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Abstract 

    This study investigates argumentation schemes used in selected verses of The 

Holy Quran,specifically the discursive verses related to the narrative of prophet 

Moses.The research  centers on how Quranic discourse formulates persuasion 

through argument ,dialogue,and argumentation schemes.To argue effectively,by 

demonstrating conversations between the prophet Moses and Bani Israel,the study 

reveals several argumentaion schemes such as argument from authority 

,sign,ignorance,questioning,and others. 
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argumentation). 
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 الملخص
مع التركيز على  ن الكريم,آالحجاج المدتخدمة في أيات مختارة من القر  انماطتيدف ىذه الدراسة تحليل 

وتعتمد الدراسة على تحليل كيفية تقديم الخطاب  .علق بقصة النبي مهسى عليو الدلامالخطاب القصصي المت
 وكيفية تهضيفو لانماط متعدده من مخططات الحجاج في سياق الحهار ,جاجيةالقرآني للمهاقف الحهارية والح

       بين النبي مهسى عليو الدلام وبني اسرائيل. 
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 (.الاستدلال بالدلطو, الاستدلال بالعهاقبانماط استدلال الحجاج,)الكلمات المفتاحيو: 

1. Introduction    

    Argumentation is one of the essential rhetorical elements in The 

Holy Quran that is employed to deliver guidance,reasoning,and moral 

messages.The story of Prophet Moses and Bani Israel involves many 

arguments that illustrate various configurations of argumentation .To 

talk in a more accurate way,through these schemes,Moses utilizes 

reasoning,warning,and divine guidance to instruct his people ,while 

Bani Israel often reply with fear,doubt, and opposition.That is to 

say,this study identifies the argumentation schemes adopted in these 

arguments to exhibit the persuasive and rhetorical nature of Qur’anic 

discourse.    

2.Argumentaion Schemes  

    The study of argumentation schemes outlines a systematic 

framework for examining how arguments are constructed and analyzed 

in various contexts. Since the 1980s ,Douglas Walton has generated 

important contributions to this area through a group of  publications 

that evolved and refined the notion of argumentaionschemes 

(Walton,1989;1995;1996;1997;2005;Walton&Reed,,2001;Walton,Reed

, &Macagno ,2008;Walton &Sartor ,2013) . These works have 

promoted to arranging forms of arguments into identifiable structures 

that can be employed for the investigation of argumentative discourse. 

Among these inputs, Walton,Reed,and Macagno (2008) supply an 

extensively utilized and systematic categorization of argumentation 

schemes.    

     Argumentation schemes are organized and stereotypical patterns of 

reasoning that are extensively applied in everyday discourse as well as 

in technical fields such as science,law,and public communication.In 

contrast to formal deductive logic,these schemes are mainly defeasible 

,which means that their conclusions can be contested when new 

evidence appear. To state more accurately,each scheme is connected 
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with a collection of critical questions that facilitate examine the 

strength and acceptability of an argument by evaluating its 

sufficiency,consistency,and relevance. As stated by Douglas 

Walton,Chris Reed,and Fabrizio Macagno (Walton et al 

.,2008),argumentation schemes 

demonstrate common forms of natural reasoning that incorporate 

logical structure with contextual and semantic 

relationships,establishing them essential for examining argumentative 

discourse. 

    In general,argumentation schemes contain a main premise,a minor 

premise ,and a conclusion that are related through a logical form of 

reasoning.As reported by Douglas Walton and colleagues,each scheme 

has a particular structure that reveals how a claim is confirmed by 

reasoning. Furthermore , argumentation schemes involve critical 

questions that are employed to evaluate the strength of an argument 

.That is to say,these elements generate argumentation schemes efficient 

tools for analyzing argumentation discourse.  

    It is important to mention that argumentation schemes cover 

fundamental questions for establishing the strength or weakness of 

arguments.To be more precise,these questions are essential for both 

creating a scheme and generating applications built on schemes 

(Walton,2002b).Most schemes have a structure that corresponds to a 

defeasible inference in which the primary claim can be challenged 

(Freeman,1991). 

    To sum up, this model provides an effective framework for the 

purpose of understanding how different forms of arguments function in 

both formal and informal contexts,involvingargument from 

authority,sign,consequences,example ,ignorance ,and questioning . 

