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❖ Debategraph:

❖ Flexibility in layout.

❖ OVA3:

❖ Detailed & wide 
ranging data & 
relationships.

❖ DebArgVis:

❖ Importance of dialogue 
dynamics.



❖ Define the problem.

❖ Formulate design 
principles.

❖ Work within constraints…

❖ … magic.

Process



The Problem

❖ Visualise (argumentative) dialogue.

❖ Single, integrated visualisation.

❖ Adopt nicest lessons from related work.

❖ Constraint: Reuse the MonkeyPuzzle diagramming 
method (and later code) as much as possible.



Dialogue?
❖ Pragmatic working definition:

❖ A collection of utterances made by the members of a 
group of participants and primarily addressed 
towards members of that self-same group.

❖ Utterances are more or less focussed upon the same 
general topic, are made at different times, and may 
themselves comprise a number of individual speech 
acts which in turn function to establish argumentative 
structure.



Design Principles
1. Focus

2. Cohesion

3. Interconnectedness

4. Flexibility

5. Predictability

6. Extensibility

7. Clarity



The Zonal ARgumentative DialOgue visualiZation 
(ZARDOZ) method.

Participant #1 (1): Locutional content of this 
speakers turn…

SPEECH-ACT TYPE:

“Speech act content”

Atom1

Atom2

conflict1

support1
attack1

Atom3

Atom4
Atom5

SPEECH-ACT TYPE:

“Speech act content”

Participant 
#1

support2

Participant 
#2

Participant #2 (2): Locutional content of this 
speakers turn…

SPEECH-ACT TYPE:

“Speech act content”

A: Participant Zone B: Transcript Zone C: Locution Zone D: Argument Zone

A vertically oriented, linearly arranged,
collection of participant IDs.

A vertically oriented, linearly arranged,
collection of utterances. For locality of
information, each utterance is labelled
with its associated participant ID and
unique index number.

A vertically oriented, linearly arranged,
collection of locutions. For locality of
information, each locution is labelled
with it’s speech act.

A force-directed graph layout of atom, scheme, and
disagreement (attack/conflict) nodes.

Participant-Transcript inter-zonal mapping Transcript-Locution inter-zonal mapping Transcript-Argument inter-zonal mapping

Inter-utterance structural relationships
 beyond  simple linear temporal ordering

Inter-locutional relationships



Methodology
❖ Methodology for preparing an analysis applying the method:

1. Source & normalise dialogue text.

2. (Opt.) Map between utterances if non-linear.

3. Read dialogue & note arguments made.

4. Identify participants.

5. Map participants to utterances.

6. Decompose utterances into speech-acts.

7. (Opt.) Map between locutions to record dialogical relationships.

8. Map utterances to locutions.

9. Perform argument analysis based upon.

10. Map locutions to arguments.

11. Iterate over steps 6 — 11



Exemplar #1: The Tipping Dialogue

❖ Ostensibly about the practicalities of whether to tip or 
not tip but the argument focusses upon whether the 
practise itself should be discontinued.

❖ Source: Walton (2006) Fundamentals of Critical 
Argumentation.

❖ Approximately 200 words over 9 exchanges between 2 
participants.



Bob (1): It’s not so difficult. If you got excellent service, give a tip. Otherwise
don’t give a tip at all.
Helen (2): But how much should one give? And how can you judge whether service is 
excellent?
Bob (2): You just have to use common sense.
Helen (3): Come on Bob, that’s no answer! Common sense is often wrong,
isn’t it? What kind of criterion for good judgment is that?
Bob (3): Like most things in life, if you want to do something good, like reward excellence of 
service, you have to use common sense.
Helen (4): With tipping, common sense leaves too much open to uncer- tainty. Because of this 
uncertainty, both individuals involved can be offended. If the tipper gives too little, the receiver 
is embarrassed and uncomfortable. If the tipper gives too much, she can be embarrassed and 
uncomfortable. Thus the practice of tipping leads to embarrassment and discomfort.
Bob (4): A lot of students depend on tips to help pay their tuition costs. University education is 
a good thing. Discontinuing tipping would mean that fewer students could afford it.
Helen (5): That’s no problem. All we need to do is to raise the minimum wage.
Bob (5): That might just put a lot of restaurants out of business, with a result- ing job loss for 
students and others.



Bob (1): It’s not so difficult. If you got excellent 
service, give a tip. Otherwise don’t give a tip at 
all.

Helen (2): But how much should one give? 
And how can you judge whether service is 
excellent?

Bob (3): You just have to use common sense.

Helen (4): Come on Bob, that’s no answer! 
Common sense is often wrong, isn’t it? What 
kind of criterion for good judgment is that?

Bob (5): Like most things in life, if you want to 
do something good, like reward excellence of 
service, you have to use common sense.

Helen (6): With tipping, common sense leaves 
too much open to uncertainty. Because of this 
uncertainty, both individuals involved can be 
offended. If the tipper gives too little, the 
receiver is embarrassed and uncomfortable. If 
the tipper gives too much, she can be 
embarrassed and uncomfortable. Thus the 
practice of tipping leads to embarrassment and 
discomfort.

Bob (7): A lot of students depend on tips to 
help pay their tuition costs. University 
education is a good thing. Discontinuing 
tipping would mean that fewer students could 
afford it.

Helen (8): That’s no problem. All we need to 
do is to raise the minimum wage.

Bob (9): That might just put a lot of restaurants 
out of business, with a resulting job loss for 
students and others.

CONDITIONAL-
STATEMENT:

“If you got excellent 
service, give a tip.”

QUESTION: 

“how much should 
one give?”

QUESTION: 

“how can you 
judge whether 
service is 
excellent?”

QUESTION:

“Common sense is 
often wrong, isn’t 
it?”

STATEMENT:

“You just have to 
use common 
sense.”

CONDITIONAL-
STATEMENT

“(If you didn’t get 
excellent service 
then) don’t give a 
tip”

You got 
excellent 
service

STATEMENT:

“if you want to do 
something good, 
like reward 
excellence of 
service, you have to 
use common sense”

If you got 
excellent 
service, give a 
tip You should 

give a tip

You shouldn’t 
give a tip

(If you didn’t 
get excellent 
service then) 
don’t give a 
tip

You didn’t get 
excellent 
service

conflict

support

support

STATEMENT:

“With tipping, 
common sense 
leaves too much 
open to 
uncertainty”

STATEMENT:

“Because of this 
uncertainty, both 
individuals 
involved can be 
offended.”

QUESTION:

“What kind of 
criterion for good 
judgment is that?”

STATEMENT:

“If the tipper gives 
too little, the 
receiver is 
embarrassed and 
uncomfortable.”

STATEMENT:

“If the tipper gives 
too much, she can 
be embarrassed and 
uncomfortable.”

STATEMENT:

“Thus the practice 
of tipping leads to 
embarrassment and 
discomfort.”

The receiver is 
embarrrassed 
and 
uncomfortable

If the tipper 
gives too little, 
the receiver is 
embarrassed 
and 
uncomfortable

The tipper 
gave too little

support

The tipper is 
embarrrassed 
and 
uncomfortable

If the tipper 
gives too 
much, she can 
be 
embarrassed 
and 
uncomfortable

The tipper 
gave too 
much

support

Thus the 
practice of 
tipping leads to 
embarrassment 
and discomfort

Because of this 
uncertainty, 
both 
individuals 
involved can 
be offended

With tipping, 
common sense 
leaves too 
much open to 
uncertainty

support

support

The practise of 
tipping should 
be stopped

support

support

Common 
sense is often 
wrong

response-elicitation

response-elicitation

answer-elicitation response-elicitation

you have to use 
common sense [to 
judge whether 
service was 
excellent or not]

support

support

attack

It is unclear 
how much 
one should tip

support

It is unclear 
how to judge 
whether 
service is 
excellent

The practise of 
tipping should 
continue

conflict

Rewarding 
excellence of 
service is 
doing good

restatement

support

One way to 
reward 
excellent 
service is 
through 
tipping

Common 
sense is not 
the best 
criterion for 
good 
judgement

STATEMENT:

“A lot of students 
depend on tips to 
help pay their 
tuition costs.”

