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based logical "product" perspective. Many current theorists, however,

see argdment as, a process or communication transaction, and it is

this perspective that is most usefdl for the speech communication

teacher. The modern theorists' acceptance that argument is not logic

leads to disputes concerningithe ‘nature of the standards to be

applied in evaluating arguments. For the teacher, procedural

standards provide the best assurance of validity. The role of «

nonverbal communication is also-a growing concerp of current

theorists. A survey of seven recent undergraduate texts—-by H.
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that only the last three depart from tnaditional views and define

argument as a process or procedure. Of Jthese three, only Sproule's

"Arqgument: Language and Its Influence"(retains that perspective in

discussing argumentative validity. His is the first choice, and
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fully into a transactiqnal perspective. (JL)
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Contemporary Writings in Argument c.

\

it is likely that most pos t-secondary speech departménts include

la a course or courses in argumentation. Frequently -

in their curricu
1}

>

the study of aTgumentatibn is merged with--and occasionally subsumed

»

by--study in debate. Certainly thevfrequency with :Pich these fields

are linked in textbook titles is a response to the pervasiveness of - ‘
\

such linkage in course ‘titles and/or descriptions. Upnfortunately, s

such linkage invites a perspective toward argumentation\which no

'that areéﬁ 1 .

longer represents the direction of thought by scholars i

This paper attempts to identify current issues being pursued by argumen=

’ A @
tation theoris‘, through an examination of their writings in the scholarly:*

journal claimiﬂé an argumentative focus: JAFA. The paper then examines

seven recent (1980 or 1981 copyr|ghf?‘ﬁﬁdergraduate-tex%s—in~¢erm= of

- . H

»

their treatment of those issues.
\ «
RELATION IO LOGIC ° .

Before argumentation can be analyzed it must be defined. The bases -

for dispute on other tssues are found in the different perspectives on .
* 4

argument assumed by contemporary theorists. Daniel 0'Keefe perceives "
~

two views of argument.2 JHe feels the traditional approach is to”view

argument as a kind of utterance or act, but a second perspective sees
-~

N .
argument as a kind of interaction. Wayne Brockriede agrees, labeling .

»

£
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N
¢ g the former -verspeqtive as 3 productoorlentatlon and the latter -a process .
'orientatlon.3 He expresses a strong preference for the process orienta- : .
tion,,claihing "the act of producing an arguTent-is not a very signifi-
’7“*\\~£ant ob)c¢t of. study for persons interested in understanding human
communication " //?hese two tﬂ!orists comb:ne to demonstrate a sense
of dissatisfaction with the traditional. view of argugent as pseudq_ﬁ\
. logic, or the rhetorical equivalent of logic. tnstezg\they suggest 1
argument is an interaction, a subset of human communication Brant .
l : Burleson recognizes the dual perspectives of product and process but .
\grefers the former as a starting point for discussion.s Burleson poslts
that argument in the process sense is identifled by the presence and
exchange of argument in. the prdaﬂtt sense. 6 For him no discussion of
- ' argument Is possible until a claim (argumenfﬁas proJuct) is introduced.7
Burleson suggests the product precedes the process. The ramifications. -
of this ordering'are significantl NhiTe»Brockriede would focus pri-
- marily on the‘comﬁunicatlve encounter to anaiyze argument, Burleson %
would be expected to focus on the issues; evidence, étc. which comprise
the product. For him the argument is not necessartly the interactuon,;

it is }nstead the claim and the defense organlzed,arounﬂ that claim.

Joseph ﬂenze%—%njects_a_thlnd perspective into this dispute. 9 he -

suggests arguing is a process (akin to rhetoric), argumentat|on is a

procedure (akin to dialectic), and argument is a product (akin to logic)

L] -

/ It is the notion of ;rocedure wh?ch sets'hjs theory apart. For Wenze]
. this procedure in!:fves a systematic management of discourse for the
purpose of achieving critical decisibns.]] Wenzel suggests the strength
L. of a procedural perspective lies in extending the previous perspect|ves

. into a form which may more readuly be tested. For him the logucal

»

7

-
o

perspective tenables us to exgress our understandings; dialectical é?"

4

By

Q .

