is lobbying hard to spend massive amounts of public money on a Trident replacement.

For Experts within the UK armed forces emphasise the strategic importance of the Trident deterrent, particularly in our

relationship with our NATO allies.
Appeal to

authority Against A recent report by Chatham House documents 13 incidents since 1962 in which nuclear weapons have nearly been used in error.

For Failing to renew Trident would be unfair to our children, who face an increasingly dangerous world.
Appeal to

fairness Against It is not fair to spend vast amounts of money on our nuclear arsenal when that money is desparately needed elsewhere.

For Our Trident nuclear deterrent has been a vital part of our national security strategy for over half a century.
Appeal to

history Against The Trident system was designed to deter the Soviet Union, which no longer exists.

For The Trident system guarantees the UK a place at the world’s top table.
Appeal to

national

greatness

Against Great Britain does not need status-symbol weapons such as Trident in order to hold on to our place as a leading nation in the

world.

For The only people who think that it is not important for UK to have a strong nuclear deterrent are metropolitan elites.
Appeal to

populism Against These kinds of weapon systems are just toys for elites, they are irrelevant to the concerns of ordinary people.

For It is common sense that we must have a strong nuclear deterrent in a world where nations like Russia and North Korea have

nuclear weapons.

Common sense
Against It is common sense to not spend a substantial fraction of our defense budget on weapons systems that will never be used.

For Although it is expensive, the benefits of Trident are considerable: no alternative system is as capable, resilient or cost-e�ective

as a Trident-based deterrent.
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Table 10: Treatment texts – Renewing Trident (continued)

Element For/Against Text

Cost/benefit
Against Replacing Trident would have considerable costs, as it would require an additional 6 per cent of the UK’s defence budget,

which will further reduce the amount we can spend on conventional armed forces.

For We do not want to lag behind other major world powers – including Russia, the US, China and France – who are in the process

of spending billions of pounds renewing their own submarine-based nuclear weapons.
Country

comparison Against Other countries – including South Africa, Brazil and Argentina – have made serious unilateral e�orts to bring about nuclear

disarmament, and we should join them.

For A submarine-based nuclear deterrant is the best defence against a potential nuclear crisis.

Crisis
Against The crisis in our military is the decline of our conventional forces, and we should spend our money addressing this very real

problem, rather than on renewing Trident.

For Giving up our nuclear deterrant will leave us naked in global power politics.

Metaphor
Against Spending enormous amounts on Trident is like buying a tank to try to fight a swarm of mosquitoes.

For If the consequence of possessing a nuclear weapon is that nobody else launches their own, and thus a conflict in which many

millions would die is averted, then it is a moral imperative to possess that weapon.

Morality
Against Nuclear weapons are morally obscene: a technology that is capable of destruction and death at an indiscriminate and barbaric

level.

For In poll after poll, two thirds of the British people endorse keeping and updating our Trident nuclear weapons system.

Public Opinion
Against A recent survey suggests that the UK public are in favour of finding a cheaper way of keeping nuclear weapons, rather than

renewing the Trident system.

For One side e�ect of renewing the Trident system is that it will provide employment and economic benefits to many parts of the

country.

Side E�ects
Against One side e�ect of our continuing possession of nuclear weapons is to encourage other countries to maintain their own nuclear

arsenals.

Table 11: Treatment texts – Spending 0.7 per cent of GDP on overseas aid

Element For/Against Text

For Opponents of overseas aid spending just do not care about the su�ering of people around the world.

Ad hominem
Against Supporters of overseas aid spending care more about people abroad than about people at home.

For Oxfam says that overseas development aid has helped it to address several critical problems across the world.
Appeal to

authority Against The Overseas Development Institute stated that much of our aid money fails to promote peace and stability in poor countries.

For Overseas aid contributes to making the world a bit fairer for those who were unlucky to be born in poor countries.
Appeal to

fairness Against Overseas aid is unfair to people in poor countries because it undermines the development of their countries by making them

reliant on handouts.

For The UK has a long history of assisting countries that are desperately in need.
Appeal to

history Against UK government spending on overseas aid is far higher now than at any point in the past and should be brought back down to

historical levels.
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Table 11: Treatment texts – Spending 0.7 per cent of GDP on overseas aid (continued)

Element For/Against Text

For The UK’s commitment to overseas aid is part of what makes us who we are; it is part of the values of our country; it is part of

what makes Britain great.
Appeal to

national

greatness

Against Great countries look after their own citizens: we should spend our money here rather than overseas.

For We must show solidarity with the common people of other countries and do what we can to protect them from corrupt elites.
Appeal to

populism Against Up and down the country, ordinary people are asking "why are we spending our money on overseas aid, when children are

going hungry here?"

For If we want to help the neediest, it is common sense to do so in the poorest parts of the world, where even small amounts of

money can make an enormous di�erence.

Common sense
Against Common sense tells us that our first priority should be to help those in this country who are su�ering.

