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R Despzte the uniqueness of each 1ndzv1dual's ’ '
‘experience, approxzmate communication isﬂposclble in the margin Af
\ overlap betWeen the speaker/writer's.experiénce and. that of the
o hearer/reader. This vague phrase, "margin of cverlap,™ can be
. clarified and glven an'empiricaI'base through application of the
o - measure of .vagueness, developed in Labov's study, "The Boundaries kf
. Words.and Tbeir Meanings™ Labov shows that for words that refer to - “\L

. glmple objects, the non-simple range of yascription canazéfdggsrlbed

.

\ with great accuracy through study of acfual speakers® ujs of a word.

- A modal description of an object can b _constructed th s. linked to
a }ist of key elements affecting ascri tions of the word. For

. technical discussions, this strict- defiAition (modal with variables)

- gives an empirical base on which to groumd discussion. Such strict
definitions could be immediately useful in Wiscussing terms 'like
ftart® and "novel," where Labov's model for s®rict definitions could
be used to construct empirically valid, verifilakle bases for such

-w..cOntested concepts., From these strict wdefiaitions it should be

" possible to construct loose, general definit¥ons that meet speaker
""intuitions and incorporate all important variables, as'is the case . -
* . with vords referring to simple .objects.*such 1ntult1vely valid,
. empirically verifiable defjnitions could ground studies in margin of

' /grlap, thereby groundlng enpirlcal rhetorlc. (Author/Ds)
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‘Kenpeth Burke argues in Counter-Statement that despite tHe uniqv.geness

° \. < s ®»o
. < ]
-.of each individual s\~experien!,e. approximate commqnication. is poSs’ible in

E

.-
. l .

. the margin of overlap between the speaker/wr ter s expenence and the .
( . o
t . R %
hearer/reader's. ‘This _vague phrase, margin of overla'pr. can be c1arified

.

. and given an empirical"'base through application of the measure of vagueness -

P

ﬁevekoged in Labov s study, the boundaries cf words and thei}meanings. ) v

& u ’ ) !

.Labov shows that for words which refer to simple ‘objects, the ncn-simple

. range ,of,ascrif)tions can be described with great accuracy throug\x/\ {‘\
vt . . ’ .

)
»,

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

»

e instance, Lahov can comstruct a modal description of the object linked to

' "a’list of key .elements affecting ascr'iption's of‘the word, key elements which

‘ B -

éonstitute especially the c1as§ of functions and matermls of construction.

For techn:.cal discussions. this .,trict definition (modal with variableé)

3

\ .
gives én empirical bacse on which to ground discussion. For general definiti% ,/

Labov concludes. such strict definition too severely restricts the range
Ty . g ' d
of ascriptioms. Vaguer def\initio‘ns, as 'appear in‘dictionéries, are actuallly

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

v . + study can insure that all variables are incluyded. This combination of strict
o : ~N- , : X .
-\ .= ,and general definition® implies a predictive power over word use and a monitor , s
. a - R /J’\ v ¢ ‘ . ,
" of language change.) o N \ . . ) )
- Strict det‘initions\ can be ,immediately use,ful in discussion of what John i

Kekes in a recent iSSu;e’of Philosophy and Rhetoric has cal,}(ed Essentially

\ . Conteste‘d Concept‘s. 'Ierms like art and the uovel constitute, for kekes real

N «

e \

. . coufd'construct\empi~rica11y «salid, verifiable ,bases for such rational resolutions .
ot -+ ‘.\. \
From these é‘trict definitions, it shou1d be poss:iblle to cénstruct
4
A loose, general definitions which meet speaker intuitions and incorporate all

7/
i‘.ssue)s leading to rationmal solutions». Labov's mode\%or strict' definitions

S importan} variables Such intuitwely valf{d. empirically verifiable definitions -
. Em ‘ could ground studies in x.nirgin of overlap. grounding empiricgl rhetoric.
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Tunication~

. \' BRE Historicist, eyolutionist theories of co

;' argue persuasively that works from thevpagt cannot carry the
-5
\ . same meaning tod j .as they did when first uritten. Cultural )

chaﬁge and langua e change deflne and shape one another,

directing the possibilitles fﬁg}succbsful communlcatlon.