4




. 3 .
< procedures enable us to test them. 12 He?lnds a middle ground l;etween . -
N the formal standard df loglc and the more open-ended aracterlstlcsVEZ .
. interfaction. Venzel might be expected to support seyhral argumeqntativ

.

' ~  decision making systems which would be characterlzed by procedural

. -
guidelines. Followlng the procedures would prothe the best results
|

Charles Hillard supgorts the notiop of procedural rules. 13 He classifies

argument as '‘a specific kind of soclal relationship or encounter nl
4 C s
As a specnes of social relatlo#hlp, argument demands the arguers assume

A ]

a co-orientation or lhtersubjectuvuty (not consensus) which leads to .
- 15

establl;hwent of procedural rules.. It is the relatlonshlp whlch leads

AN v 1

to the employment of the rufes.16' Discussion of the rules may, of | :
' ’ .- ) £

-~

course, lead to further argument. If argument is construed as a type
o of social relationship--a communlcatlon transactlon--then argument is . -
\ -lunked to the whole panorgma of concepts sgrroundlng those transactions.
. . /uFor‘Vlllard a dlréct‘}lnk'ls drawn to the_ notion of person percept|on -

-t

and mutual creation of the other.17 pale Hample extends Willard's

’

transactional perspect'lve.18 He suggests since the locus of communica-

. tion is in the mind of the receiver, fithe cognitive -view insists that

L

) the argument exists only within the receiver. nid The argument simply

————— C— does not exist until it is received and translated "Because the receiver

gives the argument-1ife and determines what shape it ultimately takes,

<
_’ . Hample suggests "an.argument S_ author is not (he speaker; it is the A -

recelver."20 Hample s thought refutes no oth

rspective; rjth&r it

{ . enhances and extends both Wenzel's dialectic perspLetlve and Willard's
- ) ¢

\ ¢
constructlvlst/lnteractlonist View. s

" As a speech communication teacher | am much more copfortable‘wlfh

a view of argument as a tybe of transaction. It is that perspectlve

whlch | encourage students in the lntroductoi' course to employ in
Q _ ' ‘ _ ‘ \




. . ¥ \ .
thinking,about their everyday encounters. ‘From a purely pragmatic \\ R

v

{ ) perspective, viewing argument as a special type of transactiéé%ig?bies -

. me to sie the speech communication curricuium together. It helps the -

students view the discipline from a more consistent p\>spective. 1
+ - N R
also prefer the tranaé ctional perspective because it piace? ‘the study

' of argument squarely: ithin the discipiine.. The logical 'product"
perspective borrows heaviiy from haiosophy.' Many students and. faculty

outside the discipline feei argument is simpi$ a yeaker form of ioglc. :>,
They find comfort in the beiief that iogic wiii iead them tb undisﬁhted
uitimate truths. They become uneasy with Piato s view of the Sophists -
and not infrequently levei a charge of sophistry themselves. The ’
trahsactional perspec ive clarifies the unique " aSpecté of argumentation -
parti7cuiariy those whic! separate it from logsc - in \magner which‘*
emphasszes the-rhetorical nature of argument in @ positive manner.

VALIDITY T . v o

.9

i1f argument is not logic then arguments should not be judged by
logical (i.e. formal) standards. On that issue thebrists ag[ee- What _\\
' 'they dispute, however, is the nature of the standards to be appiiedkTh
evaluating arguments. Thomas Farréll suggests vaiidity Judbments lie

with the audience 2 He rejects formal iogzz'as a standard of judgment,

indicatlng no analysis of the soundness of khetorical .argument is possibie*

~unti1-the audifnce has been reached. 22 He does, however, set an 3 Eriori
standard for-his audsence, lndicating an “appropriate audience” is

,eéhscious both of itself and of facts relevant to its decisson 23 He

cautions,'hdwever, the relationship-hetween the argument and-the audience's
N : ' . N . '
judgmentxis*p{obable rather than absolute; argument 4s not characterized .

by forced\choices.zu 1f there is no choice there is no need for argument.
N

¢ Ultimately,. Farrell's concept of validity depends on a "nérmative force''--
¢ . ~—— ’-

s \ \
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the relation of the argument's premises to-the social knowledge attrlbu-
)

2
ted to the audience. 2 Both Farrell -and Kn)upper offer recaps of Toulmin's s

v

Cﬁncept of field dependence: reetorical arguments-are jd)bed valid/iqr T

>N valid by the specific audlences to whom they are addressed Ray McKerrow

\ .
- draws, a critical distinction when he reiterates the:c18tm' 6f many contem=
( . [N - . Y . .
. porary theorists that arguments justify rather than varify their claims.27
’ - - .

