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'Despite the uniqueness of each in dividual's
experience, approximate communication iggpossible in the margin of
overlap between the speaker/writerss.experignce and.tiiat of the
hearer/reader. This vague phrase, "margin of overlapewcan be
clarified and given an- empirical` base through application of the
measure of.vagueness,developed in Labov's study, "The Boundaries f

Words.and-Their.Meanings41" Labov shows that for words that refer 0.

simple objects, the non-simple range of scripfion can b ec ribea
With great accuracy through study of ac ual speakers' rib of a worn.
A modal description of an'object can b =( constructed th s. linked to
a list of key elements affecting ascri- ions of the word. For
technical discussions, this strict defis'tion (modal with variables)
gives an empirical base on which to groul- discussion. Such striCt
definitions could be immediately useful in scussing terms like
"art" and "novel," where Labov's model far s ict definitions could
be used to construct empirically valid, verif able babes for such.
-coutested_concepts.. From these strio.t...Amf4nit t...c.A.±...F...bo...ad_kg

possible to construct loose, general definit-ts that meet speaker
intuitions and incorporate, all important variables, as.is the case. _

with words referring to si'mple.objects.'Such intuitively valid;
empirically verifiable definitions could ground studies in margin of
overlap, thereby grounding empirical rhetoric. (Author/DS)
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hearer/reader's. This vague phrase, margin of overlap can be clarified

,and given an empiricarbasethrough application of the measure of vagueness

devekoged in Labov'i s tudy, the boundaries of words and theiLeanings.

.. .. .
. .. .

1 ,
.Labov shows that tor words which refer to simpleobjects, the non-simple

range pf,astriptions can be described with great accuracy throu"\
k

study of actual speaker s uses Of the word.. With his test word eup, for

instance, Labov can construct a modal description of the object linked, to

a-list,of key ,elements affecting ascriptions of the word, key elements which
. ..

.
,

A . . .
donstitute especially theclasg of functions and materiels of construction.

r

For tedhnical discussions. trais4otrict definition (modal with variableg)

gives an empirical base on which to ground discussion. For general definitidh.14...0

Labov concludeS, such strict definition too severely restricts the range

of ascriptions. Vaguer de64nitioils, as :appear in
4
dictionaries, are actualliy,

more useful. incorporatin; most of the variables at issue, though empirical

4 stay can insure that all variables are included. This combination of strict

.

i 6
an general definitiOngs implies a predictive power over word use and a monitor

r
. . ,

of language change
. ..

' . .

. , ,

Strict dehnition
If

ican be immediately useful in discussion of what JOhn

,
/ ,

Kekes ,in a recent issue' of Philosophy and 'Rhetoric has calWed Essentially

, 2 .../ , .
.

,

,.., .

,%

Contesteld Concepts. Terms like art and the uovel constitute, for Kekes real

issues
/

s leading to rational solutions,. Labov's modq or strict definitions
A

or

i coufd'construct\emptrically valid, ve-rifiablebases f, r such rational resolution's
, t.

,From these strict definitions. it should be possit4e.to construct
, 4

/

loose, general definitions which meet speaker intuitions and, incorporate all
,

' important, variables Such
,

intuitivery val/d. empirically verifiable definitions
_

,could ground studies in margin of overlap. grounding empiricql rhetoriC.

1' 4

°
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-Kenpeth Burke argues in Counter- Statement that despite the uniclieness
:...,

N,,.

. ,

-of each individual'sexperience. approximate commynicatio4is pogsible'in

t

,
. the 'Margin of overlap'beeween-thespeaker/wrfter's experience and the

(

F
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4' HistoriciSt, evolutionist theories Of Co unication-

:argue persqasiVely that works from the,,p4t cannot carrithe

,..saMe meaning tod ,as they did when first written.. ,Cultural

\;-

1

charge and langua e change define and shape one another,

directing the possibilities/I: sudctsful communication.

In SQ far as the v lues of the present-day are different,

from those of yesterday, communication across time will be

incomplete. The grave difficulty with the historicist

argument is that,..as Kenneth Burke (1931:78) points out,

such arguments threaten to deny 'the possibility of any

commuhication. Just as there exists a gulf between communities -
lb

Of speakers in different times, the intrinsic separateness

of individuals threatens communication within the present

situation. Since your expe ce and mine can never.be

wholly, identical, no absolute,guaranior of mutual undersinding

can direct communication.