3.Methodology  
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    This study employs a qualitative textual approach of selected verses 

from The Holy Quran emphasizing on the argument between the 

Prophet Moses and Bani Israel.The data consists of ten verses that 

demonstrate key instances of argument within the story of Prophet 

Moses and Bani Isreal.The analysis emphasizes on examining the types 

of argumentation schemes employed within the selected verses.The 

study further reveals the role of these schemes in forming the 

persuasive function of argumentation.  

3.1 Data Analysis  

ب رُٕجذُِ الْْسَْضُ " . َّّ ِِ احِذٍ فَبدْعُ ٌَٕبَ سَثَّهَ ٠خُْشِجْ ٌََٕب  َٚ  ٍَ ٰٝ طَعبَ ٰٝ ٌَٓ َّٔصْجشَِ عٍََ ٛسَ ُِ ُْ ٠بَ  ُ ٍْز إرِْ لُ َٚ ٓ ِِ  

ٰٝ ثِبٌَّ  َٛ أدََْٔ ُ٘ َْ اٌَّزِٞ  ب ۖ لَبيَ أرَسَْزجَْذٌُِٛ َٙ ٍِ ثَصَ َٚ ب  َٙ عَذسَِ َٚ ب  َٙ ِِ فُٛ َٚ ب  َٙ َّبئِ لثِ َٚ ب  َٙ ٍِ جطُِٛا ثَمْ ْ٘ َٛ خ١َْشٌ ۚ ا ُ٘ زِٞ 

ِ ۗ رَٰ  َٓ اللََّّ ِِّ ثَبءُٚا ثغَِضَتٍ  َٚ سْىَٕخَُ  َّ ٌْ ا َٚ ٌَّخُ  ُُ اٌزِّ ِٙ ضُشِثذَْ ع١ٍََْ َٚ  ۗ ُْ ُ ٌْز َ ب سَؤ َِّ َّْ ٌىَُُ  صْشًا فَئِ ُْ وَبُٔٛا ِِ ُٙ ٌِهَ ثِؤََّٔ

ٌْحَكِّ ۗ َٓ ثغ١َِْشِ ا َْ إٌَّج١ِّ١ِ ٠مَْزٍُُٛ َٚ  ِ َْ ثآ٠َِبدِ اللََّّ " )اٌجمشح:  ٠ىَْفشُُٚ َْ وَبُٔٛا ٠عَْزذَُٚ َّٚ ب عَصَٛا  َّ ٌِهَ ثِ
 )١ٔرَٰ

   The verse describes how the people of Prophet Moses became 

dissatisfied with the blessings they were given and demanded different, 

more ordinary types of food. In response, they were reminded that they 

were exchanging something better for something inferior. As a 

consequence of their ingratitude and disobedience, they were subjected 

to humiliation, poverty, and divine displeasure. The verse under 

examination  stresses the moral lesson that challenging divine blessings 

and direction leads to harmful outcomes. In the realm of 

argumentation, this can be interpreted as an argument from 

consequences, where the unfavorable  consequences  operate as 

evidence that the preliminary attitude and measures are wrong. For this 

reason, the verse deploys consequences to facilitate ethical judgment 

and belief. 
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1.2  Argument Schemes (Walton, Reed & Macagno) 

1.2.1 Application Example 

Major Premise 

 

Ingratitude and disobedience → lead to 

humiliation and divine anger 

Minor Premise 

 

The people showed ingratitude and 

disobedience 

Conclusion 

 

Therefore, their behavior is wrong and 

leads to punishment 

Table 1:Applied example of Argument from Consequences 

1.3 Critical Questions  

CQ1: Are the detrimental  effects  unequivocally produced by the 

responses depicted? 

CQ2: Is the interrelation between ingratitude and punishment 

persistently  consistent? 

CQ3: Are there alternative practicable factors that give rise to the 

consequence besides the function itself? 

    The  verse under analysis  elucidates the form of an argument from 

consequences as fabricated by Walton, Reed, and Macagno. To 

substantiate the point ,It commences with the major premise, which 

reinforces that actions are deconstructed based on their end results.In 

simpler terms, If an act causes harmful or problematic consequences, it 

is appraised in a negative manner. The minor premise specifies the 

aforementioned consequences emerge in the case under consideration. 