For Some of the benefits of UK foreign aid include providing nutrition to more than 28 million children and pregnant women,

providing doctors for more than 5 million births, and providing 13 million people with emergency food assistance.

Cost/benefit
Against The 14 billion we spend on aid each year costs us the ability to invest at home on nurses, teachers and police.

For The UK is one of six countries now meeting the UN target for overseas aid, which include Norway, Sweden and Denmark.
Country

comparison Against The UK spends far more than Japan, the United States, Italy, Portugal and Spain, each of which spend only 0.2 per cent of their

GDP on foreign aid.

For Predictable aid flows allow agencies to put measures in place that mean that when crisis or disaster strikes, the resources are

there to be mobilised immediately.

Crisis
Against Our own social safety net is currently in crisis, we can ill-a�ord to send more money abroad.

For The money we spend on foreign aid is the lifeblood of development in countries across the world.

Metaphor
Against Money spent on foreign aid may just as well be poured down the drain.

For Spending on overseas aid allows us to fulfill our moral duty to support those in need around the world.

Morality
Against In our e�ort to spend enough aid money to meet a fixed target, we end up supporting immoral causes.

For Repeated opinion polls show that a majority of people in the United Kingdom support spending on overseas aid.

Public Opinion
Against More than 100,000 people signed a petition to call on the government to reduce spending on overseas aid.

For One positive side-e�ect of our investment in overseas aid is that it helps to stengthen our diplomatic ties with many countries

around the world.

Side E�ects
Against Overseas aid often has unintended consequences, for example if you deliver free food to a country, it makes it di�cult for

farmers in that country to make a living.

Table 12: Treatment texts – Sugar tax in the UK

Element For/Against Text

For Large confectionary companies are spending millions to make sure the government does not adopt a sugar tax.

Ad hominem
Against Sugar tax supporters think that other people are too stupid to make healthy choices themselves.

For Public Health England suggests that a price increase on high sugar products would lead to a decrease in sugar consumption.
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Table 12: Treatment texts – Sugar tax in the UK (continued)

Element For/Against Text
Appeal to

authority Against Public Health England have concluded that a sugar tax on its own will have a limited e�ect in reducing the nation’s sugar

intake.

For A sugar tax is important because it helps to all children a fair chance of a healthy life.
Appeal to

fairness Against It would be fairer if we subsidised access to good food rather than putting up taxes on bad food like sugar.

For There is plenty of historical evidence that Government action can change people’s behaviour, and a sugar tax would be no

di�erent.
Appeal to

history Against The experience of recent years provides an argument against a sugar tax, as voluntary action by industry has resulted in

tonnes of sugar being removed from products without any need for new taxes.

For If a sugar tax is implemented, the UK would become a world leading role model for other countries seeking to improve public

health.
Appeal to

national

greatness

Against The great people of our country should be trusted to make their own decisions – they do not need a tax on sugar to tell them

what is healthy.

For A sugar tax makes business elites pay for the costs of childhood obesity that they have done so much to encourage.
Appeal to

populism Against Taxes on sugar will inevitably hit ordinary people harder than avocado-eating metropolitan elites.

For It is just common sense that if a sugar tax is introduced, people will consume less sugar and the government will both gain tax

revenue and save money on the health service.

Common sense
Against Common sense dictates that the state should not use taxes as a way of telling people how to live their lives.

For A 20 per cent sugar tax would raise about 1 billion, which would benefit areas of the budget that are currently being cut.

Cost/benefit
Against A 20 per cent sugar tax would raise about 1 billion, a cost that would fall disproportionately on the poor, who spend a larger

share of their money on food and drink.

For There is evidence from Mexico and France that when a sugar tax is implemented, people’s behaviour starts to change and they

start to choose sugar-free alternatives.
Country

comparison Against There simply is no good evidence from other countries that sugar taxes have the desired e�ect on health.

For A sugar tax could help us to address the current obesity crisis, which is marked by the fact that nearly half of children are now

overweight.

Crisis
Against A sugar tax would be yet another example of the increasing interference of the government in everyday life, which is a crisis

that we must address.

For Big sugar has its hand on the throat of the Government and it is big sugar that determines policy.

Metaphor
Against A sugar tax is yet another example of the nanny state telling us what to do.

For For the government to fail to address the dangers of high sugar consumption would be a great moral dereliction of duty.

Morality
Against It is simply wrong for the government to use a sugar tax to interfere with what people choose to eat and drink.

For Recent opinion polls suggest that a majority of the public are in favour of a sugar tax.

Public Opinion
Against Recent opinion polls suggest that a majority of the public are against a sugar tax.

For One potential side-e�ect of a sugar tax would be to reduce the amount that the government has to spend each year on obesity

treatments.
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Table 12: Treatment texts – Sugar tax in the UK (continued)

Element For/Against Text

Side E�ects
Against A likely unintended consequence of a sugar tax would be for companies to introduce other unhealthy sweetening agents into

our drinks.
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