But we do infact communicale., . Burke argues that

as we are al human and alive, we shark, at least, he bond

of biological imilarity and beyond4hdt, of &Curse, we'
4 °

'actually'she similarities of cultureducai-den, NalLes

and language. we always sharOhese fUndamental
. .

similarities, approximate commanictipn.ig always possibke.
r . -

Though 'absolute Identity) of meanings is.iAnWely, approximate
.

A

. . s ...

communication exis4s, in the margin ofoverlap between the ,

writer/speaker's experiencoe and ihi ieader/hearer'S experience.
A.

ate the -

N
,,

,.e...

'f .language

\

f. . .

-, The problem for an em-pir.ical rhe topic 4.6 t4 tran

noti n of margin of.overlap into soMe*.framework

°

. 4 .



use which accounts for the ranged within which communication

operates.
1

William Labov (1973) presents'such a translation,

focussing on denotations of referring words as grounds

'for a sociolinguistic, semantics. We can avoid philoSophical

difficulties with the meaning of mean' by dealing only

with reference, ,but 'we cannot deal wig the whole range of .

/
issues ih communication. Intersections of experiences are

(

the sources for those ovprlaps 'n discourSe which account

for communication and denotations' have a sighificant share

those intersections of experience. ,Empirical studies

in the uses of referrihg'words cant.at least, begin the process

of developing a relatiOnship between studies in socio-
.4...1

linguistics and rhetoric.

4Labov finds his way into the studyof reference through

Max Black's (1949) construction of consistency profiles for

word.uSes. Black begins with our intuitive sense that..word

meanings vague, translating that feeling of vagueness into

a measure of the consistency with whih spedkers use words

to denote objects. The project here is not concerned.to

delineate the enormous variety of objects-we_claslify with, '. N416.:

//

. a single word but to account for, the inherent indeerminacy

'which,is apparent in the uses of words. There is for instance, .

. . .

no simple, absolute bIloundary between. objects, we call trees

and those we call Shrubs. Each speaker in a commuhity'haA

a vague sense of the height at which a shrub metamorphoses.

into a tree and for the community as a whole, communication_
o

,

5.

1
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Succeeds within a range Of tacit agreement Over that vaguely.
, e.

miderstood height.. Three element together ,give Black a.
. )

mess e of tfts approximate communication:" a community of

spea erb,

to denote

whict the

a situation,An whiqh speakers try to use a word,.
,

objects in a series, and the consistailcy with

words actually do denote objects. The statistical

result, a consistency profile, descrii5es a'beundary between

f:
words which'reflects intera-ctions aiicing valkous eleme.ilts in

..
.

0 .
the situation, such as:the introduction of new objects,

.,
and pedple or the remo

.. .
.

. ,

cosistency'profile becomes a meal ire of vagueness which

of old: es.
.

-FOr Labothe'

meets a 'serious issue in linguietie theory.

Though linguistics "is intrinsicatly
A
concerned with

/

.language meanings linguists have been surprisingly uneasy
,.

.

.
. a.

s ies of lord. In fad, t several attempts have been
* ,

made to:avoid the slipperiness of the word word by the

invk entAki of 'technical terms like lexeme androri;lative.

iabov argues that word meanings slip away frdm linguists
, .

'because variation in meaning is inherent in word use.

A categorical approach, based on distinctive fatilres,

0 .- , .

'describing essential elements, his bound to fall short.
to

.

i. ,.

The introduction into a situai'e. of new people, new object's,'
. r .. .

new functions and new relati

words.' As communitieschan

ink-study%f words which do

WAll'encounter confusions,
, r

actual uses Will.

wil always affect uses of

, word. u Orange; so 'that

not focus 'Sin actual -use, of words

hile any stud o wriieh _does focus on
-.

encounter varia ion in hose uses. .
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Black"translates our sense of vagueness ±r/vpcon--

x Isistency of tree; Labov transiates'ponsistency variabilit;

in boundaries between words., 'That second translation

allows Labov to construct a new kin5,-.e llefinitioin,

intuitively valid, empirically verifiable definitions

which account simultaneously for the range df agreement
. . .

andethe sense 'of. vagueness in worele. In LabOV's
.

view,
. . . .

word use is grounded in the characteristic human act of

classification, but-the klublic nature of langUage'demands -

flexibility in that` classifying process. ,-Word use.mustbe

inherently-vague,to encompass new situations, changing

relationships sa that linguists must expect 1.,to find word

use exhibiting characteristics of both categorization and

variation. Studies of langdage codpetence cannot rely on

data-from introspection precisely-because the inherent
a..

variabilitx-vhic4 is essential to's:community of speakers II.