Arising from these findings, the conclusion connotes that the initiative 

should be overlooked. Subsequently ,the critical questions play a role 

in determining whether the contributing factor between practice and 

impact is reliable and justified. 
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ا ۖ لَبيَ " ًٚ ُ٘ضُ َّخِزَُٔب  ْْ رزَْثحَُٛا ثمَشََحً ۖ لَبٌُٛا أرَزَ ُْ أَ شُوُ ُِ َ ٠َؤْ َّْ اللََّّ ِٗ إِ ِِ ْٛ مَ ٌِ  ٰٝ ٛسَ ُِ إرِْ لَبيَ  َٚ ِ ْْ أعَُٛرُ ثبِللَّّ َ  أ

" )اٌجمشح:  َٓ ١ٍِ ِ٘ ٌْجَب َٓ ا ِِ  َْ  )١٦أوَُٛ

    The verse cited above interprets an event in which Prophet Moses 

imparts a command from God to his followers, steering them to butcher 

a cow. Rather than  instantly complying, they engage with ambiguity 

and suspicion, questioning whether Moses is showing contempt for 

them. Moses evidently  institutes that he would not conduct in 

ignorance and that the instruction set  follows from divine power. More 

precisely ,this underlines the contribution of relying on legitimate 

authority, predominantly when it is embedded in divine revelation. 

From an argumentative perspective , this can be regarded as an 

argument from authority, in situations  where an argument is  

extensively accepted in the light of  the reliability and authority of its 

origin. As  the directive  originates from God, the greatest and most 

reliable power, it allocates a strong explanation for acceptance and 

compliance. 

2.1  Argument Scheme (Walton, Reed & Macagno) 

2.1.1  Application Example 

Major Premise 

 

Commands from God → must be 

accepted as true and obeyed 

Minor Premise 

 

God commands to slaughter a cow 

Conclusion 

 

Therefore, the command should be 

accepted and followed 

Table 2: Applied example of Argument from Authority 

2.2 Critical Questions  

CQ1: Are the negative effects immediately induced by the behavior 

portrayed? 

CQ2: Is the link between ingratitude and punishment always coherent? 
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CQ3: Are there other potential factors that lead to the consequence 

besides the activity itself? 

     The verse  illustrates the structure of an argument from authority as 

constructed by Walton, Reed, and Macagno. It starts with the major 

premise, which demonstrates that statements coming from a credible 

authority are broadly accepted as true. The minor premise establishes 

that the authority in question is highly reliable and has made the claim. 

In light of this, the conclusion implies that the claim should be 

approved. The critical questions corroborate that when the authority is 

reliable, acceptance of the claim is logically needed. The organization 

evidently  reveals how reliance on a trustworthy source constitutes the 

basis of reasoning in this type of argument. 

" َٓ ِِ  َْ ْْ أوَُٛ َ ِ أ ا ۖ لَبيَ أعَُٛرُ ثِبللَّّ ًٚ ُ٘ضُ َّخِزَُٔب  " )اٌجمشح: لَبٌُٛا أرَزَ َٓ ١ٍِ ِ٘ ٌْجَب  )١٦ا

    This excerpt of the verse underscores the reaction of the people of 

Moses when they were received a divine command. In place of 

responding with trust, they supposed that Moses was mocking them. 

Their response indicates a lack of knowledge and understanding, 

guiding them to make an unfounded judgment. Moses refutes this 

implication by pursuing refuge in God from being among the ignorant. 

To construct a more effective argument , this indicates the form of  

ignorance, in cases  where a conclusion is obtained based on an 

absence  of evidence or comprehension rather than reliable evidence. 

The people supposed ridicule simply because they did not understand 

the wisdom behind the command, clarifying how ignorance can 

contribute to incorrect conclusions.  

3.1 Argument Scheme (Walton, Reed & Macagno) 

3.1.1Application Example 

Major Premise 

 

If no clear explanation is known → 

assume the claim is false or mocking 

Minor Premise The people did not understand the 
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 command 

Conclusion 

 

Therefore, they assumed Moses was 

mocking them 

Table 3: Applied example of Argument from Ignorance 

 

 

 

    3.2 Critical Questions  

CQ1: Is the lack of comprehension real or just supposed? 

CQ2: Does absence of clarification support drawing a adverse 

conclusion? 

CQ3: Are there variant explanations for the instruction that were 

overlooked? 

    The above verse  presents  the structure of an argument from 

ignorance as designed by Walton, Reed, and Macagno. It initiates with 

the major premise, which depends on the absence of evidence as a 

foundation for reasoning. The minor premise determines that such 

absence of knowledge occurs in the particular case.  on this basis, a 

conclusion is derived, even though it is not effectively justified. The 

organization plainly confirms how lack of knowledge can contribute to 

weak or fallacious reasoning. 