-+

~ In sg far as the values of the present day are dlfferent

* from those of yesterday. communlcation across ‘time W1ll he
incomplete._\Th:’grave dlfflculty with the histor1c1st S
argument -is that, .as Kenneth Burke (1931 78) points out,
such arguments threaten to deny/the possibillty of any

=

commuhication. Just as there exists a gulf between conmunities-

. -

6f speakers in different times, ‘the intrinsic separatenegs - v
[ of individuals threatens communication within the present 7 i

situation. Since your expegﬁence and mine.can never -be .
wholly identical, no absolute,guarantor of mutual understanding

o * . \
can direct communlcatlon.- . ) L. Lo '

- . -
¢ . . . - - .

- But we do in fact communlcate.h Burke argues that - .

”

as we are &ll human and alive.'we share, at least, the bond

1milar1ty and beyondithat. of cource, we' *

] ’

of biological
;Tactually share simllarlties of’ cultureﬁ educauien. qalues

and language. Becﬁ@se we always sharggxnese fundamental o -

“

similarities, approx1mate communlcatlgneis always pOSS1bLe.» K

LAY

~Though absolute identity of meanlngs 1s<gnlikely, approxrmate . l .
9 .

~communicat10n exis*s in the margin of* overlap between the . 1‘

-

. kA , ‘
{\ Tj?\\\\gfifer/speaker 8 exper*ence and thp reader/héarer's experience.
The problem for an empirical rhetorlc is td trané?ate the

" notidén of margln of | overlap into some frameworP of language .
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use which accounts for the ranges within which communication o
< 8’ ' . -

operates. .- , ot N
J ¢ . -

o

» W1111am Tabov (1973) presents such a translatlon. A '

focusslng on denotatnons of referrlng words as grounds Lo . .

‘ for a soclollngulstlc.semantlcs. _We can av01d philosophical

)

difficulties with_the meaning of meanéirpby;dea%ing-only

_ i < e .
with reference, but we cannot deal.wi the whole range of . B '

. ) . . . to, ’
issues 1n communlcatlon. Intersectlons of experlences are

‘ 1

the sources for those ovprlaps ¥n discoursé wh1ch account ' ¢
¥
for ComnunlCatlon and denotatlons have a slgnlflcant share = ., °

, 1§,thcse intersectlons of experlence. JEmpirical stndies - . ﬂ. -
in the uses of referrfhg words can,.at least, begin the prooess'
of developlng a,relatrOnshlp between studies infsoc1o- I ,
linguistics and rhetoric. ' | .£J' : . o .

Labov frnds@hls way into the studye~of reference through R

v

Max Black's (19#9) constructlon of conslstency proflles for
word .uses. Black begins with our intu1t1Ve sen\e tha ¢ word Q‘ ”(
: -

a } - .
meanlngs\a;¥ vague, translatlng that feellng of vagUeness inte

a measure of the conslstency w1th wh\sh speakers use words. -

4

: -,

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

dolineate the enormous varlety of objects -we clas%lfy w1th)’. \\; . )
‘a sing;e word but to accqunt forwthe inherent 1ndéﬁerm1nacy '
which s apparent in the uées of words. ‘There is,‘for 1nstance,: 1 i\
no simple, absolute baoundary between'objects we call treeé .; - '
and those we call éhrubs. Each Speaker in a community has ., ‘o

a vague sense of the helght at which a shrub metamorphoses

into a tree and for the community as a whole. communicathnof‘

R
. . - . -
- N »

.
e ' \ .
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N succeeds within a'range of’tacit agreement over that vaguely, ;.
understood height._ Three elements together &ive Black a
1. ’ measzﬁe of thls approxlmate communlcation: a communlty of
spea ers, a sltuation,in which speakers try to use a word .
to denote objects 1npa serles, and the consistency with
:which the words actually do dénote objects. The stat1st cal
result, a cons1stency proflle, descrlbes a boundary between
words which reflects 1nteractlons amqng va&ous elements in
the931tuat10n, such as. the 1ntroduction of new shgecta -
. and people or the remoWQa of old es. »POr Labom, the”
co?slstency prof11e becomes a me:§:re of vagueness whlch
‘seriOus issue in llngumstlc theory. .