% For him arguments do not ‘convince so much as they* reinfdrce. They follow -
-4 - \

rather than precede the decision. The measure of validity is direct:

~

vo. . an,argumenf is valid if, and only if, it serves as a pragmatic

/ .

Jjustification for thé adoption of a belief."28 ‘Each of these views most

.
—~ . \

readily applies to the product (1ogical) perspective of argument. Each.

- standard kay evaluate a 'thing" which is offered to an audience. Thege

standards may be characterized ag both less stringent and more realistic

than, standards of formal logic, buf none of them really applies procedural

’ norms of judgment. To an extent they recognize the notion of process, but »
\ o *
only tnsofar as the validlty Judgment rests with the receiver of the argu-

: . ment. \}hat Judgment is not based on unuversal(staggards, Mner the ay-

- ' dlence sets its own standards. whlle this view 'is no doubt much more -

’

realistic than the/standard of formal logfz}\the inablllty to -establish .

4

-

'more co?crete standards opens claims of rhetoruc% validity to the charge

of sophistry. N

The procedure perspective offers a real op@rtunity to establish norms

'
!

| " " which may guarantee ;hat;an audience bases its judgment e a full hearing
J : .7 ’ y
of relevant argumentation: James Aune and Burleson suggest such standards

l
|
{ 4 may be found®in the writings of durgen Habermas,zz‘ Adﬁe proffers Habermasi
|

four structural requnrements for validity, based on each sgeaker having

-

\
| »

equal opportunity to: (1) initiate and perpetuate communication; (2) employ >

i ’ reg%lgtive acts without ¥mposition of one-sided norms; (}{é:zgiby conative -
} . - ‘ . . 5‘v ¢ "

Q ) * ‘
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acts so no propositional statements are |immune from examination; and (4)

. empLVy representativq,acts 30 Habermas‘ structure {s designed to assure

»

a full. hearing insofar as\:he arguers and audience demand it. There are
. s
N . {
neither external nor unilateral constraints on free inquirys Aune feels

*

‘wyabermas' criteria suggest that barriers to validity Tie in the structure
of the arguer*s snciety, and that neither adherence to &og!cal form nor

to rhetorical validi;y: but rather political action, will provide the
possibility of true speech. w3 Burleson iSolates the proceddF“l nature of
this perspectlve, “as he indicates free communication both questionS'and
rees ablishes the validity of the clalms.32 He suggests the .real test

of validity comes through a combunation of Habermas procedural standards
with the product standard of fered by Toulmin's fie d- dependent mE‘Euces 33

¢
This merglng of perspectives appears consistent with a transactfonal

~perspect|ve, as it emphasizes the active role of "the audience unoassessing

(not merely receivung) argumentatlons Burleson reiterates ". . .the trLth‘
S ~ : ‘
of a claim, in the final analysis, is inseperable from the sociat™means

throuaﬁ_which the claim is assessed, tested, and justified." b

As @ teacher, and especially as 3 forensics director, | am strongly ®

.

attracted to prochural standards. As a-teacher of general speech

- communlcation “courses such standards appear in a variety of settings .
-

from the dyad to the small gr0up. They are readily transJatable to
“the student,s experlence, nd as readily translatable into classroom °
experiences. lh the argument ion class sych standards.certainly
suggest debate as 3 decision making "paradigm. When open communjication
is demanded and fie{d dependent standards are employed argumentative
valldlty should be assured--for that transaction, that audience. of