ب رَ " َٙ ُٔ ْٛ ب ثمَشََحٌ صَفْشَاءُ فَبلِعٌ ٌَّ َٙ ُ ٠مَُٛيُ إَِّٔ َٟ ۚ لَبيَ إَِّٔٗ ِ٘ ب  َِ َب 
" لَبٌُٛا ادْعُ ٌَٕبَ سَثَّهَ ٠ج١َُِّٓ ٌَّٕ َٓ ش٠ِ ِِ سُش  إٌَّب

 )١٨)اٌجمشح: 

    In this excerpt ,the verse provides an extension of the dialogue 

between Prophet Moses and his people regarding the instruction to 

slaughter a cow. In the initial section, the people seek further 

clarification about the nature of the cow, exhibiting a process of 

questioning  to reduce uncertainty. In the second section, Moses 

delivers a clear distinction based on divine revelation, characterizing  

the cow as bright yellow in color. In terms of argumentative 
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structure, the first  section uncovers an argument from questioning,  

in situation where analysis is employed to pursue clarification and 

decline ambiguity before endorsing a claim. The next section 

represents the form of  authority, as the reaction is drawing on an 

argument from an accurate and ultimate power—God—generating 

the description expert and verifiable.  

 

4.1 Argument Scheme (Walton, Reed & Macagno) 

4.1.1 Application Example 

Major Premise 

 

Unclear command → requires 

clarification 

Minor Premise 

 

The people did not know what kind of 

cow 

Conclusion They asked for clarification 

Table 4 : Applied example of  Argument from Questioning 

4.1.2 Application Example 

Major Premise Divine statement → must be accepted 

Minor Premise God describes the cow as yellow 

Conclusion The description is accepted as true 

Table 5: Applied example of Argument from Authority 

4.2 Critical Questions  

CQ1: Is the ambiguity genuine or generated through exorbitant 

questioning? 

CQ2: Does this provide  further clarification essential for inferring 

the action? 

CQ3: Does the power advance a final and sufficient reaction to 

clarify uncertainty? 

     As shown in the previous verses, the results  depict a combined type 

of argument from questioning and argument from authority as designed 

by Walton, Reed, and Macagno. In essence ,it begins with the 
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questioning part, where ambiguity leads to inquiry in order  to extract 

more precise information. This is superseded by the authority part, 

where the explanation is issued by a dependable and reliable 

evidence.Thereafter , the critical questions stress whether the 

questioning is vital and whether the authoritative rejoinder is 

appropriate.  

ُْٕٗ اثْٕزَبَ عَشْشَحَ ع١َْٕبً ۖ لَ " ِِ ٌْحَجَشَ فَبٔفجََشَدْ  َٕب اضْشِةْ ثعِصََبنَ ا ٍْ ِٗ فمَُ ِِ ْٛ ٌِمَ  ٰٝ ٛسَ ُِ  ٰٝ إرِِ اسْزسَْمَ َٚ َُ ٍِ ذْ عَ

شْشَثَ  َِّ ً  أَُٔبطٍ  " )اٌجمشح: وُ َٓ فْسِذ٠ِ ُِ ا فِٟ الْْسَْضِ  ْٛ لََ رعَْثَ َٚ  ِ صْقِ اللََّّ ٓ سِّ ِِ اشْشَثُٛا  َٚ ُْ ۖ وٍُُٛا  ُٙ١ٓ( 

    The sacred text  outlines a miraculous case in which Prophet Moses 

queried for water for his followers, and God mandated him to hit a rock 

with his staff, provoking twelve springs to pour forth. In simpler 

terms,this event stands as an influential sign of divine capacity and 

provision, confirming that what appears impossible in spontaneous 

terms can materialize by God’s will. In the process of argument 

construction, this can be acknowledged as an argument from sign, 

where the exceptional  case works as a sign highlighting  a more 

profound reality—specifically, the existence and involvement of divine 

strength. In consequence, the miracle is not only an actual event but 

also proof intended to facilitate conviction and comprehension. 

5.1 Argument Scheme (Walton, Reed & Macagno)  

5.1.1 Application Example 

Major Premise 

 

Water from rock → sign of divine 

power 

Minor Premise Water flowed from the rock 

Conclusion Indicates the power of God 

Table 6 :Applied example of Argument from sign 

5.1.3 Critical Questions  

CQ1: Does  the sign suggest  a credible signal of divine ability? 