.

I

.

cannot be captured intuitivelyby one speaker.
. .

* The first'NWAVE conference at Georgetown in, 1972

centered.on extensions and revisions of Labov's (1969).

argument for inherent variability Of copula- deletion in

Black English: Though several "'lepers frQmitbat conference

have relevance for rhetorical theory, the most immediately

.
useful is Labov's study of meaning, which argues for inherent'

variability in word meanings and constructs .a measure of the
:

.
boundaries of thatvariability.

.. ,

,Labov's exntriment,,foctissing on the sample word cup,
..1'

was remarkably. tiMibie. 'He showedrawingS of cuplike' , I

0

.

, fo

K.
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objects to'speakers and asked them to label the drawings. I

On a single page, subjects saw a numbered series of drawings,
°

varying down the page by depth and
*
across'the page.by width.

SoMe of the draWings.showed-tandles, souse: did not; some were

round, some nearly square.- In some cases, subjects were
,

told what materials the objects were made of, some-ekimes,

What substances they contained. Where the objects became.

. deeper tiie word cup was replaCed by vase; when width expanded,

the objects became 'bowls. Removing the handles .from ,deep
)

cups made them irrtbi vases sooner than-with handles; filling-.

wide cups with soup made them bowls sooner than when they

were empty.

Labov uses a forced choice :pest, requiring individual gl

sui4ects to make a choice even in the most vague cases,

demanding a dec ision about the boundaries between. words..

ThoUgh,Labov allowed waffling with adjectives, as in

long cup or fat cup, the head word cup always obutted as
.

decisive., Though for any one speaker's intuifive.introspe ction,

this tedtwould be merely time consuming", over a wide

range of,speakers, consistency e fnerges,,- variable boupdaries

between words become clear and subject to precise description.

41
.

..

,5rmakenresponses generate a series of consistency.

prof4.es which' Labov displays in a series of graphs:, Though
.

,

a clearsunderstar.dIng.of Labov's detailed graphing procedures

.
4

. would be essential' to aqtual-research, such detailed in for-

mation liould be'oUt of place in a Survey such as this;
,.,

Rhetorical theory needs to take up the judgments about 'Word
k : .

i.,
.. ..

/ '40'
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uses" which .Labov akes, turning them to the discovery 'of
Ak .

K,
. .

implications bey d semantics.. The consis4ency profiles .

which emerge fro Labovs 'study indicate intrinsic .variability

id word'useboundaries: Categorical orefiiiitidns of. Words .°

cannot account for interactions of shape, functions, and

Materials in directing.uset of,words. 0m-the basis of .

this judgment, Labov-attempts. to redefine cup. .

EmpiriCal study of consistency profiles of ascriptions

of the word cup indicate a lira of definition 'closely

resembling those in dietiona-ies. Labov argues that vagpe

dictionary definitions reflect the texicographer"s accurate

intuition that word meadings are inherent* variable,
.

adjusting tontinually to canges,in culture and language.

What Labov can add, besides moral support for lexicography,
4,
is a strict description of the range:of

virtually. everyone would call cups and 'a list of variable.
f

elements Which'assures that all significant items and their

interAtions Are accounted for. There is an invariant 'core

of objects which are,.nearly always called cups, reflecting

the categoricel_process of naming. 4aripus elements,
I

Materials", funCtions, and shapes, interact to cause the. size

of that invariant core to expand, reflecting the vagueness
.1 . ,

'of'boundaries among objects we call cups, 'bowls, and vases.,

Thdb.tabOv'p model definition account's for bothtperma:nence,

and change in Meaning, giving a relatively stable base-

along:with C system of interacting variables.

C Within an experimentally de5cribedranie,_virtually

9, .

p.
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a. ali speakers mill understand the usp.of.the word cup- to'

devote a class of objects. With the addition of-variables,

the invariant,, core will expand, but,notto the saMe'extent
-, . ,..

or in reaction' to the same variables for any tWo,speakers.:

r.Some speakersT6Serve:theword 'mug ,for use with coffee

and soup so that their use 'of the word -cam wig l 'be' wider

I

. than for sppakers'who use mug for a certain 6hape, regardless

of contents. With a large sample 'of words defined on

Labov's' model. it becomes possible to-yonbider,the notion

,..ot.,...margin_of_overlap in communid4tion as a

variability in, word use.
/I

; .0

notion of

..