STATEMENT:

“Discontinuing 
tipping would mean 
that fewer students 
could afford 
(university.”

STATEMENT:

“University 
education is a good 
thing.”

STATEMENT:

“That (raising the 
minimum wage) 
might just put a lot 
of restaurants out of 
busines”

STATEMENT:

“resulting job loss 
for students and 
others”

STATEMENT:

“All we need to do 
is to raise the 
minimum wage”

Bob

Helen

support

A lot of 
students 
depend on 
tips to help 
pay their 
tuition costs.

Discontinuing 
tipping would 
mean that 
fewer students 
could afford 
(university.

support

support

University 
education is a 
good thing.

attack

All we need to 
do is to raise 
the minimum 
wage

If we raise the 
minimum 
wage then 
students 
wouldn’t have 
to rely on tips.

Raising the 
minimum 
wage might 
just put a lot 
of restaurants 
out of 
business

attack

Resulting in 
job loss for 
students and 
others

support

support

counter-statement

counter-statement

response-elicitation

answer-elicitation
We should 
aim to do 
good

support

We should 
reward 
excellent 
service



Exemplar #2: The Santa Claus Dialogue

❖ Starts as an argument about whether lying is always 
wrong or can be justified but develops into a discussion 
of principles & ethics.

❖ Source: Walton (2006) Fundamentals of Critical 
Argumentation.

❖ Approximately 900 words over 14 exchanges between 2 
participants.



Alice (1): Well I think that lying is wrong. It’s an ethical rule that lying is always wrong.
Bob (2): Well yes, I agree that lying is wrong as a general rule, but surely it’s not wrong in all 
cases. Take the rule that everyone has a right to his or her property.
Alice (3): That’s a general rule, so it holds for everyone, just as the rule states.
Bob (4): Well, yes, generally, but there are exceptions. Suppose my neighbor has given me his 
rifle to lock up securely in our basement, because he has small children. Smith comes to the 
front door one day, demanding that I return his rifle to him. It happens that I know that Smith 
is being treated for side effects of a malaria drug that he had to take during military service, 
and is capable of extreme acts of violence when not on his medication. It looks from his 
appearance that he may not be on his medication. He asks, “Do you still have my rifle?” How 
should you answer? In my opinion it would be permissible in a case like this to tell him that 
you no longer have the rifle. This would be a lie. But in this case the purpose of the lie is to 
prevent harm, possibly even deaths. Therefore in such a case lying could be justified. I think it 
follows that lying is not always wrong.
Alice (5): Well yes, you might be right. Lying may not always be absolutely wrong, but as a 
general principle you can assume that it is wrong unless the circumstances are exceptional. In 
the case of Santa Claus, I think lying is wrong.
Bob (6): Can you remember back when you were a child and your parents told you about 
Santa Claus? Didn’t it give you a lot of pleasure to think that Santa Claus had given you these 
presents at Christmas?
    …



Alice (1): Well I think that lying is wrong. It’s 
an ethical rule that lying is always wrong.

Bob (2): Well yes, I agree that lying is wrong 
as a general rule, but surely it’s not wrong in all 
cases. Take the rule that everyone has a right to 
his or her property.

Alice (3): That’s a general rule, so it holds for 
everyone, just as the rule states.

Bob (4): Well, yes, generally, but there are 
exceptions. Suppose my neighbor has given me 
his rifle to lock up securely in our basement, 
because he has small children. Smith comes to 
the front door one day, demanding that I return 
his rifle to him. It happens that I know that 
Smith is being treated for side effects of a 
malaria drug that he had to take during military 
service, and is capable of extreme acts of 
violence when not on his medication. It looks 
from his appearance that he may not be on his 
medication. He asks, “Do you still have my 
rifle?” How should you answer? In my opinion 
it would be permissible in a case like this to tell 
him that you no longer have the rifle. This 
would be a lie. But in this case the purpose of 
the lie is to prevent harm, possibly even deaths. 
Therefore in such a case lying could be 
justified. I think it follows that lying is not 
always wrong.

Alice (5): Well yes, you might be right. Lying 
may not always be absolutely wrong, but as a 
general principle you can assume that it is 
wrong unless the circumstances are 
exceptional. In the case of Santa Claus, I think 
lying is wrong.

Bob (6): Can you remember back when you 
were a child and your parents told you about 
Santa Claus? Didn’t it give you a lot of pleasure 
to think that Santa Claus had given you these 
presents at Christmas?

Alice (7): Yes, it did, and I admit that it was a 
pleasant experience. But I still think that, in 
general, lying is wrong, because lying is 
conveying false information, and this is 
confusing to children. When children become 
confused in this way, it is hard for them to 
distinguish between fantasy and reality. Hence 
they are in a state where they are confused and 
out of touch with reality. Being in that state is a 
bad thing for anyone.

Bob (8): I don’t think it’s such a bad thing. It’s 
normal for children to have fantasies and to 
believe stories that aren’t true. In many cases, 
telling children these stories can have beneficial 
effects, because it can teach them all kinds of 
moral lessons even though the story isn’t based 
on reality. It’s similar to adults reading a 
fictional story. The fictional story can contain 
moral lessons or have great benefits in teaching 
the reader different things, even though the 
story is not true in reality. It may not be 
historically accurate or a story about something 
that really happened.

Alice (9): Kids are disappointed when they find 
out that Santa Claus does not really exist. The 
child reasons that if her parents lied about Santa 
Claus, they are probably lying about other 
things. Such a child may become skeptical and 
mistrustful, or even morally confused. She may 
lose self-esteem, and her grades in school may 
suffer.

Bob (10): Well, I think children are smarter 
than that. They know the Santa Claus story is 
just a “white lie,” a sort of fiction that adults use 
in order to help make Christmas a more exciting 
time for children. The deception isn’t 
permanent, and children realize that it isn’t 
meant to deceive them about the facts, but 
merely to entertain them during a time of their 
life when they need such stories to perk them 
up.

Alice (11): I can see that the lie about Santa 
Claus is a relatively harmless one, but I still 
think that a lie is a lie. It’s the principle of the 
thing. Once you allow lying of any sort, it could 
become a habit. It could be easy to start lying 
about anything, to get what you want. You 
could become one of these manipulative 
slippery people who lie their way out of 
anything. We’ve got enough of these people in 
high political office already.

Bob (12): Telling kids a story about Santa 
Claus isn’t really a lie. It’s just a way of 
stimulating a child’s power of imagination, like 
telling a bedtime story about fictional events. It 
doesn’t count as a lie, except maybe as a “white 
lie” of a kind that is sometimes necessary if we 
are to be diplomatic and polite. It’s just a kind 
of harmless fiction.

Alice (13): Bob, a lie is lie. If you tell a child 
that Santa Claus exists, when in fact Santa Claus 
doesn’t exist, you are telling the child 
something false. You know that the statement 
you made to the child is false, and you did it 
intentionally. That counts as a lie, because 
that’s what a lie is. It’s intentionally saying 
something that you know is false.

Bob (14): Well yes, OK, literally it is a lie. But 
as I said before not all lies are equally serious. 
Some lies are not harmful, and are necessary in 
order to prevent people from suffering the harm 
that telling them the literal truth might cause.

STATEMENT:

“lying is wrong”

STATEMENT:

“lying is wrong as a 
general rule”

STATEMENT

“It’s an ethical rule that 
lying is always wrong”

STATEMENT:

“surely it’s not wrong in all 
cases”

STATEMENT:

“Take the rule that 
everyone has a right to his 
or her property”

Alice

Bob

STATEMENT:

“generally, but there are 
exceptions”

STATEMENT:

“Suppose my neighbor has 
given me his rifle to lock 
up securely in our 
basement, because he has 
small children. Smith 
comes to the front door 
one day, demanding that I 
return his rifle to him. It 
happens that I know that 
Smith is being treated for 
side effects of a malaria 
drug that he had to take 
during military service, 
and is capable of extreme 
acts of violence when not 
on his medication. It looks 
from his appearance that 
he may not be on his 
medication. He asks, “Do 
you still have my rifle?”