CQ2: Do alternative methods exist for the identified event? 
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CQ3: What Is the connection  between the sign and divine contribution 

effective enough to expound the conclusion? 

   To clarify , the verse demonstrates  the structure of an argument from 

sign as formulated by Walton, Reed, and Macagno. It starts with the 

major premise, which creates a general rule that if a certain sign (A) is 

observed, it generally reveals a particular conclusion or underlying 

reality (B). The minor premise then states that this specific sign (A) is 

indeed present in the given case. Based on these two premises, the 

argument contributes to a conclusion that (B) is likely true. The critical 

questions facilitate evaluate whether the signal is strong and reliable 

enough to corroborate the conclusion that divine authority is 

responsible for the situation. The arrangement of the table, moving 

from the general rule to a specific observation and then to a conclusion, 

clearly demonstrates how the sign is used to support an inference about 

something not directly observed. 

" ْٙ ُّ ٌَ ُ إَِّٔب إِْ شَبءَ اللََّّ َٚ جَمشََ رشََبثََٗ ع١ٍَََْٕب ۖ  ٌْ َّْ ا َٟ ۚ إِ ِ٘ ب  َِ بَ 
" لَبٌُٛا ادْعُ ٌََٕب سَثَّهَ ٠ج١َُِّٓ ٌَّٕ َْ  زذَُٚ

 )٦ٓ)اٌجمشح:                                                                                                   

      In the cited  verse, this line proceeds the exchange between Prophet 

Moses and his people as they remain in asking for additional 

clarification about the cow. They support their request by arguing that 

the cows seem similar to them, which generates confusion and 

uncertainty. This demonstrates a reasoning process established on 

ambiguity, where lack of distinction guides them to seek more precise 

data.Within the framework of argumentation , their statement reveals a 

form of argument from questioning, as they urge for the sake of clarity 

due to their inability to differentiate between options. By contrast, the 

predicted response from Moses is rooted in argument from authority, as 

he offers clarification derived on divine revelation. This contrast 

emphasizes the difference between human uncertainty and dependence  

on divine and authoritative knowledge. 
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6.1 Argument Scheme (Walton, Reed & Macagno) 

6.1.1 Application Example (Questioning Phase) 

Major Premise 

 

Similar things → create confusion → 

need clarification 

Minor Premise The cows appear similar 

Conclusion The people ask for more details 

Table 7 :Applied example of Argument from Questioning 

 

 

6.1.2 Application Example (Authority Phase) 

Major Premise Divine explanation → must be accepted 

Minor Premise God clarifies through Moses 

Conclusion The final answer is authoritative 

Table 8 :Applied example of Argument from Authority 

6.2 Critical Questions  

CQ1: Is the observed similarity a valid explanation for further 

questioning? 

CQ2: Does the uncertainty sincerely prevent action, or is it excessive 

ambiguity? 

CQ3: Is the authoritative elaboration acceptable to resolve the 

ambiguity entirely? 

    The above verse indicates a combined structure of argument from 

questioning and argument from authority as formulated by Walton, 

Reed, and Macagno. It introduces with a situation of ambiguity, where 

similarity between options produces to confusion and the need for 

further investigation. This is applied by dependence on an authoritative 

source to solve the uncertainty. The critical questions demonstrate 

whether the uncertainty is grounded and whether the authoritative 

reaction is sufficient to solve it. The organization evidently indicates 
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how human doubt and lack of knowledge are examined through 

authoritative clarification, contributing to a justified conclusion. 

آرَ " َٚ  ًِ سُ ِٖ ثِبٌش  ٓ ثعَْذِ ِِ لف١َََّْٕب  َٚ ٌْىِزبَةَ  ٛسَٝ ا ُِ ٌَمذَْ آر١ََْٕب  أ٠ََّذَْٔبُٖ ثشُِٚحِ َٚ َٚ ٌْج١ََِّٕبدِ  َُ ا ش٠َْ َِ  َٓ ١َْٕب ع١ِسَٝ اثْ

فش٠َِمبً رَ  َٚ  ُْ ُ ُْ فَفش٠َِمبً وَزَّثْز ُ ُُ اسْزىَْجشَْر ٰٜ أَٔفسُُىُ َٛ ْٙ ب لََ رَ َّ ُْ سَسُٛيٌ ثِ ب جَبءَوُ َّ ٌْمذُطُِ ۗ أفَىٍََُّ " )اٌجمشح: ا َْ مْزٍُُٛ

٧٦(. 