.a. writer orspeaker describes an-aiect well within
,

.
,

,the invariant core of-cuplike objedts, but ascribes some
---,-.

other terM,.-the audience .will probably be lost.''At. 'the

\

.
. .,. .

'
leveiof.use of a simple word like cupl-odd uses ofien aris

'With non-native speakers,'arid such use is,' in itself,
,

.
. ,

,,- .

one sign61 of non- native status.' Conversely, when a poet

,

.
uses cup in away speakers find creative,' it should

be possibleto account preCiscly foi,that creativity as

the introduction of one or more new variables,. say, the

. . 4
of rose petals to the materials ofConstructionaddition_ -

for cups, .'Once;,Abov's def'inition's are coAStructed,.they

take on predictive power.

S deflnitions afe empiricall4groundecl,
t.

they implicitly arguqrthat speakers soUld meaklyalys

use .the same term for: words within the invariant core.

Once 'ivre haVe,LaboviS definitions;.' we gain predictive power

10)
%4.
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. : ..., ..

over word uses, a'pOwer with,direct. consequ,ences to the', .. .

Istudy of hiellikilieg ofvalueand langliage change. .Variable

elethentt in Labov's definitiofis can be ranked,by order of,

impact, as for'instante, with-cups the presenCe or absence
.

.

of- handles has more Impact on ascriptiOns,of the word than.
. .

. . ,
, - , ,

.

.-)

any ,other variable. The 'study of change scan be measured
. .

(\.;-.

as shifts in the 'range of the invari4ntcore piotte a aipst

, .
. .-.....

. , . .

.

codmunication can occur bec re we agree one the range of ,..t.
.

.

, - ,c ,\
,

.
., the invariant core, while individualveYcperience 'Rill determine .

.
. -....- .

time.

The- construction of hierarchies 'of variables'as hierarchies
4

of ,vaiups can ,giVe_ us_a direct test of Burke'-s margin _off_

overlap, suggestitig perhaps that connotations are'-an aspect

of the variable range of.dinotations. Wherever /Sredictionb

fail, wherever a-speaker uses a word outside
.
ePettations.

it should be possible to identify preciOely the variable

element or-elgments which direct the.respOnse. Approximate

05

diffrent uses of.vhriables, different speCific Ascriptions.
. .

Ofiwords near toundaries. If:I take the'handles'off your
. .

-

,

green-lovinccupost'speqkers will report seeing evase,

but you will,demand:to know what rye done to youriloVing.

cup, since for you 'the handles have liss value than they

,

would for anione else. Since handles have-significant impact

on the. use ,of the-Word cup, We can predict how speakers will.
, I. \ . \',

.

react in a given situation.: Fa lures of-th r

for a44rigleOpeaker, indicate some/ element shifting ,dank

Withiv:th°4 hierarchy of varableg. Your-loving 'cup is

your trophy regardiess'oi'my.vandalism to its handles.',

.
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For most .speakers, removing hndies changes the name of the .

(
. ,.. - .

. ,

object, approximate Communication succeeds because we'
..

.

generaitly agree'tacNitly) on the importance of handlesAo

-pups. The margin of overlap; between us cap be understood
.

. .

e.
.

ap the intersection'of your valuations of variables and .

ply valuations of those variables.
When' on the-other hand, p dictions 'about ascriptions.

'within the invariant core fail for i:wide 'a.rige of speakersi-
.

we-have-'a mea8ure change. kate Chopin's:1899 ,

The Awakening, upes the word,car-in several-instances

to deno-tepas sehdpricles crawn by horspa,

tefiteratpre, courses are bound to encounter
'z1)

fntroductiOn

difficylties-.
. 4 Ts..

here Once mos.k, if not all, members of the class, use, the

word cWixdlu;Ively"to denote,automobiles. Webster's

.

,

-

-5 -poliqt's'-ppt Itark car' is gn ancient word, proloablyCeltic ,

.--, --7.--;"4

1.1 Iked anymtieele'vehicle. According tok the OED,

t ,

-:.,,,:.:1'.y. 4 -.
°K- ,

had bei400 chieflfr POetioby tge sixteenth -'oeriturY,'
. .

returni ineral, tUe nineteenth centuryto

vehicles
-

strget,-tramd., With the,

a*irancJP,Pf 46omotiles..near the tAun of the,centuryi
,

. .