1

) .meets a
N i\ f fhough 11ngu1stics ‘s 1ntr1nslcaﬂ1y concerned w1th
\: language.meanlng, llngu;sts have been surprislngly uneasy
’}/}z’studies of vords. In fact; severgl attempts have been- g
"} made to.avoid the slapperlness of the word word by the’ -
inventhg of technlcal terms llke lexeme andr}ormatlve. . '

Labov argues that word meanings slip away from lingulsts

because varlatlon in meanlng is 1nherent in word use.

-

. Ny, A categorieal approach based on distinctlve features, _f , .

descrlblng essentlal elements, is bound to fall shoru."

of new people, new obiects.‘
wilT always affect uses of .

The introductlon into a sltuat‘

new functions and new rela%i

.

words.’ As cohmunitiés chan ey word. u dhange, go that

) ' ﬁ studyzof words which do s not focus\dn actual~us@ of words




=

]
4
.

1
P

centered .on extensions and revi81ons of Labov 8 (1969)

» Y .

Black" translates our sense of vagueness 2//g con~

xsistency of use; Labov translates conS1s ency +9 variability

That second translation )

L4

in boundaries between words.

allows Labov to congstruct a new king,efxgefiniticn,

' intui+ively valld, empirically verifiable definitions .

which account simultaneously for the range df agreement .

7

\ -
.In Labov' s view,

”

and’ tne sense of vagueness in word‘u e.
word use is grounded in the characteristic human act of

classification, but-the %ublic nature of language demands:
flexibility_in that‘classifying process’.

¢

inherently-vague to encompass new situations{ changing -

“Word use,mustHbe 4-b

relationships so. that linguists must expect ;0 find word

use exhibiting characteristics of both categorlzation and °

-

variation. Studies of language competence cannot rely on

L

data- from introépection‘ﬁrecisely:because the inherent

variability wnic@ is essential to-a community of speakers Y

) cannot be captured 1ntu1t1vely by oné speaker. ° "-~"

¢
\

.j ¥ The first NWAVE conference at GeOrgetown in 1972

argument for *nherent variability oi copula deletion 1n
Though several papers from that conference "

iKY

have relevarce for rhetorical theory, the most 1mmediately

Black English.

L4

: usefuI is Labov s study of meaning, which arghes for inherent

variability in word meanings and constructs .2 measure of the

v . e -”

4

boundaries of that variability. .

* . Labov's exg?riment.zfocussing on the sample word cup,

He showed - drawings of cuplike

. : : e 4 -
. / . . . . e em S,
. g . & Y. - ' [N} N e . -
. -

- <
. M . N /“ -
' . “ ».
\ L . v 5 s
’ .
.

was remarkably s,mble.
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objects to’ speakers and asked them to label the dgawinés. < f
On a sinéle page,, subjects saw a numbered series of drawings.
_ varying down the page by depth and across’ the page. by width.
" . - Some of the drawings, showedvhandles. some- did not; some were

r6und; some nearly squafe. In some cases, subjects were
YRS Toe

' told what ma;eriais the'objects were made of, sometkimes .

] what substances\ihey contained. Where the oojects became

. deeper the word cup was replaced by vase; when width expanded.
the ob*ects became bowls. Removing the handles from ,deep

- eups made them in%b vases sooner than. with handlesr~leling~ -

*

wide cups with soup made them bowls sooner than when they

o were empty."
v Labov uses 2 forced choice fest, requiring individual - =

. \\subjects ¢o make a choice even in the most‘iague cases, T,
.dEmanding a decision about the boundaries between words..

T Though Labov allow-d waffling with adJectives. as in S

TR long cup or fat cup. the heald word cup always counted ag o

. ¢

decisive.l Though for any one speakez s 1ntuitive 1ntrospection, =

this teSt ‘would be merely time consuming. over a wide
range‘of)speakers. consistency emergest-variable.boundaries
4 . between¢WOrds‘become clear and suoﬁecf +0 précise desqrigtion.
S Speake§%responses'generate a series.of consistency
'profx}es which Labov displays in a series of graphs.' Though
:a clear understardlng of Labov s detailed graphing pr0cedures
A would be essential to agtual research, such detailed infor-

nation -\would be ou'b of place in & survey such as this.