STATEMENT:

“That’s a general rule”

STATEMENT:

“lying is not always 
wrong”

STATEMENT:

“lying could be justified”

STATEMENT:

“the purpose of the lie is to 
prevent harm, possibly 
even deaths”

STATEMENT:

“This would be a lie”

STATEMENT:

“In my opinion it would 
be permissible in a case 
like this to tell him that 
you no longer have the 
rifle”

RHETORICAL QUESTION:

“How should you 
answer?”

STATEMENT:

“Lying may not always be 
absolutely wrong”

STATEMENT:

“I think children are 
smarter than that.”

STATEMENT:

“as a general principle you 
can assume that it is 
wrong unless the 
circumstances are 
exceptional”

STATEMENT:

“yes, you might be right.”

STATEMENT:

“it holds for everyone”

This would be 
a lie

(if) the purpose 
of the lie is to 
prevent harm, 
possibly even 
deaths (then the 
lie is justifed)

lying could be 
justified

support

support

It’s an ethical 
rule that lying 
is always 
wrong

In this 
scenario, if I 
tell a lie then I 
might avoid 
harm to others

Suppose my neighbor has given me 
his rifle to lock up securely in our 
basement, because he has small 
children. Smith comes to the front 
door one day, demanding that I 
return his rifle to him. It happens 
that I know that Smith is being 
treated for side effects of a malaria 
drug that he had to take during 
military service, and is capable of 
extreme acts of violence when not 
on his medication. It looks from his 
appearance that he may not be on 
his medication. He asks, “Do you 
still have my rifle?

In my opinion 
it would be 
permissible in 
a case like this 
to tell him that 
you no longer 
have the rifle

support

lying is (always) 
wrong

If something is 
an ethical rule 
then it is 
always wrong 
to break that 
rule

support

lying is (generally) 
wrong

conflict

(lying is) not wrong 
in all cases

lying is wrong 
as a general 
rule

support

support

conflict

everyone has a 
right to his or her 
property (is a 
general rule)

“In the case of 
Santa Claus lying is 
wrong.”

general rules can 
be broken

(The rule holds) 
generally, but there 
are exceptions

 (lying) is not 
wrong if the 
circumstances are 
exceptional

It’s normal for 
children to have 
fantasies and to 
believe stories that 
aren’t true.

If it can be justified 
that a person can 
be denied their 
property then it 
demonstrates that a 
general rule can be 
broken

agreeing

agreeing

support

restatement

STATEMENT:

“Such a child may become 
skeptical and mistrustful, 
or even morally confused. 
She may lose self-esteem, 
and her grades in school 
may suffer.”

STATEMENT:

“The child reasons that if 
her parents lied about 
Santa Claus, they are 
probably lying about other 
things.”

STATEMENT:

“Being in that state is a 
bad thing for anyone”

STATEMENT:

“Hence they are in a state 
where they are confused 
and out of touch with 
reality”

STATEMENT:

“When children become 
confused in this way, it is 
hard for them to 
distinguish between 
fantasy and reality”

STATEMENT:

“this is confusing to 
children”

STATEMENT:

“lying is conveying false 
information”

STATEMENT:

“in general, lying is 
wrong”

STATEMENT:

“I admit that it was a 
pleasant experience (to 
think that Santa Claus had 
given me these presents at 
Christmas)”

QUESTION:

“Didn’t it give you a lot of 
pleasure to think that 
Santa Claus had given you 
these presents at 
Christmas?”

QUESTION:

“Can you remember back 
when you were a child 
and your parents told you 
about Santa Claus?”

STATEMENT:

“In the case of Santa 
Claus, I think lying is 
wrong.”

Agreeing

restatement

elicits

Being in (a) state 
(of confusion and 
out of touch with 
reality) is a bad 
thing for anyone

Hence they are in a 
state where they 
are confused and 
out of touch with 
reality

When children 
become confused 
in this way, it is 
hard for them to 
distinguish 
between fantasy 
and reality

this is confusing to 
children

lying is conveying 
false information

it was a pleasant 
experience (to 
think that Santa 
Claus had given 
me these presents 
at Christmas)

elicits

admission

support

support

attack

restatement

STATEMENT:

“In many cases, telling 
children these stories can 
have beneficial effects”

STATEMENT:

“It’s normal for children to 
have fantasies and to 
believe stories that aren’t 
true.”

STATEMENT:

“I don’t think it’s such a 
bad thing”

STATEMENT:

“Kids are disappointed 
when they find out that 
Santa Claus does not really 
exist.”

STATEMENT:

“It’s similar to adults 
reading a fictional story. 
The fictional story can 
contain moral lessons or 
have great benefits in 
teaching the reader 
different things, even 
though the story is not true 
in reality. It may not be 
historically accurate or a 
story about something that 
really happened.”

STATEMENT:

“it can teach them all 
kinds of moral lessons 
even though the story isn’t 
based on reality”

(It’s not such a bad 
thing) being in (a) 
state (of confusion 
and out of touch 
with reality) is a 
bad thing for 
anyone

conflict

support

That counts as a 
lie, because that’s 
what a lie is. It’s 
intentionally saying 
something that you 
know is false

 you did it 
intentionally

You know that the 
statement you 
made to the child 
is false

If you tell a child 
that Santa Claus 
exists, when in fact 
Santa Claus doesn’t 
exist, you are 
telling the child 
something false.

It’s just a kind of 
harmless fiction

It doesn’t count as 
a lie, except maybe 
as a “white lie” of a 
kind that is 
sometimes 
necessary if we are 
to be diplomatic 
and polite.

It’s just a way of 
stimulating a 
child’s power of 
imagination, like 
telling a bedtime 
story about 
fictional events

“It’s similar to 
adults reading a 
fictional story. The 
fictional story can 
contain moral 
lessons or have 
great benefits in 
teaching the reader 
different things, 
even though the 
story is not true in 
reality. It may not 
be historically 
accurate or a story 
about something 
that really 
happened.

it can teach them 
all kinds of moral 
lessons even 
though the story 
isn’t based on 
reality

In many cases, 
telling children 
these stories can 
have beneficial 
effects

attack

They know the 
Santa Claus story is 
just a “white lie,” a 
sort of fiction that 
adults use in order 
to help make 
Christmas a more 
exciting time for 
children

I think children are 
smarter than that

“Such a child may 
become skeptical 
and mistrustful, or 
even morally 
confused. She may 
lose self-esteem, 
and her grades in 
school may suffer.”

The child reasons 
that if her parents 
lied about Santa 
Claus, they are 
probably lying 
about other things.

Kids are 
disappointed when 
they find out that 
Santa Claus does 
not really exist.

support

The child can learn 
the wrong lessons

support

STATEMENT:

“Some lies are not 
harmful, and are necessary 
in order to prevent people 
from suffering the harm 
that telling them the literal 
truth might cause”

STATEMENT:

“not all lies are equally 
serious”

STATEMENT:

“literally it is a lie”

STATEMENT:

“(The deception is) merely 
to entertain them during a 
time of their life when they 
need such stories to perk 
them up.”

STATEMENT:

“children realize that it 
isn’t meant to deceive 
them about the facts”

STATEMENT:

“The deception isn’t 
permanent”

STATEMENT:

“They know the Santa 
Claus story is just a “white 
lie,” a sort of fiction that 
adults use in order to help 
make Christmas a more 
exciting time for children”

Telling kids a story 
about Santa Claus 
isn’t really a lie

You could become 
one of these 
manipulative 
slippery people 
who lie their way 
out of anything.

It could be easy to 
start lying about 
anything, to get 
what you want

Once you allow 
lying of any sort, it 
could become a 
habit

It’s the principle of 
the thing

a lie is a lie

the lie about Santa 
Claus is a relatively 
harmless one

(The deception is) 
merely to entertain 
them during a time 
of their life when 
they need such 
stories to perk them 
up.

children realize 
that it isn’t meant 
to deceive them 
about the facts

The deception isn’t 
permanent

attack

support

STATEMENT:

“a lie is lie”

STATEMENT:

“We’ve got enough of 
these people in high 
political office already.”