i

* course, procedural standards are "subject to a%ceptance by the audience P
o™

o wovu«..‘;‘ ——r
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and the arguers. As in debate, ;he standards may themselves become\the
subject of argument. Wi}lard indicates atother parallel'to intercollegiate -
debate: '~ . .these rules may nqt conform to abstract iogical standards;-
and it is probable that many actors enploy those ruies\uhdch they
p#édict wiil aid them in their argumentation while ignoring or even ' f
X attacking ‘those rules which might impede them. n35 Validity, then, may
.+ best be assured by a combination of standards derived from each of the
three perspectives on argument.
 NONVERBAL | 1
. A final issue developed at some length is the role of nonverbal
communication. This issue impacts on the utiiity of diagrams (such as
the Toulmin model) in argument anaiysis.3_6 if nonverbal communication
plays a significant role in argument,~tne claim goes, diagrams which .
cannot capture nonverbal cues cannot analyze the argument. Willard

N . 37

has been the.major proponent of that view. To support the notion
that nonverbal cues piay an important role in argumentation he simply

}i groups argument with other forms of communication: "l think it intui°
tively obvious that all~kinds of communicatlon may be construed along
discursive and/or non-discursive lines and that arguments, because they

1138

are a kind of copmunication, reflect the same duality. WHy does

this impede the utii\ty of diagrams? ''. . .a central weifness of argu-

ment diagrams is thelr illusion of factlclty, the false security they

provide, the distortive sense of precisnon they engender."39 Burleson

and Kneupper disagree.l"0 Burleson posits nonverbal cues are communicated

g through primitive cognitive structures which are less meaningful for ‘*/
adylts than later'deveIOpingLstchtures; but concedes nonverbal communi-

P
- ’

cation is important in argument. Like Kneupper, he ass;rts critics may

¢
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reasonably approximate the argument and diagrém appropri;teznonverbalﬂ

olic phenomena must be lInguIstIcally

cues. He Insists, however, symb

e‘xplicahlé, if not exi
teacher | find this la

jcit, to be considered as arguments.hl As a

t distinction meaningless. Both Willard and
1

Burleson offer thoughts which are not completely refuted'by the other.
h :

I f argument is viewed as a type of communication, and Burleson offers

no reason it should not be SO0 construed there is no reason nonverbal

cues should not play a major--!f not the major--role in conveying the

message. Likewise, if we can observe and record nonverbal cues there
»

g™
pears to be no reason they canno

addresses ls the fundamental difference between the types of things

expressed verbally and nonverbally.l‘2

certain; of course It is there, but.(no one seems to know just how it

acts. Further research into nonverbal communication,

assigning meanlng to speclflc cues and in studying

nonverbal cues contrlbute to the

variables, shoulo help clarify how

meaning of an argument, how those cues influen

ts infancy not enough is known to

se that field is barely out of i
7

cau

theorize with any certainty. -

-~

v

Contemporary issues "developed through JAFA lead t

pe of communlcation transact

that argument may bedt be viewed as a ty

That perSpectivé affords an_audience~ an

.

ure-centered measure of validity which may more accurately ref

sures of formal

as a process or procedure.

proced

what happens in argument than traditional logical mea

validity. The role of nonverbal communication in argument is only
being eXplored. while it appears nonverbal cues mus influence the

meaning, the extent of that influence is not yet known. Until more

cues it is not

g meaning to specific nonverbal

105..:

known about assignin

t be diagrammed. What neither author

The role of nonverbal seems un~

both in terms of

the effects of speclfic

the transaction. Be~

o the conclusions

jon--

d

lect

now

is

v
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likely they can be diagrammed with any degree of accuracy. For t

reason,gP;‘because they freeze argument into a product, models of- a;:
gument are subject to the same limitations whicﬂ‘plague communlcation
models. That indictment may limit their utility) but it certainly does
nct mean they are useless. .
No fewer than seven texts claiming to be appropriate to the argu-
mentation course have emerged during the past two years. Four tend(éé
reiterate the classic (product) poeitiop no longer preferred by argu-
mentation theorists.l'3 NAs a group, they are prone to répresent argu-‘

. .
ment as a thing and to discuss validity in formal terms. Several find

A\ ]

it necessary to distinguish between argumentation and persuasion; their

distinctions largely recapiﬁ:jgﬁe the persuasion/argumenation dual§;y

notions popular about the time of the first World War. Three texts do
. Ry

offer a more contemporary per5pect|ve on argumen They may reflect
the beginning of a-trend toward a broader perspective oqgargument, ijf_;] .