. .,.

. thephrase Motpr car eiergedesto be reduced eventually
s.

/

-w0.14; :Thbughpflipping through the OiE! does not require
,

. put Troll 'soefol:inggistics, Labov's methodology, does give.
A

. preC1.133.01CA14.piOS which. constructs .1;istorical
. .

. V ;

dAptionari 'The example hire aibo,gives.come nt of
.

-

the usefulness of.pabov's 'dtudy for pedagOgy.

.Surveys, of Word uses shodld talc into account the
, . . ,- V ae

ages of the,speakers tested.' Though most,speakerS wifl
...,

,_ ... ,, e'

12 ft

4
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ascribe terms within the invariant.core withodt difficulty,
. ,

.

some younger speakers will add or delete objects differently,
. f _

from older speakers, when new objebts come intO existence or
, c

,

old ones disappear. Some older speakers use the word

(

.

gramaphOne to indicate all sorts-:of phonographic equipment°,
t %

44 4-

."4"1141161 a usage which sorely vexes some proud stereo owners. Among'

the papers'presen-Od,at Ahemfirst NWAVE conference, 0,
0

Henrietta Cedergren's (1973) oan-be useful for studies

of age differences. That paper constructs a measurekstimating

rates of phonological rule diffusion.amOng living speakers.

That measure should be useful: mutatis mutandis, to studies of

-t%

changes in word use amc ig liviAg speakers.

At the same time such a study could add precision

to the' project which created A New English Dictionary on

Historical Principles, directing'the lexicographer's

attention to the.aja groups. of writers under study. From

accurate invariant core descriptions and lists of variable

elementsted against' age, t--she;uld become possible,

as with living speakers, o die over precisely which elements
Z,

are affecting s s An m ening. That.stuay should reflect

. usefully on shifts in valueS within, the community since

variable elements can be rankedilierarchicaily.
.

*

,

. NN, I
. In 'actual instances of communication, of course,

f--------.,
speakers share strtegieb for corrections of Misunderstandings.

In'speaking, we, Oen ask,for' °clarification. /Wherevet

vagueness of word use interferes with underste..xli
f

ng, the

.

,

listener sipply asks fcr more information, leading the

speaker to describe the object or point Sit tolltt:. In the

1 ,3.

\if
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,cla r'oom, the teacher can footicte reading difficulties

with information from the OED or sometimes with an anecdote.

it is unclear he,ther written communication shares some

clear-cut.mechanism for corrections, INA there seems

igilitively to besOme analogical correction methods embedded
ts. -

in reading. Kate Chopin is not, and cannot be, present

for corrections of her use of the word car, yet I suspect

that many readers can cope with her4;eTof the word without

recourse to the OED. Irtfacst, the struggle for intelligibility

is irrepressible in all forms of language communication,

suggesting that modes of correction are available in reading.

Studies in difficulties with denotations might lead to,

`discoveries about such strategies of correction. It is

at just this point,the intersection of word.utes anditrategies

for understandinl that studies of cAmunication in.lang

begin to inform studies inrhetoric,. .

V.
_

We.mustliave correction "strategies In coMmull

because word meanings'are inherently vague, the magi9(

of overlap between your eIrPerience and mine-expands and

ntracts viith changei in time _aria circumstance., Tq insure

the success of communication at just thoseplaces where

ward use.becomes most fragilei speakers develop strategies
:

of interaction designed to broaden the margin of overlap.

Sociolinguistics wants .to demonstrate the public interactive
A

sources of 1iguage competence. Rhetoric moves from these
.

.,stiategiee for communication. to strategies for persuasion
, . .

and identification. When-we do not:-understand the.use of a
..

Ic

o.
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word we can search for strategies in language- for, qorreCtipn

and elaboration. The iepertoire of,strategies.airailable

to-our culture and time form, the groundwork for rhetoriCall

1.
theoey. The semantic component of language theory, built

on Labov's,model, directly informs Burke's notion of

margin of perlap, which in turn, directly informs strategies

of appeal. The immediate ulpfulness of all this for

rhetorical theory should become clear in discuSsi4ng the

kindS of technical rhetorical terms John Kekes (1977) has

12

called,essentialiy contested conceptd%

Terms like art,culture, democracy, the novel, and

,philosophy each identify for Kekes a single, real Concel5t

understood in common by scholars who argde overthe proper

use of itch term.' ,Through a series of.-tests, Kekes distinguishes

between merely ambiguous ,or confused

arguments over these special terbg4,

detain us here, but the general idea

uses words .and

The tests need not

of essentially contested.

concepts is useful, with some rhetoriCal revisions: There

are communitiA-ofsdiscourse which create and arecreated by

discussions around concepts like-art,,v1ture, and the novel.