STATEMENT:

“You could become one of 
these manipulative 
slippery people who lie 
their way out of anything.”

STATEMENT:

“It could be easy to start 
lying about anything, to 
get what you want”

STATEMENT:

“Once you allow lying of 
any sort, it could become 
a habit”

STATEMENT:

“It’s the principle of the 
thing”

STATEMENT:

“a lie is a lie”

STATEMENT:

“the lie about Santa Claus 
is a relatively harmless 
one”

STATEMENT:

“Telling kids a story about 
Santa Claus isn’t really a 
lie”

STATEMENT:

“It’s just a kind of harmless 
fiction.”

STATEMENT:

“It doesn’t count as a lie, 
except maybe as a “white 
lie” of a kind that is 
sometimes necessary if we 
are to be diplomatic and 
polite.”

STATEMENT:

“It’s just a way of 
stimulating a child’s power 
of imagination, like telling 
a bedtime story about 
fictional events.”

STATEMENT:

“That counts as a lie, 
because that’s what a lie 
is. It’s intentionally saying 
something that you know 
is false”

STATEMENT:

“You know that the 
statement you made to the 
child is false, and you did 
it intentionally”

STATEMENT:

“If you tell a child that 
Santa Claus exists, when 
in fact Santa Claus doesn’t 
exist, you are telling the 
child something false.”

Evan a relatively 
harmless lie is 
wrong

People who lie 
have poor 
principles

Children 
understand that 
some lies are 
harmless

Lying is wrong in 
principle

We’ve got enough 
of these people in 
high political office 
already.

support

support

attack

support

support
attack

support

attack

support

If a lie causes less 
harm than the truth 
then it can be 
acceptable

If a lie is not 
harmful that it can 
be acceptable

If a lie is less 
serious then it can 
be more 
acceptable

Some lies are 
acceptable

Some lies are 
necessary in order 
to prevent people 
from suffering the 
harm that telling 
them the literal 
truth might cause

Some lies are not 
harmful

not all lies are 
equally serious

agreeing support

support

support

support

A lie has caused a 
person to be in a 
bad state

If something is 
a general rule 
then it is 
generally 
wrong to 
break that rule

support

support

support

support

attack

support

support

restatement



Exemplar #3: The Moon Landing Dialogue

❖ An initial post stating a position is responded to in a 
non-linear, threaded manner.

❖ Source: Reddit Change My View Subreddit (2013) “I do 
not believe in the 1969 American Moon Landing”.

❖ Approximately 2500 words over 31 exchanges between 
22 participants.

https://www.reddit.com/r/changemyview/comments/1s7o1j/i_do_not_believe_in_the_1969_american_moon/

https://www.reddit.com/r/changemyview/comments/1s7o1j/i_do_not_believe_in_the_1969_american_moon/


AlternativeAccount13 (1): 
I do not believe in the 1969 American Moon Landing CMV. I really don't see how such a thing could have 
happened in a time when computers were walls of buttons and lights. The whole idea of it is preposterous. I 
would like to keep as little people here who are "Patriotic" and view my understanding offensive to America. 
None of this "Hurr Durr America best country". The way I see it is Russia begins space exploration via 
Sputnik. America catches on and so do other countries. Then Russia send out a dog into orbit, and countries 
follow. Then Russia sends man to orbit and other countries follow, except America who sends a company of 
3 men to the moon (wtf?). If There have been men there already, why don't they go back? If America is so 
proud of achieving such an event, why don't they go and colonize it. This happened 40 years ago, why is no 
one still there? I may be a bit biased, so bare with me.
[deleted] 1 (2): 
> I really don't see how such a thing could have happened in a time when computers were walls of buttons 
and lights. The whole idea of it is preposterous.
Why is landing on the moon preposterous to you, but space flight in general isn't?
> If There have been men there already, why don't they go back? If America is so proud of achieving such an 
event, why don't they go and colonize it.
Is this a serious question? Landing on the moon is much different than colonizing it. I hope you can see this 
basic point. We've been deep underwater, but we haven't colonized that either.... Also, since you seem to 
think we didn't have the technology to land on the moon back then, don't you think we would go back to the 
moon now that we do have the technology? Why haven't any countries gone to the moon since the 70s just to 
prove that they can? We have an international space station and can dock spaceships into it, so we clearly 
have the technology (unless you don't believe in the space station either...)
Also, you say you're a bit biased, but don't say why. Do you hate the US? Do you simply mistrust all 
government accounts (9/11, JFK, etc.)? Something else?
   …



[deleted] 1 (2): 

> I really don't see how such a thing could have happened 
in a time when computers were walls of buttons and lights. 
The whole idea of it is preposterous.

Why is landing on the moon preposterous to you, but space 
flight in general isn't?

> If There have been men there already, why don't they go 
back? If America is so proud of achieving such an event, 
why don't they go and colonize it.

Is this a serious question? Landing on the moon is much 
different than colonizing it. I hope you can see this basic 
point. We've been deep underwater, but we haven't 
colonized that either.... Also, since you seem to think we 
didn't have the technology to land on the moon back then, 
don't you think we would go back to the moon now that we 
do have the technology? Why haven't any countries gone to 
the moon since the 70s just to prove that they can? We have 
an international space station and can dock spaceships into 
it, so we clearly have the technology (unless you don't 
believe in the space station either...)

Also, you say you're a bit biased, but don't say why. Do you 
hate the US? Do you simply mistrust all government 
accounts (9/11, JFK, etc.)? Something else?

[deleted] 1

AlternativeAccount13

AlternativeAccount13 (1): 

I do not believe in the 1969 American Moon Landing CMV. 
I really don't see how such a thing could have happened in 
a time when computers were walls of buttons and lights. 
The whole idea of it is preposterous. I would like to keep as 
little people here who are "Patriotic" and view my 
understanding offensive to America. None of this "Hurr Durr 
America best country". The way I see it is Russia begins 
space exploration via Sputnik. America catches on and so 
do other countries. Then Russia send out a dog into orbit, 
and countries follow. Then Russia sends man to orbit and 
other countries follow, except America who sends a 
company of 3 men to the moon (wtf?). If There have been 
men there already, why don't they go back? If America is so 
proud of achieving such an event, why don't they go and 
colonize it. This happened 40 years ago, why is no one still 
there? I may be a bit biased, so bare with me.

[deleted] 2 (3): 

> I really don't see how such a thing could have happened 
in a time when computers were walls of buttons and lights.

While not as advance as today's computers, there were 
some that are similar to what we would call a desktop. A 
quick Google search or the time period's technology would 
show this.

> The whole idea of it is preposterous. I would like to keep 
as little people here who are "Patriotic" and view my 
understanding offensive to America. None of this "Hurr Durr 
America best country".

Not really related to the argument, but I don't think you'll 
find a large number of people making this argument here.

In any case, moving on...

> The way I see it is Russia begins space exploration via 
Sputnik. America catches on and so do other countries. 
Then Russia send out a dog into orbit, and countries follow. 
Then Russia sends man to orbit and other countries follow, 
except America who sends a company of 3 men to the 
moon (wtf?).

How is that unbelievable? Obviously our technology was 
starting to advance. The space race helped this a lot.

> If There have been men there already, why don't they go 
back? If America is so proud of achieving such an event, 
why don't they go and colonize it.

Shit's expensive.

> This happened 40 years ago, why is no one still there?

We've gone back a couple if times, but it's expensive to 
send people up there. There's only so many times you can 
send someone before the cost doesn't justify what is gained.

[deleted] 2

[deleted] 3

[deleted] 3 (4): 

Well, for starters Apollo 11 astronauts left behind laser light 
reflectors which have been continually utilized to measure 
the distance between the Earth and Moon. 