none fully embraces the process/procedure persyective.
LOGIC-ORIENTED TEXTS
Two of the texts are written from the perspective of philosophy.
Howarc Kahane focuses on formal logic in the recent revision of a text,
" which has become a standard. While he mentions'argument, and defines it
as ''one or more sentences or ggrpositions . . . offered in support of.an-
‘ other sentence or proposition. . .'" the concept is no; central to his work.hs'
The definition clearly treaté argument as a thing, a product. ‘Kahane's
formel validity standards, especially when combined With his focuson the

quest for truth (or drive for correctness), reinforce that perspeetive.

As an introductory text in the study of logic, Kahane may be useful, bJ\(;G

the relationship between this text and contemporary thought in argumentation




’
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r

is too rem;te to ;laim the text reflects the field. Lambert and U]tich
also write from the phBlOSOphica] %erspective: Their perspective is re-
fleéted n;t so much, in a search for truth'as in an eyamination of the formal
relationships‘betWeen constituent parts of an arg\.u'nent.l'6 Argument is

. . ¢
clearly viewed as a product, ‘'something that can,represent reasoning pro-

\\\fesses."k7 While they do recognize the expression of adrgument may or may

not be vérbél, they posit such exbression is only meaningful as a description’

of an internal process.l'8 :Yalfdity and soundness may readily be determ!qsd

through\aﬂ"ﬁgminatiop of an argument's formal présgtties, because the

“thing' is not subject to the vagaries of processual reinterpretation.

, J ]
Their goa in the study of argument is a closer approximation to correctness.

They recognize “ratioqglity itself is a‘ﬁatter of degree--no obne is pergéctly
rational. Névertheless, if one develops a sensitivity for what makes ar-
guments)good or- bad he can learn to reason correctly much”more of the

‘time. L3 Like Kahane, Lambert_and Ulruch offer worthwhile views in dis-

cussing logice. .Also like Kahane, their views are of limited utility in

the study of argumént. These philosophy texts should be expected to différ

-

A = .
significantly from texts written from the discipline of spéech communication,

.

as the fields do not address the same phenomenon.

’
04 .

Unfortunately, two texts)written from the perSpect;ve of speech com-
——
,munication also view argument,as an.outward expression of the ‘internal
N4 w
reasoning process. Thas product view is not necessarlly evidenced in their

definitions of argument, but in their measures of v;lidity a buas for the
‘logic§l psrspectlve emerges. As with the texts discussed earlner, each

of these works is an effort to improve the reader's décisions by making
them more "corréit.“ Vernon Jensen defiges argumentation as '‘a human com=

munication process .which emphasizes the rational (logos) while at_the same

o




-

.. X ‘ . B ‘ .
\¥ time recognizi the importance g# the appeal tqﬁ;he credibility of the
) 130

arguer (ethos), and the appggl\:o the emotions of the audience (pathos
. g . ) . *

J d I‘-Jpr Jensen the aréument is a thing to be adapted to certain audiences.S“

]
i’ ¥

M . -
‘1t may be tested through formal vlaldity standards, as it is an expression

e

oﬁ'the argher'é internal,f;;:BﬁThg process. Abne Elsenberg‘and Joseph
< . \llardo also pursue the ‘logical tradition. They suggest argument may be
viewe In‘two ways~--as a'sor;,of unpleasant interpersonal disagreement;
or in ‘ he "'rhetorical sense" ;s*'a 1ine ?f reasoning, with evidence, in
suppgft of a conclusion."sz‘mTheir deflnition of argument reflects the
first‘option, removing the unpleasant connotation, but theit treatment

i ‘of argument }s more object- thanfprocess-orienteﬁ.53 Thus "'it would be

. . péssible for a speaker to présent a 'perfect’ argumental case and still

. ~

L]
* fail to persuade a popular audience.
. :

G
. Effectiveness is not the

- A . ‘
measure of validity, nor are field-dependent or procedural standards.

