
Every Rule is Somebody’s Rule: The Politics of Social Control 
Ellickson: “The Politics of Cattle Trespass” 
H Becker "Moral Entrepreneurs," pp. 147-164 in Outsiders 
Rule creators Rule enforcers 
Crusaders 
Entrepreneurs 
Living for/Living off 
Values Behavior 
Personal/Group Concern 
This concern not === Wider group’s concern 
Draw on experts 
Entrepreneurs: need permanent problems.  Too much success and they are no longer needed. 
 
 
Social Problems === activity of groups making claims about putative conditions 
Temperance movement 
Domestic violence 
Teen pregnancy 
Drugs 
Childhood obesity 
Sex trafficking 
Abortion 
Rape (date, marital, etc.) 
 
Rhetoric : language used to persuade.  Social work. 
 
Data  Conclusions 
Warrants 
 

“Claim 

A claim is a statement that you are asking the other person to accept. This includes information 

you are asking them to accept as true or actions you want them to accept and enact. 

“Grounds 

The grounds (or data) is the basis of real persuasion and is made up of data and hard facts, plus 

the reasoning behind the claim. It is the 'truth' on which the claim is based. Grounds may also 

include proof of expertise and the basic premises on which the rest of the argument is built. 

The actual truth of the data may be less that 100%, as all data are based on perception and hence 

there is some element of assumption about it. 



It is critical to the argument that the grounds are not challenged because, if they are, they may 

become a claim, which you will need to prove with even deeper information and further 

argument. 

“Warrant 

A warrant links data and other grounds to a claim, legitimizing the claim by showing the grounds 

to be relevant. The warrant may be explicit or unspoken and implicit. It answers the question 

'Why does that data mean your claim is true?'” [http://www.changeminds.org/disciplines/argument/making_argument/toulmin.htm] 

Claim : cell phone use while driving should be illegal. 

More on warrants: 

“Common Warrants 

1.  Argument based on Generalization 

A very common form of reasoning.  It assumes that what is true of a well chosen sample is likely to hold 

for a larger group or population, or that certain things consistent with the sample can be inferred of the 

group/population.   

2. Argument based on Analogy 

Extrapolating from one situation or event based on the nature and outcome of a similar situation or event.  

Has links to 'case-based' and precedent-based reasoning used in legal discourse. What is important here is 

the extent to which relevant similarities can be established between 2 contexts.  Are there sufficient, 

typical, accurate, relevant similarities? 

3. Argument via Sign/Clue 

The notion that certain types of evidence are symptomatic of some wider principle or outcome.  For 

example, smoke is often considered a sign for fire.  Some people think high SAT scores are a sign a 

person is smart and will do well in college.   

4.  Causal Argument 

Arguing that a given occurrence or event is the result of, or is effected by, factor X.  Causal reasoning is 

the most complex of the different forms of warrant. The big dangers with it are: 

1. Mixing up correlation with causation 
2. Falling into the post hoc, ergo propter hoc trap.  Closely related to confusing correlation and 

causation, this involves inferring 'after the fact, therefore because of the fact').  

5.  Argument from Authority 

Does person X or text X constitute an authoritative source on the issue in question?  What political, 

ideological or economic interests does the authority have?  Is this the sort of issue in which a significant 

number of authorities are likely to agree on?   

6.  Argument from Principle 

Locating a principle that is widely regarded as valid and showing that a situation exists in which this 

principle applies.  Evaluation: Is the principle widely accepted? Does it accurately apply to the situation 



in question? Are there commonly agreed on exceptions?  Are there 'rival' principles that lead to a different 

claim?  Are the practical consequences of following the principle sufficiently desirable?  ” [http://www-

rohan.sdsu.edu/~digger/305/toulmin_model.htm] 

 

From Wikipedia article “Practical Arguments”: 

Example 1: 

 Claim: Cats are less intelligent than dogs. 

 Ground: Cats cannot learn to do tricks as well as dogs do. 

 Warrant: The ability to learn tricks is a mark of intelligence. 

 

Example 2: 

“I am a British citizen.” “I was born in Bermuda.” “A man born in Bermuda will legally be a 

British Citizen.” 

SOCIOLOGY EXAMPLES 

Definitional Argument 

C: The episode just described is an example of a moral crusade. 

Claim: Cats 
are less 

intelligent 
than dogs. 

Ground: Cats 
cannot learn 
to do tricks as 

well as dogs 

do. 

Warrant: The 
ability to learn 
tricks is a mark of 
intelligence. 



G: The episode includes X, Y, and Z 

W: X, Y, and Z are the components of a moral crusade. 

 

“Needle exchange programs should be abolished [claim] because they only cause more people to 

use drugs.” [reason] 

 

The unstated warrant is: “when you make risky behavior safer you encourage more people to 

engage in it.” 

 

Needle exchange programs make drug use safer. 

 
Components of an Argument:  
Claim: what’s your point? 
Grounds: What do you have to go on? 
Qualifier: How sure are you? 
Warrant: How did you get from grounds to claim? 
Backing: What supports your warrant? 
Rebuttal: What are the exceptions to your claim? 
[http://www.pages.drexel.edu/~ls39/com880/toulmin_for_880.pdf] 
 
 

Moral Crusades : Gusfield 

Economic/class conflict vs. cultural conflict. 

“Consensus about fundamentals…has left a political vacuum 

which moral issues have partially filled.” 2 

Attempt of “moral people” to correct the behavior of 

“immoral people” 

The quality of “disinterested reform” (economically so) is 

the analytical focus 

What does the sociologist study?  The process.   



 

Moral reform cultural groups preserve defend enhance 

dominance and prestige of its style of living 

VIP (4) context shifts.  Real value of hyper-individualism 

decreases.  Cultural groups that had prized it lose grip.  

Material utility of abstinence decreases and hence symbolic 

utility too. 

Law as settling controversies between clashing cultures. 

E.g., passage of hatecrime legislation. 

Enhance/degrade esteem of group culture.  Compare 

Garfinkel. 

Today: green movements.  Al Gore.  Global Warming. 

1840s pressure on immigrants (cf. Learn English!) 

Temperance 
attitudes 

Organized 
Temperance 
movement 

Conflicts among 
divergent 
subcultures 
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