. Rhetorical theory néeds to take up the judgments about word
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" uses which ‘Labov akes, xurnlng ther to <the discovery ‘of

implications bey d semantics.. The con51stency profiles
" which emerge from Labov' s study 1ndicate intrinSic-variability
iA word'use”boundaries. Categorical defigitions of words LT

cannot account for interactions of shape, functions, and
\/

materials in directing uses of. words.

On the baeis of .

this judgment, Laboy, attempts to redefine cup.

-

0
X

Empirical study of: con51stency profiles of ascriptions
' . of the word cup indicate a tina of definition closely;/ ~

'resembling those in dictionaries. Labov argues_ that"vague

[ R, - ——— e o gy povm— e e~ - Aam . o
- w
.

dictionary definitions reflect the IeXioographer s accurate

intuition that word meanings are inherently variable,

adJusting éontinually to cﬁanges in culture and language.
What Labov can add, besides moral support for lexicography,
;g a strict description of the range of objecs wnich
virtually everyone would call cups and ‘a list of variable

£ 4

-elements which”’ assures that all significant items and their’

* J——

‘interaetions are accounted for. There is an 1nvariant ‘core *

of’ objects which are nearly always called cups, reflécting . o

r

" the categorical process of naming. éarious elements, " -
. / .
materials, functions, and shapes, interact to cause the- size -

of that invariant core to expand, reflecting the vagueness . sj
v \f y) ’

‘of” boundaries among obJects we call cups, bowls, and vases. ) ' U

Thus Labov's model definition accounts for bothvpermanence . .-

LY

and change in meaning, giving a relatively stable base..

’alongfwith L system of interacting variables.

-

e *( Within an experimentally dé&ribed.range,_virtuallyt ' T
.r. -'- '--4, ) v - .
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s alk speakers will understand the use of the word cup’ to’

e‘-
~

N denote a class of objects. With the'addition of'variables. kf" -
the 1nvariant core w;ll expand. but not'to the same extent_

o - N

s A

or in reaction’ to the same variables f0r any two speakers.j { \\)\
. Ly

. Some speakers reserve tbe word mug,for use with coffee

. and soup so that their use'of the word cu@ will ‘be’ wider

v

. than for speakers who use mug for a- certain ape. regardless ~

of contents.’ With large sample of words defined on

Laboy*s model. 1t becomes possible to cpns1der the notion 4

-;~,oﬂaalﬂcdzmargincof overlap in communication as a. nctioanf -

B dee L w

-

variability in word use. S \/;* . et - A

) l If .2 writer or speaker describes anf/ggect well within
- ,the invariant core of cuplike obaects. but ascribes some N L
other term. the audlence w1ll probably be lost.‘ At'the T

leVel of use of a 51mple ‘word 1ike cup. odd uses often arise ﬂ ' ,
‘with non—native speakers. and such odd use is. in iiself.

one slgnal of non-native status.’ Conversely. when a poet -

uses cup in a way whfcn'speakers find creative. it should + - ¢

v be poss1ble to account precisely for that cxeativity as

the introductlon of one or more new variables. .58y, the N
additiOn of rose petals to the materlals of*construction

for cups, Once°Labov s dcfanitions are constructed they .

¢ -

take on predlctlve powero ,' . o T
Sinee’Labov s deflnitions are empiricall# grounded.
¢ .t hey implicitly arguq\that speakers Should nearly always

use the same term for words within the ihvariant core. <

\

- Once we have. Labov s definitions.ﬂwe gain predictive power L - “«

- - . i N \ -
- L . . > -

o -, , oL O) coL e
s ey > '., . ' . - . , oo "
e by ERIC . \, . ‘ ’
. ’ . R :
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it should be p0551ble to identify precISe y the variable *

. oommunicatron can occur becﬁ@ﬁe we agree on: the range of LN

: elementﬁ in Labov s definitions can be ranked by prder of, ;{
impact, as for instance, w1th cups the oresence or absence '
'of handles has more 1mpact on ascriptione of the word *han\ 4 . ?

over word uses, a power with direct consequences to the"

istudy of hiefggthies of value and language change. .Variable

any other variabie. The - study of change/oan be measured

v -

)

as shifts in the range of the invariant core plotteq‘agai?st
tfmeO ., . ¢ . . ‘. . . . r \..