         Within this verse,it underscores the ongoing sequence of divine 

revelation dispatched through Prophet Moses and the messengers who 

emulated him, including Jesus. It highlights that these messages were 

corroborated by clear signs and divine authority. In spite of this, many 

people reacted with arrogance, refusing or even opposing the 

messengers when their teachings clashed with personal desires.From an 

analytical standpoint , this sacred text  illustrates an argument from 

authority, denoting the idea  where the reality of the message is rooted 

in its source—God, transmitted through his prophets. The constant 

sending of messengers upgrades the credibility of the idea, yet the 

rejection by people typifies a failure to precisely recognize legitimate 

power. 

7.1 Argument Scheme (Walton, Reed & Macagno)  

7.1.1 Application Example 

Major Premise 

 

Messages from God through prophets → 

must be accepted 

Minor Premise 

 

Moses, Jesus, and other prophets 

delivered God's message 

Conclusion 

 

Therefore, their message is true and 

authoritative 

Table 9: applied example of Argument from Authority 

7.1.3 Critical Questions  

CQ1: To what extent are the prophets generally  accepted as credible 

and legitimate sources of divine power? 
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CQ2: How do  the signals and proofs appropriate to display their 

credibility? 

CQ3: Does personal refusal founded on desire weaken the authority of 

the message? 

 The preceding  tables illustrate the structure of an argument from 

authority as created by Walton, Reed, and Macagno. It commences 

with the major premise, which confirms that reliable authorities furnish 

trustworthy data. The minor premise supports that the prophets are such 

authorities, reinforced by divine revelation and evident signs. On this 

basis, the conclusion ensues that their message should be approved. 

The critical questions emphasize the power of prophetic authority and 

the challenge of rejecting it founded on personal preference. The 

organization obviously illustrates how authority, especially when 

consistent and divinely corroborated, functions as a strong framework 

for reasoning and belief. 

 ― َٓ ١ ِّ ٌْعَبٌَ ُْ عٍََٝ ا زىُُ ٍْ أَِّٟٔ فَضَّ َٚ  ُْ ذُ ع١ٍََْىُ ّْ ْٔعَ َٟ اٌَّزِٟ أَ زِ َّ ًَ ارْوُشُٚا ٔعِْ )سٛسح اٌجمشح: ” ٠َب ثَِٕٟ إسِْشَائ١ِ

ٗ٦.) 

    The current verse is a divine address guided to Bani Israel, recalling 

them of the advantages and blessings awarded to them by God, 

covering their special status among other countries. To put it differently 

,the verse creates a reminder based on divine authority, highlighting 

that their advantaged position is not internally derived but granted by 

God. In terms of argumentation, this reveals an argument from 

authority, where the notion of superiority and blessing is supported by 

the greatest possible authority. Because the statement derives from 

divine revelation, it conveys binding authority ,  requires recognition 

and reflection. 

8.1 Argument Scheme (Walton, Reed & Macagno)  

8.1.1 Application Example 
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Major Premise 

 

Statements from God → are 

unquestionably true 

Minor Premise 

 

God states He favored the Children of 

Israel 

Conclusion 

 

Therefore, their special status is 

acknowledged as true 

Table 10 :applied example of Argument from Authority 

8.1.3 Critical Questions  

CQ1: Is the authority (God) deemed infallible and completely reliable? 

CQ2: Is the statement obviously offered as divine affirmation rather 

than judgment? 

CQ3: Does endorsement of authority demand any additional reasoning 

beyond revelation? 

    The present  tables represent the structure of an argument from 

authority as formulated by Walton, Reed, and Macagno. It opens with 

the principle that claims from a supreme and unquestionable authority 

are approved as true. The minor premise verifies that the statement in 

this instance originates from God. On this basis, the conclusion ensues 

that the claim must be recognized without doubt. The organization 

plainly confirms how divine authority serves as the strongest possible 

foundation for justification and belief.  