Some of these-:.terms are used to

objects and the-abstract area of

Laboirl model for definitions of

indicate both a class of

concentration under discuss, on.

referyikw words can be /.

useful in clarifying the focus of discourse in such communities.

Where Kekes argues that members,of these communities clearly

undeistand one and only one concept, Labov's mirk suggeSts

that members of these communities share an intuitive sense,

15



sof.the range of the invariant core d scription of the
1

objects 'under discussion, but thetli t of: and relative

rankings)Of vAriab e elegents may va considerably within

the t oramunity.

Construdting a definition of the novel with4ntuitive
,

validity and .empirical verifiTlity should be quite simple

with Labov's model.' Ask readers of novels to construct

lists of books)(they consider_ to be novels within their own

broadest sense of the term. Construct a master' list of
o

books toward which all readers will direct ascriptions of

terms like hovel, ndvella, romance, tale, or anatomy.

T he resulting judgments should construct consistency profiles

leading .66 the kind of definition Labov has made for cup,
0dar

an invariant. core description with a list.of significant

13

variables rankedAw impactor. ascriptidhs: Scholars disputing
k,

the nature of the novel will haire a precise ground on which ,

to identify the territory of concern, to. diseover .

s.,/

syncratkcAes of the term and changes in general use of

the term through/history. In all probability it will
4 . :

appear thatsome arguments over the nature of, the novel

are vacuous lecause scholars are not really dealing 'with .

,
precisely the "same ranges of uses of the term. Some may

put heavy weight on the length of the book while bothers
/

c
,f

.

.

may diiregard that element altogether. It maybe that

clifferWie--In the invariant core 'may even emtrge, ,signalling.-
. ,

._,

diffeierres in basic conceptions
N%

of the nova amIng different

generations of scholars.

t-

-J

1.
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The circularity of the proc,,c for constructing

these definitions 'should not be dist bing. Since only.
.

htIman beings mean things by words and since human beings

characteristically mean things by words, we can only ask 1

..human beings about how words are used and we can only learn

_about human'bed.ngs in Our questionings about uses cif words.

46' learn to use the word cup in interaction with people
.

,

speaking, with objects in the world, and with memories

other cups, people and uses

definitions out of actual uses
,

processof interactions which
ik

. circular process.

of words. To

of words; we

informs those

constisuct

must stiidy<ti;

uses,'an inherently

This *argument does;., '. however, ptesent serio s

'problems for the theoretical grounds of rhetoric. _Some

rhetoricians wirargue that the nature of the novel is

a philosophical issue, not an empirical, linguistic one

not resolvable through empirical surveys of words in use.

1

A rhetorical view of Labov's-work4 on the other hand, suggests

that the use of the.technial term the novel is a construct,
sop

out of the margin of overlap'among many encounters with

indivIdual books, studies of those books, and interactions

with the community of scholars. Technical terms; though

universe of discourse is highly limited, grow ouy

of interactions in language, reflecting thee same pr essep

of gro th and, change as ordinary words:-...4mpit:ical study
.

.
.bah de cisibe the use ..,f the word with donsiderablpaccuracy .

6
not available in,general discussionof concepts behind uses

of these special terms.
'41
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.. .t is likely that Labo urke,'and Kekes'will not

be in omplete agreement when,the:AiscusSion--iiirps tea

philos phical perspectives.' ThoUglabov!s_sociOlingNkstis,

15

Burke's Dramatism, and Kek es essentially Contested concePts

are all Concerned with huma interastiorii in language,.

the the retical underpinning their approaches are far

identical. Some resolutions of perspectives is called

for before these definitions are used in rhetoric41 theory,

from

but such resolutions-should be approache4d-after the Imsic

empirical work is done. Too often rhetoricians are content

to argue over perspectives without data. Labov gives us

..0

a for constructing useful definitions and we

/.

tqo construct them before we argue over, them;
.

0

\
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