) Rathe(,'yalbﬁit; is Jjudged by formal standards. (Eisenberg and ilardo
, N . -
J;velop some twenty-six fallacies in chapter four.ss) While they admtj
, . . X ‘
""Many of our most significant personal and interpersonal problems . . <
. N

\:> occur on an emotienal level,' such problems are excluded from the realm

of argument brgcisely because they involve emotions. Thus it is possible

* to misuse this thing known as argument. This text represehts a reluctant

recognition that the field is turning away from logic as an argumentative

paradigm. But that reluctance heavily influences the text. 1t becomes

readily apparent -the authors are not éomfortable with the direction of
, VA
contemporary theory. Their perspective is: ' .

) R E] , B - _

- N .

since argumentation is engaged in by human
beings, nonlogical and nonverbal factors
always operate. The requirements of the real

world force us to consider the nonverbal and
nonlogical aspects of (interpersonal disagreement

n rde bves™ Aenaed M b b we s 8 A8

[y g




Only then cah the supremaqy of log!c , '

' ot be assured. TaIat

‘ [ - ”~ '/ v
¢ 12 .
§
: 3

A . ‘

Like Jensen, then, Elsenberg and Ilardo offer the Togical, product——

perspective no longer reflected by wr!tlng§gof contemporary theorists. .

. TOWARD PROCESS : o <~
. y _in the fifth edition of his popular work, Austin Freeley bégins to

bridge the gap botween contemporary texts and current theory.58 Freely

recognizes .that argument involves "“reason glving in communicatlon situations ‘

by people whose purp05o is the justificatlon of acts, beliefs, attitudes,
and values.“59 His definitlon appears to recognize the audience centered
pe(spective central to the process view of argument. His discussion of
 wvalidity also hin;s at that perspective, as he deflnes rheto(ical proof
as "the degree of cogené;—;rls!ng In the minds of the audience from the
) combination og premises with reasoning."60 In his discussion of tests 4
of argument Freeley returns to 3 logical, product perspective, however.
His tests include the truth of the evidence on which the arqzzent is
baséo “the relevance of the conclusion (to the evidence, not to the
aud!ence), and the traditional formal fallacies. It may be unfair to
4 criticize Freeley's text too much for its shortcomings in argumentat!on,
however. It is ﬂ?ioariiy a debate text, and much of the effort in each e
of its four revisions appears to have been directed.toward updating and .
qufiniog the Fext's treatment of debate. 7ﬂeveftﬂeless, while Freeley ‘ a
‘ begins to recognize the process perspective, %as treatment of argumen-
"tation falls largely‘in the traditional mold.of argument as pshedo-logic.
f Two other texts embrace current theory more fully. James Sayer puts

gumentat!on squarely into, the process perspectlve. He consistently

. reminds the reader argumentation is a subset of communication. He

o«

u




13 h
P defines argument as."the.precess of presenting persuasive information
g and conclusions to secure agreement with one's posftion."61 After ~

discussing a modified SMCR model of the communication process, he

reminds the‘rcéder~u54ace~a£gumenlative communigation»jéyggf a §9P3ri 7 (,/—
set of the overall communication process, the communication model it- -
) selffindicates that there is more to the study of functional argumen=
tation and debate than the study of formal logic."62 His audience -
sk centered p;;;Bective comes even more clearly into focus as he defines
proof as what appears tenable and sound to the audience.63 The goal
| of argument is with the audiéence. The audience is of equal importance
to the source in the communication model, and the audience determines
what it will accept as ?foof. Many contempo;ary theorists follow that
trend of thought with the tlaim that validity standards must also lie \
with the audience.eh Sayer, how;ver, returps to the tradttional thought.
After indica%inq that probability rather thart certainty is the basis
for argument, he‘discus§es formal fallacies a guaranters of accuracy.
\ He\ defines fallacious argument as argument whose structure is so irra-

65

(/ tional it should not persuade a reasonable person. He thus returns_.,

to the a priort of reason characteristic of the preyiously discussed
texts. His book is *worthwhile as an attempt to place argument within
- the purview of human communication. Regrettably, Sayer does not follow

through with tﬂb process perspective in the area of argumentative

’ » —

validity.