- SN e 3

The construction of hierarchies of variables as higrarchies

&

of: values can give us a direet test of Burke's’ margin of g\ _(ﬁ
' AL

overlap, suggesting perhaps that connotations are -an aSpect -

of the variable range of dénotationsf Wherever ﬁredictions

fail, wherever a- speaker ‘uses a word outsade expectations.

element or- elements which difect the . nesponse. Approximate

\ “

)
the invariant core, while 1nd1vidual experience will determine

R 6f.words near ﬁoundaries. If I take the handles off your Con

difierent uses of variables, different specific ascriptions

”~

green loving .cup, . most qpeakers will report seeing a vase. .

but you will demand ~to know what I 've done to your.loving

cup,asince for ycu the handles have less value than xhey

K .
o, . - -~
,

. for a‘%ﬁﬁgle speaker. indicate some/element shifting ranK

6ou1d for anyfne else. Since handles have-significant 1mpact ,

on the use s»f the‘Word cun, wWe can predict how speakers w111 IR

react in a given situatibn. ﬁﬂhlures of - the predictions.

. within the hierarchy of variables. Your loving cup is -

your trophy regardless of’my vandalism to its handles.“ L,

R ‘
.
N - ) N 3 . 4 v M
\ « ‘ P Y - d L. ‘"
s N s - ’ . ‘ .
¢ TLy o - . . . .
. (Y ERA _ - . .
. i L‘}:‘_ . . » o R
. oW s . . . % ~— - ) i




. . R R
Jeys b k4 \ s I

For most Speakers, remOV1ng handles changes the name of the

1

. obnect. approximatf COmmunicatiQn succeeds because wé
\

generally agreem tactitly; on the 1mportance of handlesﬁto

’
.

~ 'cups. 'The margln of overlap bet@een us can be understood
. N ‘ . N TR -
as the 1ntersectlon-of your valuations of varlables and
Ry valuatlons of those varlablesj4§{ - .- .
d

-t

- " © 'When; on the-other hand, p

within the rnvarlant core fall for a w1di%range of speakers.

-
~ .

ve- have a measure oﬂ language change. Kate Chopln Ss. 1899 -

~

_ novel. The Awakening, uses the ‘word. \CAT - in severallanstances
te denote passenger vehlcles‘arawn by horses, Introductlon

« N

td‘Ilterature courses are bound to encopnter dlfflculties
w i '

AR here Q:nce most, 1£ net all, members of the class\use*the

o
RSO,

S word car(exc us1vely to denoteﬂautomoblles. Webster's -
. '., ~ ¢ .

~points Qut that\car 1s &n anciént word. probably»Celtlc.
i L A Sy Te- B
'-‘atgd any .wheel d ‘vehicle. Accordlng t% the OED, -

) : iy
AT (SRR R v

:, . had heéomb chlefly poetio‘by tﬁe sixteenth‘bentury

o

4‘\ o N 4 o

) S sreturnlng}yéﬁgeneral uso-rn tkRe n1neteenth century to »

: mdi'*fflt‘é: 3 ngh‘veh;:i'cleé “strdet-trams, With the <t
' appsarancéf:‘ ;§tomobiles near the uﬁgn of the, century. .

the;phrase motpr car emerged to be reduced,eventually
- to caf. ThOGéhrf’ﬁ ping through the OED does not requlre'
put frow‘soc1ol1ngu1st1cs. Labov s methodology does give,

1 3 ~ /7

precmsion‘to’the prooeSS whiech constructs historlcal

\

." digtionarie 'The example here also .gives. soni’71nt o£ O

N . * g( .’L(l_\

-

' ‘ the usefulness of Labov 8 étudy for pedagOgy.

v

’ -"‘, ,Surveys of word uses shodld fakﬂ into account the
. ages of the speakers tested. Though most speakers wifl
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. ascribe terms within the invariant—core without difficulty, N
some younger speakers w1ll add or deXete objects differently d

1 _from older speakers, when new objects come into existence or

- .

old ones d1sappear. Some older speakers use the word

»

' ' gramaphone to 1ndicate all sorts-of phonographlc equipment, .
“‘-h\ a usage which sorely vexes some proud stereo owners. Among -
:,' the papers’ presented at ,the, f1rst NWAVE conference. o