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/
Lunar_Laser_Ranging_experiment

AlternativeAccount13 (5): 

The reason I don't believe this is that using reflecting mirrors 
and lasers Isn't the only way to determine the distance 
between the Earth and Moon, so you could plop pictures of 
some mirror plate and actually find the distance using 
another source (Paralax or Radar). Then you have a legit 
sounding story.

mariesoleil 

mariesoleil  (6): 

So you're claiming that non-American scientists just went 
along with it?

kairisika

kairisika  (7): 

Yeah, the Russians who were actively competing with the 
Americans could tell it was fake but just went "yeah, okay, 
you win"... 

mariesoleil  (8): 

Makes sense. Just like when you are in a race and notice 
someone taking a shortcut. You let them win even though 
you would have won just to be nice. The Soviets were all 
about being nice to their main competitors. They totally 
knew when they were beaten. 

kairisika  (9): 

That is exactly the Soviets that I knew. 

NUMBERS2357 

NUMBERS2357 (10): 

The point of the mirrors isn't just that they can measure the 
range (though I believe the mirrors can measure the 
distance more closely than those other methods, so it's not 
like those other sources could replace the mirror). The 
mirror is still up there; anybody could aim a laser at it and 
get the reflection. The Moon Landing could be disproved by 
someone pointing a laser and not getting a reflection back.

Leprecon 

Leprecon (11): 

Ok, but that doesn't change that those mirrors are there and 
can be measured using lasers. These aren't ordinary mirrors 
which can be naturally formed, they are retroreflectors that 
send the laser beams back the exact direction they came 
from. What do you think happens when people perform this 
experiment? Why do they get laser beams bounced back?
Perhaps they could measure the distance another way, but 
they put those mirrors there so everybody could test as well, 
including the russians.

[deleted] 4 (12): 

Also, moon rocks brought back by Apollo astronauts and 
the Soviet Luna program are older than any rocks found on 
Earth. http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Moon_rock

[deleted] 4

AlternativeAccount13 (13): 

You don't need people on the moon to collect rocks, that's 
what the Luna program did. So yes, I accept that moon 
rocks are older, but that doesn't prove that man landed on 
the moon.

rubin0 (14): 

So are you saying that the 1970 Soviet Luna 16 mission to 
the Moon (a mission in which an unmanned spacecraft 
landed on the Moon, collected samples, and then flew them 
back to Earth, guided only by computer) was actually 
preceded by an American mission to the Moon sometime 
before the 1969 land date that brought moon rocks to NASA 
so they would be able to show them off as proof of the 
landing, all without anyone noticing?

rubin0

[deleted] 5 (15): 

So you think we landed a rover on the moon, but not 
people?

[deleted] 5

combat_muffin (16): 

If you believe the Soviet rover brought back moon rocks, how 
do you explain NASA getting moon rocks a year before the 
Soviets?

combat_muffin

[deleted] 6 (17): 

I am not trying to be rude here, but you are coming off as a 
crazy person, why would we be able to land a rover, but not 
people? You believe people have been in space, but you can't 
fathom people being in space miles away? Why would non-
American scientists also use reflective plaiting put on the moon?

Like, super simple terms here, you say we have has the 
technology to put a rover on the moon, because you mentioned 
the Soviet Luna program.

You also believe that people have been in space, as you said in 
the original post.

IF we have the means to get to the moon and back, and the 
means to put people in space, the only obstacle would be having 
enough oxygen, water and food to keep the people alive. So do 
you believe we can't store oxygen, water and food?

[deleted] 6

[deleted] 7 (18): 

You do realize that it wasn't just a sudden event, right? There is 
a reason it is called Apollo 11. There was an Apollo 1-10 before 
that.

[deleted] 7

standardleft (19): 

This http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=5YjZ6zPs0ac is quite 
good.

standardleft

NUMBERS2357  (20): 

> None of this "Hurr Durr America best country".

Just because an event is used by people as an excuse to say 
"Hurr Durr America best country", doesn't mean it didn't 
happen. People say this wrt WWII also, is WWII fake?

> Then Russia sends man to orbit and other countries follow, 
except America who sends a company of 3 men to the moon 
(wtf?).

Why wouldn't we? We wanted to beat the Russians, we couldn't 
beat them by being first satellite in space, first person in space, 
etc. So we beat them to the moon.

> If There have been men there already, why don't they go 
back?

Because if the whole point was to beat the Russians, once we 
did that, we had little incentive anymore. Especially since it's 
inherently risky, and a source of great pride we never lost 
anyone in flight there or back. Why would we risk it? Little 
extra national pride in sending repeated missions, but if we lost 
a crew, then we can't say we had a perfect track record anymore. 
It's like that Simpsons episode where Bart always beats Homer 
in video games, then Homer trains and is better than Bart, but 
the power goes out right before Homer wins. At which point 
Bart announces his "retirement" in order to stay unbeaten.

Anyways, what do you say about:
* the pictures
* the moon rocks
* the testimony of all the people, as far as I can tell none of 
whom have ever said it was a hoax
* the video (this guy says it would have been almost impossible 
to fake the video of the Moon landing given the time's 
technology)
* the reflector on the Moon the astronauts left, which anyone 
today could point a laser at and see the reflection.
* the fact that the Soviets would have pointed out it was fake if 
they had any evidence of this
* all the transmissions to and from the spacecraft which were 
public, as they'd have to be, since it was all just radio 
communications. They just get transmitted through space and 
anyone with a radio can listen in, as is my understanding. It's not 
like it was encrypted or anything.

[deleted] 8 (21): 

Not to mention that Mythbusters tested many theories of the 
conspiracy, and they busted all of the theories and came to the 
conclusion that we, indeed, have went to the moon. 

[deleted] 8

0ndem (22): 

Much of the advancement in computers has been making them 
smaller. They had a lot of computing power it just took a lot of 
space. Also I think much of the mission was planned ahead and 
was in some aspects aim and shoot.

The main reason to not go back is there just isn't much to gain 
from going back. Science is more interested in the zero G 
environment of the ISS than the low G moon.

0ndem

GeneralError (28): 

Thank you for the link! This is pretty impressive. I would have 
though that a much smaller number of people worked on this 
project. It's an exciting read. 

[Atheia (27): 

About 130,000 people at the peak [http://
blog.nuclearsecrecy.com/2013/11/01/many-people-worked-
manhattan-project/], 600,000 for the entire project. The point is 
not how close to 400k, the point is that there were hundreds of 
thousands of people working on a project, and keeping it all 
secret would be really unlikely. 

combat_muffin (24): 

Why didn't the Soviet Union, the group with the most to gain 
from exposing the moon landing as a hoax, call bullshit? 
Because they had enough evidence to see it was real.

You believe in Luna 16, so you know the technology exists to 
get us to the moon, but then you say "I really don't see how such 
a thing could have happened in a time when computers were 
walls of buttons and lights. The whole idea of it is 
preposterous." Contradiction

edit: It also took 8 years to go from a man orbiting the Earth to a 
man landing on the moon. There were also about 400,000 
people working on the moon landing mission in some capacity. 
You really think all 400,000 people are in on the hoax? Even if 
not everyone was in on it, that means a lot of people were 
getting paid to work on something that was fake. Which really 
seems more likely?

GeneralError

[0ndem (23): 

Also Penn and Teller did an episode of bullshit on conspiracy 
theories which included the moonlanding

Atheia

Atheia (25): 

This is a video [This is a video that I found a couple of months 
ago] It may not fully convince you that we landed on the moon 
(although it should), but it should clear up the false conspiracy 
of it being faked.
But basically, there are several key things to keep in mind.

The Apollo mission was huge. Over 400,000 people worked on 
this, and in order for the landings to have been faked, 400,000 
people had to have kept it secret. While that is possible, it's very 
unlikely that could've been achieved. The Manhattan Project 
employed a similar number, yet we know the research was 
leaked. There is a good chance that the Soviets would've called 
out the US if they had faked it.

Moon rocks were taken from the moon. Samples were taken by 
the Apollo missions.

Laser reflectors were placed on the moon. Not only does it 
provide us a means to measure the distance between us and the 
moon, it really means that the conspiracy has been smashed.

] that I found a couple of months ago. It may not fully convince 
you that we landed on the moon (although it should), but it 
should clear up the false conspiracy of it being faked.

But basically, there are several key things to keep in mind.