ب آر١ََْٕ ―. َِ ُُ اٌط ٛسَ خُزُٚا  لىَُ ْٛ سَفعََْٕب فَ َٚ  ُْ ١ثبَلىَُ ِِ إرِْ أخََزَْٔب  عَص١َْٕبَ  َٚ َٚ عْٕبَ  ِّ عُٛا  لَبٌُٛا سَ َّ اسْ َٚ حٍ  َّٛ بوُُ ثمُِ

 َٓ ١ِٕ ِِ ؤْ  ِ ُْ إِْ وُٕزُُ  بٔىُُ َّ ِٗ إ٠ِ شُوُُ ثِ ُِ ْ ب ٠ؤَ َّ ًْ ثئِسَْ ُْ  لُ ِ٘ ًَ ثىُِفْشِ ٌْعِجْ ُُ ا ِٙ أشُْشِثُٛا فِٟ لٍُُٛثِ َٚ” 

(٨ٖ)سٛسح اٌجمشح:    

    The cited verse illustrates the breaking of a religious covenant by 

Bani Israel, despite the apparent command and warning provided to 

them. Namely ,they were directed to obey and admit what had been 

indicated, yet they replied with disobedience and variation. As a result 

of their rejection, their hearts became included to falsehood, 

represented by the calf, revealing the moral and spiritual outcomes of 
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turning away from divine instruction.within argumentative discourse, 

this indicates an argument from consequences, where the negative 

spiritual result is applied to examine and condemn the action. The verse 

also indirectly conveys an argument from authority, since the 

commands arise from God, creating obedience obligatory and 

disobedience unsupported. 

8.1 Argument Scheme (Walton, Reed & Macagno)  

8.1.2 Application Example 

Major Premise Divine command → must be followed 

Minor Premise 

 

The people were commanded to obey 

but disobeyed 

Conclusion 

 

Therefore, they fell into moral and 

spiritual corruption 

Table 11 :Applied example of Argument from Authority 

8.1.3 Critical Questions (Walton et al., 2008) 

CQ1: Is the authority (God) dependable and lawful for delivering 

commands? 

CQ2: Was the command obviously conveyed to the audience in this 

verse? 

CQ3: Does the noncompliance (―we hear and disobey‖) influence the 

strength of the argument from authority? 

   In the given example , the table depicted a combined structure of 

argument from authority and consequences. It introduced with the 

principle that divine commands carry obligatory force due to their 

authoritative source. It then illustrates that violating these commands 

leads to negative consequences. The critical questions emphasize the 

strength of divine requirement and the causal correlation between 

disobedience and misconduct. The organization clearly demonstrates 

how authority establishes what should be done, while consequences 

explain the result of failing to comply. 
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ٍْهُ ع١ٍَََْٕ" ُّ ٌْ ُْ ٌَُٗ ا ٰٝ ٠ىَُٛ ٍِىًبۚ  لَبٌُٛا أََّٔ َِ ُْ طَبٌُٛدَ  َ لذَْ ثعَثََ ٌىَُ َّْ اللََّّ ُْ إِ ُٙ ُْ ٔج١َِ  ُٙ لَبيَ ٌَ ُٓ أحََ َٚ ٔحَْ َٚ ك  ب 

صَادَُٖ ثسَْطَخً فِٟ اٌْ  َٚ  ُْ َ اصْطَفبَُٖ ع١ٍََْىُ َّْ اللََّّ بيِ ۚ لَبيَ إِ َّ ٌْ َٓ ا ِِّ ُْ ٠ؤُْدَ سَعخًَ  ٌَ َٚ  ُْٕٗ ِِ ٍْهِ  ُّ ٌْ ُِ ۖ ثِب ٌْجِسْ ا َٚ  ُِ ٍْ عِ

ٌُ" )اٌجمشح:  ١ٍِ اسِعٌ عَ َٚ  ُ اللََّّ َٚ ٓ ٠شََبءُ ۚ  َِ ٍْىَُٗ  ُِ ُ ٠ؤُْرِٟ  اللََّّ َٕٚٗ٦) 

  This verse offers a disagreement between the Bani Israel and their 

prophet regarding the installation of Saul as a king. The people refuse 

his leadership because he does not satisfy their social criteria, 

especially wealth and position. Their judgment is grounded on personal 

norms rather than divine choice. The prophet replies by explaining that 

kingship is informed on God’s choice, not human priority, and that 

Saul has been conferred superiority in knowledge and physical power. 

9.1 Argument Scheme (Walton, Reed & Macagno) 

9.1.2 Application Example 

Major Premise 

 

If God selects a ruler → his authority is 

valid and must be accepted 

Minor Premise God has selected Saul as king 

Conclusion Therefore, Saul’s leadership is valid 

Table 12 :Applied example of Argument from Authority 

9.1.3 Critical Questions  

CQ1: Is God regarded a reliable and undeniable authority? 

CQ2: Does the verse unambiguously exhibit that the designation is 

divine rather than human choice? 