Henrletta Cedergren's (1973) can be useful for studies
3 ) of age differences. That paper constructs a measure éstimating
. ” rates of phonolZglcal rule dlffusion among llVlng speakers.

g That measure should be usegful. muiatis mutandis, to stud1es of -

-

changes in word\use amghg 1iviflg speakers.
. . . .
.At the same time such a study could add precision
to the'project which created A New English Dictionary on

T " Historieal Princlples, directing the lex1cographer s
N N N
.- attentlon to the.agé groups. of writers under study. Fnom

£

?‘. ~accurate invariant core descriptions and lists of varlaoie/,\
e 'elements, ‘plotted against age, t‘sheuld become posslble. '
TR -
- o as with living speakers, o dis over‘p;ecisely which elements

. \ - ) . 1
. // are affecting shiffslin meaning. That otudy should reflect

. usefully on shifts in valueé~with1n the community since
. -

. variable elements can be ranked hierarchically. ' ,

ety

7 "™ In actual 1nstances of communication, of course, ﬁ\,
'Tspeakers share str?)/gies for corrections of misunderstandings.
: //f In* Speaking, we ¢an ask_ for' clarificatlon. /Wherever

vagueness of word use. interferes wi*h understanding. the ‘
liste;Er simply asks for more informat{gn, leading the =~ 7

":speaker to describe the obaect or point 1t out. In the
- &
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_cla sroom, the\teacher can rootpcte readiné difficulties
‘with information from the OED or Sometimes with an anecdote.
It 'is unclek\\w{ether written commvnication shares some

clear-cut .mechanism for corrections, but there seems ‘ .
1§bit1vely to be -some analoglcal correctlon methods embedded

in reading. Kate Chop1n is not, and cannot be, present

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

that manx readers can cope wlth hen/ﬁse\of the word without

-

recourse to the OED.

. ]

is irrepres51ule in all forms of language communication,

suggesting that modes of correctlon are available in readlng.
Studies in dlfflculties with denotations might lead to

discoverles about such strategies of correction. It is

at just this point, ‘thé intersection of word.uges'and'strategies

for understandingh that Studies of cdhmunication‘in,lang
’ .

" begin to infor%‘studies in.rhetoric. . . ~

62

w must‘have correction strategles fn commun

because word meanings are inherently vague. the margin’

\ (of overlap between your eyperience and mine expands and

A o=

Kl

h \\ N k' ‘-' 14 . e

b

‘ ntracts w&th changes in tlme and circumstance. Tq insure

. the success of communication at just those places where

'word, use .becomes most fragile; speakers develop strategles

of interaction designed to broaden the margin of overlap.

[ 4

In’fact, the struggle for 1ntelllgibility

I

e

Sociolinguistics wants .to demonstrate the public interactive ‘

sources of guage competence. Rhetoric moves from these

strategies for communication\to strategies for persua,sion‘

. and identification.

When—we do not'understand the use of a2 .

. .
PR
v +

.
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word we can search for strategies in 1angusge for gorrectipn
.and elaboratlon. The repert01re of. strategles avallable

‘o our culture and time form the groundworx for rnetorlcaq
theory. The semantic component of language theory, built

on Labov' Ssmodel, directly 1nforms Burke's notion of .,
marg of owerlap, whlch in turn, directly informs strategles

of appeal. The immedlate uapfulness of all this for

rhetonica; theory should become c;eer in d1scuss%ng the ‘

. . \ - .
ginds of technical rhetorical terms John Kekes (1977) has p

called. essentialiy contested conceptsi

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

. philosophy each identify for Kekes g single, real doncept

understood in common by scholars who argue over' the proper

: use of #ch term.  Through a series of;tests. Kekes distinguishes

3

between merely ambiguous or confused uses g words .and
arguments over these special termg,, The tests need not

detain us here, but the general idea of, essentially contesﬁed

»
_concepts is useful, with some rhetorlcal revisions: There

are communltleswof discourse which create ana are .created by

discusslons around concepts like- art, gvlture. and the novel.

)

Some of these‘terms are used to indlcate both a class of

*

/

,objects and the-abstract area of concentration unde‘ discuss on.’