The Apollo mission was huge. Over 400,000 people worked on 
this, and in order for the landings to have been faked, 400,000 
people had to have kept it secret. While that is possible, it's very 
unlikely that could've been achieved. The Manhattan Project 
employed a similar number, yet we know the research was 
leaked. There is a good chance that the Soviets would've called 
out the US if they had faked it.

Moon rocks were taken from the moon. Samples were taken by 
the Apollo missions.

Laser reflectors were placed on the moon. Not only does it 
provide us a means to measure the distance between us and the 
moon, it really means that the conspiracy has been smashed. 

GeneralError (26): 

> The Manhattan Project employed a similar number

Really? I'll like to see a citation for that Number.

[bantership (30): 

First, I want to show you this link [http://www.youtube.com/
watch?v=sGXTF6bs1IU#t=15]. It shows why Hollywood did 
not have the film technology to stage the moon landing, but the 
U.S. did have the broadcast technology to capture it.

> If America is so proud of achieving such an event, why don't 
they go and colonize it[?]

Because sending 3 men to the moon cost tens of billions of 
1960s dollars, and colonizing it with any sizable population 
would cost hundreds of trillions of dollars.

How much does taking a vacation cost you compared to 
building a house and establishing a new life in a foreign 
country?

[HeywoodxFloyd (29): 

If they faked it why haven't they faked more? Why haven't we 
"gone to mars"? 

bantership

HeywoodxFloyd

[deleted] 9 (31): 

> I really don't see how such a thing could have happened in a 
time when computers were walls of buttons and lights.

You don't even need computers for this. You can calculate all 
this stuff with pen and paper and still manage it. (I wouldn't 
advice it, but it's certainly possible.)

> Then Russia sends man to orbit and other countries follow, 
except America who sends a company of 3 men to the moon 
(wtf?).

Can you imagine the political benefit to (Cold War) Russia if 
they could prove the US never landed on the Moon? It would be 
massive. But the USSR didn't even raise the suggestion.

> If there have been men there already, why don't they go back?

They have gone back. The last time anyone was on the Moon 
was in 1972.

> If America is so proud of achieving such an event, why don't 
they go and colonize it.

Because there's nothing there. It's the Moon. It's mainly rocks 
and dust. Setting up a permanent settlement there would mean 
importing everything, from oxygen and water to food and fuel. 
Do you have any idea how much it costs?

> This happened 40 years ago, why is no one still there?

Because you can't just keep someone on the Moon. There are 
almost no benefits to it and it would be incredibly expensive.

[deleted] 9

STATEMENT:

“I do not believe in the 1969 
American Moon Landing 
CMV.”

STATEMENT:

“I really don't see how such 
a thing could have happened 
in a time when computers 
were walls of buttons and 
lights”

The 1969 
American Moon 
Landing didn’t 
happen

STATEMENT:

“Russia begins space 
exploration via Sputnik. 
America catches on and so 
do other countries. Then 
Russia send out a dog into 
orbit, and countries follow. 
Then Russia sends man to 
orbit and other countries 
follow, except America who 
sends a company of 3 men to 
the moon (wtf?)”

Computer 
technology 
wasn’t 
sufficiently 
advanced in 
1969 to support 
the Moon 
Mission

A successful 
moon landing 
would require 
sufficient 
technology

computers were 
walls of buttons 
and lights

support

support The moon 
landing was 
faked in order 
to outdo Russia 

support

QUESTION:

“If There have been men 
there already, why don't they 
go back?”

QUESTION:

“If America is so proud of 
achieving such an event, 
why don't they go and 
colonize it?”

If we had been 
once then we’d 
have been 
back.

If we’d been 
back then we’d 
have built a 
colony there.

support

QUESTIONING-
STATEMENT:

“Why is landing on the 
moon preposterous to you, 
but space flight in general 
isn't?”

If we can fly to 
space then we 
can probably fly 
to the moon

Russia was 
making better 
progress in 
space flight

support

attack

QUESTION:

“How is that unbelievable?”

STATEMENT:

“While not as advance as 
today's computers, there 
were some that are similar to 
what we would call a 
desktop. A quick Google 
search or the time period's 
technology would show 
this.”

QUESTION:

“Why haven't any countries 
gone to the moon since the 
70s just to prove that they 
can?”

STATEMENT:

“We've been deep 
underwater, but we haven't 
colonized that either.”

STATEMENT:

“Landing on the moon is 
much different than 
colonizing it.”

QUESTION:

“Is this a serious question?”

Building a 
colony on the 
moon is very 
different to 
making a moon 
landing

attack

Underwater 
colonies would 
have similar 
challenges to a 
moon colony 

Underwater is 
much closer 
and more 
accessible

QUESTION:

“since you seem to think we 
didn't have the technology to 
land on the moon back then, 
don't you think we would go 
back to the moon now that 
we do have the technology?”

Computers were 
less advanced in 
1969 but did 
still exist

Smaller 
computers 
existed in 1969

attack

STATEMENT:

“our technology was starting 
to advance.”

STATEMENT:

“The space race helped this a 
lot.”

Technology 
advanced 
rapidly

The space race 
itself was 
respponsible for 
the rapid 
development of 
technology

Technology was 
advanced 
enough to 
support the 
moon mission

support

conflict

support

STATEMENT:

“Shit's expensive.”

The moon 
landings were 
enormously 
expensive

support

QUESTION:

“This happened 40 years 
ago, why is no one still 
there?”

STATEMENT:

“We've gone back a couple 
if times”

STATEMENT:

“There's only so many times 
you can send someone 
before the cost doesn't justify 
what is gained..”

We have been 
back to the 
moon multiple 
times

STATEMENT:

“t's expensive to send people 
up there.”

We need good 
reason to make 
additional moon 
landings

We have been 
to the moon 
multiple times 
but we don’t 
make routine 
moon landings

conflict

support

STATEMENT:

“Apollo 11 astronauts left 
behind laser light reflectors 
which have been continually 
utilized to measure the 
distance between the Earth 
and Moon”

The 1969 
American 
Moon Landing 
did happen

conflict

There is 
physical 
evidence from 
the 1969 
American Moon 
Landing

support

support

Apollo 11 
astronauts left 
behind laser 
light reflectors 
which have 
been 
continually 
utilized to 
measure the 
distance 
between the 
Earth and Moon

There are other 
ways to 
measure the 
distance 
between the 
Earth and Moon

conflict

(you could) find 
the distance 
using another 
source (Paralax 
or Radar)

support

STATEMENT:

”The reason I don't believe 
this is that using reflecting 
mirrors and lasers Isn't the 
only way to determine the 
distance between the Earth 
and Moon”|

STATEMENT:

“you could plop pictures of 
some mirror plate and 
actually find the distance 
using another source (Paralax 
or Radar)”

CHALLENGE:

“So you're claiming that non-
American scientists just went 
along with it?”

CHALLENGE (SARCASM):

“Yeah, the Russians who 
were actively competing 
with the Americans could tell 
it was fake but just went 
"yeah, okay, you win"... “

CHALLENGE (SARCASM):

“Makes sense. Just like when 
you are in a race and notice 
someone taking a shortcut. 
You let them win even 
though you would have won 
just to be nice. The Soviets 
were all about being nice to 
their main competitors. They 
totally knew when they were 
beaten.”

CHALLENGE (SARCASM):

“That is exactly the Soviets 
that I knew.”

STATEMENT: 

“The point of the mirrors isn't 
just that they can measure 
the range”

STATEMENT: 

“(though I believe the mirrors 
can measure the distance 
more closely than those 
other methods, so it's not like 
those other sources could 
replace the mirror).”

STATEMENT: 

“The mirror is still up there”

STATEMENT: 

“anybody could aim a laser 
at it and get the reflection.”

STATEMENT: 

“The Moon Landing could be 
disproved by someone 
pointing a laser and not 
getting a reflection back”

The point of 
the mirrors isn't 
just that they 
can measure 
the range

attack

the mirrors can 
measure the 
distance more 
closely than 
those other 
methods, so it's 
not like those 
other sources 
could replace 
the mirror).

attack

The mirror is 
still up there

The Moon 
Landing could 
be disproved 
by someone 
pointing a laser 
and not getting 
a reflection 
back

anybody could 
aim a laser at it 
and get the 
reflection

support

The mirrors 
prove that the 
moon landing 
happened.

support

STATEMENT: 

“those mirrors are there”

STATEMENT: 

“those mirrors … can be 
measured using lasers”

QUESTION: 

“Why do they get laser 
beams bounced back?”