CQ3: Is there any accurate reason to refute divine selection founded on 

social standards? 

To begin with,this verse clarifies a clear conflict between human 

thinking and divine authority. Bani Israel refute Saul’s kingship 

derived on wealth and social condition, while the prophet verifies that 

leadership is established by God’s choice. In Walton, Reed, and 

Macagno’s (2008) structure, this is an argument from authority, where 

the validity of a claim dependent on the authority of the source. That is 

to say,the critical questions affirm that divine authority is considered as 
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absolute, and that social attitude is not a accurate basis for dismissing 

God’s decision. Hence, the argument confirms the conclusion that 

legitimate authority is recognized through divine choice rather than 

human evaluation. 

 

يَ " ًِ أَْ رُٕضََّ ٓ لَجْ ِِ  ِٗ ٰٝ ٔفَْسِ ًُ عٍََ ََ إسِْشَائ١ِ ب حَشَّ َِ ًَ إِلََّ  َْ حِلًّا ٌِّجَِٕٟ إسِْشَائ١ِ َِ وَب ً  اٌطَّعَب ًْ وُ سَاحُ ۗ لُ ْٛ اٌزَّ

" )آي عّشاْ:  فَؤرُْٛا َٓ ُْ صَبدِل١ِ ُ َ٘ب إِْ وُٕز سَاحِ فبَرٍُْٛ ْٛ  (٨ٖثبٌِزَّ

    The cited verse explains that food was primarily permissible for Bani 

Israel, except for what Prophet Jacob (Israel) had directly forbidden to 

himself before the disclosure of the Torah. This reveals that the 

restriction was not element of divine legislation, but a personal activity 

that was later misinterpreted as religious law.Hence, the verse modifies 

this misunderstanding by differentiating between divine instruction and 

individual application. 

10.1 Argument Scheme (Walton, Reed & Macagno) 

10.1.1 Application Example 

Major Premise 

 

If something is not forbidden by divine 

revelation → it remains lawful 

Minor Premise 

 

Food was only personally restricted by 

Israel, not by God 

Conclusion 

 

Therefore, the food remained lawful for 

the Children of Israel 

Table 13:Applied example of Argument from Authority 

10.1.2 Critical Questions  

CQ1: Is divine disclosure the only legitimate reference of legal 

prohibition? 

CQ2: Does the verse plainly distinguish between personal limitation 

and divine law? 

CQ3: Can personal activities of prophets be evaluated mandatory law 

without revelation? 
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    To argue effectively, the above verse institutes a distinction between 

personal application and divine legislation. Bani Israel improperly 

supposed that a personal limitation by Prophet Jacob illustrated divine 

law. Nevertheless , the verse explains that only divine disclosure has 

authority in establishing what is legal or illegal.Namely, in Walton, 

Reed, and Macagno’s (2008) model, this is an argument from authority, 

where legitimacy is rooted strictly in divine order. The critical 

questions support that personal steps do not form binding law, and 

therefore only what God directly prohibits can be regardeded illegal. 

4.Results and Discussion  

The types of  arguments revealed in the data under study are 

summarized in  Table 14 below : 

Argumentatin schemes  Frequency  Percentage  

Authority  5 50 % 

Questioning  2 20% 

Consequences  1 10% 

Ignorance  1 10% 

sign 1 10% 

Table 14: Frequency and Percentage of Argument Types 

    To sum up ,the preceding table demonstrates that the argument from 

authority was the most commonly employed type in the examined 

data,illustrating 50% of the total cases .Questioning arguments 

emerged second with 20% ,while consequences,ignorance , and sign 

arguments each indicated 10% .That is to say ,these findings reveal that 

argument from authority were more predominant than other argument 

types in the sampled data . 

5.Conclusion  

Based on the results of the study,the present study has reveald that the 

argument from authority performs an essential role in the reasoing and 

discourse .As mentioned previously , the analysis exposed that the 
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argument from authority were the most frequently employed form in 

the selectef data , which reflects the significant influence of expert 

opinion in reinforcing claims and persuading readers.Besides , the 

study highlighted that the effectiveness of such arguments relies on 

widely on the credibility and relevance of the authority 

included.Consequently , while argument from authority may function 

as reasonable and persuasive types of argumentation , they can also 

become erroneous when unsupported or employed inappropriately. In 

general, the findings emphasize the importance of analytically 

assessing authority _based claims within academic and public 

discourse. 
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