Labov's model _for deflnltlons of refenrrﬁg wordse can be y/‘;

) useful in clarifylng the focus of discourse in such communities-\;

~

Where Kekes argues that members ‘of these communlties clear]y

vunderstand one and oniy one concept, Labov s work sucgests

that members of these communities share an intuitive sense,
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.of . the range of the invariant core description of the 3 .

objects under discussion, but theili t of and relative *

‘ rankingsﬁbf variab e elements may va considerably within

-
» I3

the COmmunity. : ) .

»

Constructing a definition of the novel with’intuitive

-

validity'and empirrcal verifia\ility snould be quite 31mple

with Labov s model.” Ask readers of novels to construct
lists of’ books»they consider to be novels w1th1n their cwn
bgoadest sense of the term. Construct a master’ list of

books toward which all readers w1ll direct ascriptions of
V-
terms like hovel, novella, romance, tale, or anatomy. .
1

The resulting Judgments should construct con51stency profiles

leading to© the kind of definition Labov has made for cup,

s

an invariant core description with a list of significant

varidbles ranked “by impact on ascriptions.’ Schoiars disputing

¥ ) .-

"the nature of the novel will have a precise ground on which e

| to iden3ify the territory of concern, to discover idio-." . ,

'synorgticcfges of thé term and changes in general use of

fhe term through history. In all probability it will -
@ : .

‘ appear that—some arguments over the nature of. the novel

are vacuous pecause scholars are not really dealing‘with Ve
precisely the - same ranges of uses of the term. Some may

put heavy weight an the lenguh of the book whil:aothers

may diyregard that element altogether. It may.be that

differechB\i\ the invariant core may even\iggrge. signaliing
L
differeqces in baSic conceptions of the nove amEng differen»

generations of scholars. Qﬁ@ ' /- -
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A . + The circularity of the pr_og,\eﬁ:or constructing : \ '
. < these definitions should not be dist¥rbing. Since only AN
:"Qtﬁ 0'° . P .l. h_ . - - . i .
.« 7 " human beings mean things by words and since human beings .
e i— r

characteristically mean things by words. we can only ask

2

. '_: human . Jbeings about how words are used and we can only learn o

..about human- beings in our questionings about uses Pf vords. \
\»Wé learn to use the word ccup in 1nteract&on with people .

. speaking. with obJects in the world, and with menmcries

e v‘of other cups, people and uses of words. To construct v

s definitions out of actual uses of words. we must stud(/th;

»

« process%of 1nteractions which informs those uses. an inherently ' €;§\_
'. . . . / v
Y circular»process. j - ¢ . ) ) vt
. ' . - " \gr . ‘
This~argument does,. however. present serdous
*problems for the theoretical grounds of rhetoriq{//:ome
rhetoriCians willbrgue that the nature of the novel is P = ]
Lo\ ce

a philosophical issue, not an empirical linguistic one.

- .
-

not resolvable through empirwcal surveys of words in use.
A rhetorical View of Labov s-worky, on the other hand, suggests
' that the use. of the technical term the novel_is a construct
~ 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

= \\thg“universe of discourse is highly limited. grow ogff ) ‘
' of interactions in language. reflecting the: same processes
’." of grocth and change as ordinary words. .aEmpirical study

vcan de cribe the use of the word with conSiderabﬁﬁ_accuracy N

not aVailable in general discussion of concepts behind uses

& T . : R TR )
. of these special terms. ..
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t is likely that Labov, Burke. -dnd Kekes will not
be in omplete agreement when fhe discu581on=turps to ]
philos phical perspectlves. Though Labov s, socioliné&istics.'
Burke s Dramatlsm. aqd Kekes esasntially con»ested concepts
are all| concerned with huna 1nteractioﬁ§*ié'language.
" the the retlcal underplnnlngé thelr approaches are far
from identical. Some resolutlons of perspeotavés is called
for before theSe definitions are used in rhetorlcal theory.
‘but such resolutions’ should be approach%d -after the basic
empirical work is. done. Tbo often rhetorlclans are content
to argue over perspectlves w;thout data. Labov gives us
ethodology for constructlng usefu1 defln%%ions and we

t “to_construct them before wé argue over, them.’
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