QUESTION: 

“What do you think happens 
when people perform this 
experiment?”

STATEMENT: 

“These aren't ordinary 
mirrors which can be 
naturally formed, they are 
retroreflectors that send the 
laser beams back the exact 
direction they came from”

STATEMENT: 

“Perhaps they could measure 
the distance another way, 
but they put those mirrors 
there so everybody could test 
as well, including the 
russians”

support

STATEMENT: 

“moon rocks brought back 
by Apollo astronauts and the 
Soviet Luna program are 
older than any rocks found 
on Earth”

moon rocks 
brought back 
by Apollo 
astronauts and 
the Soviet Luna 
program are 
older than any 
rocks found on 
Earth

support

STATEMENT: 

“You don't need people on 
the moon to collect rocks, , 
that's what the Luna program 
did.”

STATEMENT: 

“I accept that moon rocks are 
older, but that doesn't prove 
that man landed on the 
moon”

You don't need 
people on the 
moon to 
collect rocks

(collecting 
rocks is) what 
the Luna 
program did

Moon rocks 
could have 
been brought 
back by other 
means and so 
don’t prove that 
men landed on 
the moon

attack
support

QUESTION:

“are you saying that the 1970 
Soviet Luna 16 mission to the 
Moon (a mission in which an 
unmanned spacecraft landed 
on the Moon, collected 
samples, and then flew them 
back to Earth, guided only by 
computer) was actually 
preceded by an American 
mission to the Moon 
sometime before the 1969 
land date that brought moon 
rocks to NASA so they would 
be able to show them off as 
proof of the landing, all 
without anyone noticing?”

QUESTION:

“So you think we landed a 
rover on the moon, but not 
people?”

QUESTION:

“If you believe the Soviet 
rover brought back moon 
rocks, how do you explain 
NASA getting moon rocks a 
year before the Soviets?”

QUESTION:

“why would we be able to 
land a rover, but not 
people?”

conceding

affirming

QUESTION:

“You believe people have 
been in space, but you can't 
fathom people being in 
space miles away?”

Landing on the 
moon wasn’t a 
sudden event

HYPOTEHTICAL 
STATEMENT:

“IF we have the means to get 
to the moon and back, and 
the means to put people in 
space, the only obstacle 
would be having enough 
oxygen, water and food to 
keep the people alive. So do 
you believe we can't store 
oxygen, water and food?”

STATEMENT:

“You also believe that people 
have been in space, as you 
said in the original post.”

STATEMENT:

“you say we have has the 
technology to put a rover on 
the moon, because you 
mentioned the Soviet Luna 
program”

QUESTION:

“Why would non-American 
scientists also use reflective 
plaiting put on the moon?”

QUESTION:

“You do realize that it wasn't 
just a sudden event, right?”

QUESTION:

“There is a reason it is called 
Apollo 11. There was an 
Apollo 1-10 before that”

Landing on the 
moon seems so 
far beyond the 
Russian, and 
other countries, 
space missions

support

There were 10 
missions to the 
Moon before 
Apollo 11 
successfully 
landed men on 
the Moon.

support

attack

STATEMENT:

“Just because an event is 
used by people as an excuse 
to say "Hurr Durr America 
best country", doesn't mean 
it didn't happen.”

STATEMENT:

“People say this wrt WWII 
also, is WWII fake?”

STATEMENT:

“We wanted to beat the 
Russians,”

QUESTION:

“Why wouldn't we?”

STATEMENT:

“we couldn't beat them by 
being first satellite in space, 
first person in space, etc.”

STATEMENT:

“we beat them to the moon.”

we beat them 
to the moon.

we couldn't 
beat them by 
being first 
satellite in 
space, first 
person in 
space, etc.

support

We wanted to 
beat the 
Russians,

support

attack

STATEMENT:

“Because if the whole point 
was to beat the Russians, 
once we did that, we had 
little incentive anymore”

We have little 
incentive to 
return to the 
Moon to beat 
the Russians

 If the whole 
point was to 
beat the 
Russians, once 
we did that, we 
had little 
incentive 
anymore

support

We went to the 
moon

We beat the 
Russians

attack

STATEMENT:

“it's inherently risky, and a 
source of great pride we 
never lost anyone in flight 
there or back. Why would 
we risk it? Little extra 
national pride in sending 
repeated missions, but if we 
lost a crew, then we can't 
say we had a perfect track 
record anymore. It's like that 
Simpsons episode where Bart 
always beats Homer in video 
games, then Homer trains 
and is better than Bart, but 
the power goes out right 
before Homer wins. At 
which point Bart announces 
his "retirement" in order to 
stay unbeaten.”

There are 
pictures taken 
by the 
astronauts on 
the Moon

support

There is 
testimony from 
many people 
who were 
involved in the 
lunar mission

support

The people 
involved have 
not said that it 
was a hoax

This is video of 
the Moon 
landing

support

it would have 
been almost 
impossible to 
fake the video 
of the Moon 
landing given 
the time's 
technology

the Soviets 
would have 
pointed out it 
was fake if they 
had any 
evidence of 
this

support

all the 
transmissions 
to and from the 
spacecraft 
which were 
public

support

anyone with a 
radio can listen 
in

There are 
moon rocks 
brought back 
by the Apollo 
11 mission

support

STATEMENT:

“all the transmissions to and 
from the spacecraft which 
were public, as they'd have 
to be, since it was all just 
radio communications.

STATEMENT:

“They just get transmitted 
through space and anyone 
with a radio can listen in, as 
is my understanding.”

STATEMENT:

“the fact that the Soviets 
would have pointed out it 
was fake if they had any 
evidence of this”

STATEMENT:

“the reflector on the Moon 
the astronauts left, which 
anyone today could point a 
laser at and see the 
reflection.”

STATEMENT:

“it would have been almost 
impossible to fake the video 
of the Moon landing given 
the time's technology”

STATEMENT:

“the testimony of all the 
people, as far as I can tell 
none of whom have ever 
said it was a hoax”

STATEMENT:

“what do you say about… 
the moon rocks”

STATEMENT:

“what do you say about… 
the pictures”

STATEMENT:

“Not to mention that 
Mythbusters tested many 
theories of the conspiracy, 
and they busted all of the 
theories and came to the 
conclusion that we, indeed, 
have went to the moon”

Many of the 
conspiracy 
theories about 
the moon 
landed have 
been tested

The 
conspiracies 
about the 
Moon landing 
didn’t hold up 
to examination

support

STATEMENT:

“Much of the advancement 
in computers has been 
making them smaller.”

STATEMENT:

“They had a lot of computing 
power it just took a lot of 
space.”

STATEMENT:

“much of the mission was 
planned ahead and was in 
some aspects aim and shoot”

There was 
enough 
computer 
power to 
support the 
moon landings

Much of the 
mission was 
pre-computed

support

attack

STATEMENT:

“The main reason to not go 
back is there just isn't much 
to gain from going back.”

STATEMENT:

“Science is more interested 
in the zero G environment of 
the ISS than the low G 
moon.”

There isn’t 
enough to gain 
from going 
back to the 
Moon

“Science is 
more interested 
in the zero G 
environment of 
the ISS than the 
low G moon.”

support

supportThere is not a 
good enough 
scientific 
reason to go 
back tot he 
moon

support

Mythbusters 
debunked 
many of the 
Moon Landing 
Conspiracies

Penn & Teller 
debunked 
some of the 
Moon Landing 
Conspiracies 
on their 
Bullshit show.

support

STATEMENT:

“Penn and Teller did an 
episode of bullshit on 
conspiracy theories which 
included the moonlanding”

QUESTION:

“Why didn't the Soviet 
Union call bullshit?”