¢
Hichﬁél Sproule chooses a consistent procedural perspective. His

effort departs significantly from the logical, product view of argument
and stands more securely with contemporary thought. He uses "argument"

|
} ﬂ to represent a unit of thought, ''the relationship of two terms via a

. 6
name-relation-name pattern,' but indicates few single units exist. 6 S

f‘ .

-~
o N v s
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Rather, "extended arguments'' conslsting‘of “two or more basic arguments

-

connected in such a way that one of them is a claim to be proved and *
7the other(s) is (are) data offered in Support of the claim."67 For

- @Es ro- .
# v Sproule, argumentation 1s’ so*pervasfveAthat all users of language may . )

4

-
1401 ~4

be called arguers.68 Rather tﬁan continuing to treat argument as a
thing--separate units--Sproule offers five constituent parts to any
dispute: (1) the agent(s); (2) the subject of the dispute; (3) 4he
position (or claim) of the agent(s); (4) the supporting arguments; and
(5) the resolution of the dispute.69 The use of language and connect- '

.ing of terhs as the agzrt(s)'moves through a dispute represents the

process of argumenta‘.. Though he recognizes argument is criticized

primarily through its effects, Sproule suggesbs a validity standarq

not directly consistent qpth any46?»the three perspectives offered
- earlier in thjs-paper. For Sproule Man argument is valid when, in an

- adversial situation; the.degree of certainty attributed to a conclusion S

by an agent is less than or equal to that of the relevant proof. "7 ’ |
(Thus, if the evidence suggests X will occur in 75% of the cases where
Y is present, the agent may not validly claim ¥ will undoubtedly be
accompanied by X. Validity would follow a claim that such a relationship
is likely rather than necessary.) What is ioportant here is the riotion '
that an adversary system helps establish validity, that validity is a
result of the presence of adversaries.. This standard jsrclearly consis-
tent with the procedural measures suggested by.Habe}mas.7] Soroule
limits the utility of structural tests to validation of fact; ethical
and truth tests of argument are conducted through the dialectic. For

him argument serves the same basic functuons as language - it -repo¥tsy -

)

persuades, reveals attitudes, reveals the self, and establlshesereiatign-«<

ships.72 Thus Sproule suggests 3 procedural perspective for dispute

oty
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- N resolution through‘argﬁment. While his effort is clearly more consis-

]

tent with current theory than others, it could be move direct. Approach-

- < ing argument fgom the perspective of language frees him from the Liases

- d tntierent In the traditional perspective of .argument as a oduct, but ‘mit,-ehv"_

> it may aiso obfuscate the reiationshWontemporary umentation
theory. - while much of Sproule mus;,Be interpreted through impiication,
the book remains ‘closest to a proce;s/procedurai view of argument .
among this group of seven. ‘ . fi
CONCLUSION -
This paper has reviewed three basic issues in contemporary argumen- .
cation theOTY' Review of current perspective on argument indicates a
pronounced shift awayiirom the’traditional,iogicai perspective toward
a process/procedure view of ar;ument. As the field turns from the
logical model,.so is It rejecting measures of validity based on formal
iogic. Validity séemé to be based in the procedure followed during the -
¢ | argumentative transacticn and in the audience's field dependend standards
for evaYuating the content of the arguer's messages. Finally the role '
of nonverbal communication is being discussed in_the literature of the ;
field. Hhiie there is'a-groqing-recggnition of its importance, current
research cannot yet interpret specific cues or establish an overall '
proportion of -the meaning derimed from nonverbal variables. Whiie,thisi -
probiem certainiy limits the value oi models of‘argument’ it does not
appear to destroy their utility aitogether. .
) The paper also examined seven texts published during the last two
years. Oniy three of the texts depart at all from the legical, pro-
gﬁfductave view of argument. The others retain ‘a heavy traditional bias.

?

Of the three which define argument as a process or procedure only one-=

[} -
Sproule's ﬂfﬂ!@?"t- Langua ge "and its Influence--retains that perspective -

*
g




.
-

, - - 16 <: O
in discussing argumentative validity. As a teacheF'o{ speech compunica- i

tion desiring to put argumentation more fully into the transactional }
perspective, my choices are slim. From this group of texts, -Sproule
) ) /‘

.
.

-

AR

is the first cholce, with Sayer a clear second.’ )
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