STATEMENT:

“the (Soviet Union were) 
group with the most to gain 
from exposing the moon 
landing as a hoax”

STATEMENT:

“(The Soviet Union) had 
enough evidence to see it 
was real”

STATEMENT:

“You believe in Luna 16, so 
you know the technology 
exists to get us to the moon”

STATEMENT:

“then you say "I really don't 
see how such a thing could 
have happened in a time 
when computers were walls 
of buttons and lights. The 
whole idea of it is 
preposterous.”

STATEMENT:

“Contradiction”

STATEMENT:

“They have gone back.”

RHETORICAL QUESTION:

“Which really seems more 
likely?”

STATEMENT:

“Even if not everyone was in 
on it, that means a lot of 
people were getting paid to 
work on something that was 
fake.”

QUESTION:

“You really think all 400,000 
people are in on the hoax?”

STATEMENT:

“There were also about 
400,000 people working on 
the moon landing mission in 
some capacity”

STATEMENT:

“It also took 8 years to go 
from a man orbiting the Earth 
to a man landing on the 
moon”

STATEMENT:

“Moon rocks were taken 
from the moon.”

STATEMENT:

“There is a good chance that 
the Soviets would've called 
out the US if they had faked 
it.”

STATEMENT:

“The Manhattan Project 
employed a similar number, 
yet we know the research 
was leaked.”

STATEMENT:

“While that is possible, it's 
very unlikely that could've 
been achieved.”

STATEMENT:

“in order for the landings to 
have been faked, 400,000 
people had to have kept it 
secret.”

STATEMENT:

“Over 400,000 people 
worked on this”

STATEMENT:

“The Apollo mission was 
huge.”

the (Soviet 
Union were) 
group with the 
most to gain 
from exposing 
the moon 
landing as a 
hoax support

If the Moon 
landings were 
faked then the 
Soviet Union 
would have 
exposed it.(The Soviet 

Union) had 
enough 
evidence to see 
it was real

You believe in 
Luna 16, so 
you know the 
technology 
exists to get us 
to the moon

support

You contradict 
your own 
position

then you say "I 
really don't see 
how such a 
thing could 
have happened 
in a time when 
computers 
were walls of 
buttons and 
lights. The 
whole idea of it 
is preposterous.

It also took 8 
years to go 
from a man 
orbiting the 
Earth to a man 
landing on the 
moon

support

Landing on the 
Moon wasn’t a 
sudden leap

There were 
also about 
400,000 
people working 
on the moon 
landing 
mission in 
some capacity support

Too many 
people worked 
on the Moon 
Landing 
mission for it to 
be a hoax

Even if not 
everyone was 
in on it, that 
means a lot of 
people were 
getting paid to 
work on 
something that 
was fake.

STATEMENT:

“Laser reflectors were placed 
on the moon.”

RHETORICAL QUESTION:

“Can you imagine the 
political benefit to (Cold 
War) Russia if they could 
prove the US never landed 
on the Moon?”

STATEMENT:

“You can calculate all this 
stuff with pen and paper and 
still manage it.””

STATEMENT:

“You don't even need 
computers for a Moon 
landing mission”

QUESTION:

“How much does taking a 
vacation cost you compared 
to building a house and 
establishing a new life in a 
foreign country?”

STATEMENT:

“keeping it all secret would 
be really unlikely”

STATEMENT:

“the point is that there were 
hundreds of thousands of 
people working on a project”

STATEMENT:

“600,000 for the entire 
project.”

STATEMENT:

“About 130,000 people 
(worked on the Manhattan 
Project) at the peak”

STATEMENT:

“Really? I'll like to see a 
citation for that Number.”

STATEMENT:

“it provide us a means to 
measure the distance 
between us and the moon”

querying

The Apollo 
mission was 
huge.

support

If the Moon 
landing was 
faked then it 
would likely 
not have been 
kept a secret 
for so long

Over 400,000 
people worked 
on this

in order for the 
landings to 
have been 
faked, 400,000 
people had to 
have kept it 
secret.

While that is 
possible, it's 
very unlikely 
that could've 
been achieved.

The Manhattan 
Project 
employed a 
similar 
number, yet we 
know the 
research was 
leaked.

support

Moon rocks 
were taken 
from the moon. 
Samples were 
taken by the 
Apollo 
missions.

support

Physical 
material was 
taken from the 
Moon

STATEMENT:

“Samples were taken by the 
Apollo missions.”

If evidence of a 
hoax was 
leaked then the 
Soviets would 
have found out 
about it

support

There is a good 
chance that the 
Soviets 
would've 
called out the 
US if they had 
faked it.

Samples were 
taken by the 
Apollo 
missions.

Evidence was 
left on the 
Moon

support
“Laser 
reflectors were 
placed on the 
moon.”

About 130,000 
people (worked 
on the 
Manhattan 
Project) at the 
peak

600,000 for the 
entire project.

support

the point is that 
there were 
hundreds of 
thousands of 
people working 
on a project

keeping it all 
secret would 
be really 
unlikely

STATEMENT:

“colonizing it with any 
sizable population would 
cost hundreds of trillions of 
dollars.”

STATEMENT:

“sending 3 men to the moon 
cost tens of billions of 1960s 
dollars”

STATEMENT:

“the U.S. did have the 
broadcast technology to 
capture it.”

STATEMENT:

“Hollywood did not have the 
film technology to stage the 
moon landing”

QUESTION:

“Why haven't we "gone to 
mars"?”

QUESTION:

“If they faked it why haven't 
they faked more? ”

The Moon 
landing footage 
wasn’t faked

support
Hollywood did 
not have the 
film technology 
to stage the 
moon landing

support

sending 3 men 
to the moon 
cost tens of 
billions of 
1960s dollars

You don't even 
need 
computers for a 
Moon landing 
mission

supportYou can 
calculate all 
this stuff with 
pen and paper 
and still 
manage it.

colonizing it 
with any 
sizable 
population 
would cost 
hundreds of 
trillions of 
dollars.

STATEMENT:

“the USSR didn't even raise 
the suggestion.”

It would have 
been hugely 
politically 
beneficial to 
Russia if they 
could prove 
that the US 
never landed 
on the Moon

support

the USSR 
didn't even 
raise the 
suggestion.

If the USSR had 
evidence then 
they would 
have used it

The USSR 
didn't have 
evidence that 
the Moon 
landing didn’t 
happen

support

STATEMENT:

“it would be incredibly 
expensive.”

STATEMENT:

“There are almost no benefits 
to it”

STATEMENT:

“you can't just keep 
someone on the Moon”

QUESTION:

“Do you have any idea how 
much it costs?”

STATEMENT:

“Setting up a permanent 
settlement there would mean 
importing everything, from 
oxygen and water to food 
and fuel.”

STATEMENT:

“It's mainly rocks and dust.”

STATEMENT:

“Because there's nothing 
there.”

STATEMENT:

“The last time anyone was 
on the Moon was in 1972.”

Humans have 
landed on the 
Moon since the 
1969 Moon 
landing.

The last time 
anyone was on 
the Moon was 
in 1972.

support

We have not 
colonised the 
Moon

Because there's 
nothing there.

supportIt's mainly 
rocks and dust.

it would be 
incredibly 
expensive.

support

Setting up a 
permanent 
settlement 
there would 
mean 
importing 
everything, 
from oxygen 
and water to 
food and fuel. support

There are 
almost no 
benefits to it

you can't just 
keep someone 
on the Moonsupport

attack

conflict

The Moon 
landinges were 
not faked

support

support

support

support

support

support

attack

support

support

attack

conflict



Future Work

❖ Implementation is still experimental:

❖ Rendering large graphs, with different constraints 
over sub-graphs, yielding predictable layouts, quickly 
and reliably, is challenging.

❖ There is a perennial challenge associated with providing 
unifying micro- & macro-detail within a single diagram.



Conclusions

❖ Introduce ZARDOZ:

❖ An integrated and comprehensive dialogue analysis 
methodology and associated diagramming layout for 
use in analysing, understanding, and mapping 
argumentative dialogue.

❖ Illustrated ZARDOZ applied to three dialogues
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