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ABSTRACT
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see argdment as,a process or communication transaction, and it is
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teacher. The modern theorists' acceptance that argument is not logic

leads to disputes concerningt,the'nature of the standards to' be
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Contemporary Writings in Argument
A

It is likely that most post-secondary speech departments include

, in their curricula a course or courses in argumentation. Frequently

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

by--study in debate. Certainly the frequency with which these fields

are linked in textbook titles is a,response to the pervasiveness of

_1111

such linkage in course titles and/or descriptions. U fortunately,

such linkage invites a perspective 'ioward argumentation which no

longer represents the direction of thought by scholars itat arei.

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

tation theoris), through an examination of their writings in the scholarly .

pr

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

seven recent (f980 or 19 1 copyrightl-undergra uatetexts interms_nf

theie treatment of those issues.

RELATION TO LOGIC

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

for dispute on other tssues are found in the aifferent perspectives on

argument assumed by contemporary theorists. Daniel O'Keefe perceives

two views of argument.
2

dile feels the
traditional approach is to view

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

,,
argument as a kind of interaction. Wayne Brock"riede agrees, labeling
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the former.r4erspe tive as a
prodtict.orientation and the latter4 process

,

'orientatton.3 He expresses a strong preference for the process orienta-

tion.selaiMing "the act of producing an
argument is not a very sigr;ifi-

'-'7_:cant ob)get of study for persons interested in understanding htiman

*

communication."4/These two t4or1sts combine 'to demonstrate a sense
,

of dissatisfaction with tAe traditremalyiew of

;

argu nt as pseu7\

C.

logic or the rhetorical equivalent of logic. 'Instead they suggest

argument is an interaction, a subset of human communication. Brant

Burleson recognizes the dual perspectives of prdduct and process but

Rrefers the former as a starting point for discussion.5 Burleson posits

)

that argument in the process sense is identified by the presence and

exchange of argument in.the proiRtitt sense.f For him no discussion of

argument is possible until a claini
(argumentqas product) is introduced.7

Burleson sug1ts the product precedes the process. The ramifications

of this ordering are significant. While Brockriede would focus pri-

marily on
thecommunicatiiie encounter to an'alyze argument, Burleson

would be expected to focus on the issues, evidence, Atc. which comprise

the product. For him the argument is not necessarithe interaction;
11

it is instead the claim and the defense organized,arounti that claim.

osep ---Wenze-1-4njec.t-s--a_tbirld_perspactininto
this di spute.

9 He

suggests arguing is a process (akin to rhetoric),
argumentation is a

procedure (akin to dialectic), and argument is a product (akin to logic).
10

it is the notion of
a
procedure which sets his theory apart. For Wenzel

this procedure
involves a systematic management of discourse for the

,s

purpose of achieving critical decisibns.11 Wenzel suggests the strength

of a procedural perspective lies in extending the previous perspectives

,
into a form which may more readily be tested. Fqr him the logical

perspective "enables us to express, our understandrngs; dialectical
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3

0

procedures enable us to test them."
12 He finds a middle gbund between

the formal standard bf logic and the more open-ended e1iaracteristic t o

1
c

inte

t
tion. Wenzel might be expected to support several argumeRtativ

f

.., decision making systems which would be characterized by procedural

., 404.

guidelines. Following the procedures would prodt6 the best results.
,

Charles Willard suptorts the notiop of procedural rules." 'He classifies

argument as "a specific kind of social relationship or encounter."

As a species of social relatioliship, argument demands the arguers assum e

a co-orientation or iftersubjectivit/ (not consensus) which leads to

establbffient of procedural rules-1
9 It is the relationship which leads

.1
1

to the employment of the rul
16

es. Discussion of the rules may, of :

,

course, lead to ftwther argument. If argument is construed as a type

of social relationship--a
communication.transaction--then argument is

i

. )

\
linked to the whole panorqma of concepts surrounding those transactions.

-
ForWillard a direct link'is drawn to the.notion of person pe rception

,.....1,,

414

and mutual creation of the other.
1

7 Dale Hample extendi Willard's ,

transactional perspective.
18

He suggests since the locus Of communica-

tion is in the mind of the receiver, "the ccignitive-viev-insists thal

the argument exists only within the receiver."19. The arguMent simply

does not exist' until it is received and translated. Because the receiver

gives the argument-life and determines what shape rt ultimately takes,

TCample suggests "an argument's_authOr,is notfr7_hespeaketLit_is_the_____

"
receiver."

20 Hamp.re's t6ought refutes no othe rspective; Thly it

enhances and extends both Wenzel's dialectiC persp4Ctive and Willard's

consiructivist/interactionist

As a speech communication teacher I am much more copfortable with

a view of argument as a type of transaction. It is that perspective

which I encourage students in the introductosi course to employ in
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thinking,about their everyday eneounfers. from a Purely pragmatic \
^`

13

perspective, viewing argument'as a special type of transaction e es ,

, .

me'to Sie the speech communecatiom curriculum together. It. e ps the -

students view the discipline from a more consistent pspective. I

also prefer

of argument

perspective

outside the

the tr4p14ctional perspective because it placethe sfudy
.

squarely,'Wthin the discipline.. The logical "product"

borrows heavily from hilosophy. Many students and.faculty

disciPline-feel argument is s1mp4 a eaker form of logic.

They find comfort in the belief that logic will lead them to undisObted

ultimate truths. They become uneasy with 1):1,ato's view of the Sophists

and not infrequently level a charge of soPhistry themselves. The

tralisactional perspec ive clarifies the unique-aspecti
of argumentation -

particulariy those whI'h separate it,from logic - in Ikmapner which

emphasizes therhetorical nature of argument in a positive manner.

. VALIDITY
1 e
If argument is not logic then argurients should no t be judged by

logical (i.e. formal) standards. On that isSue,thetwists agge. What

'they dispute, however, is the nature of the standards to be appliedCin

A

evaluatihg arguments. -Thomas Farrall suggests validity juabments lie

with the audience.
21

He rejects formal iogi as a standard of judgment,

indicating no analysis of the soundness of Letorical .prgument is possible'

tntll the audi4e has been reached.
22 He does, however, set an a priori

standard for4is audienqe, indicating an "appropriate audience",is

,ofriscious both of itself and of facts relevant to its deciion.23t He

cautions, h&qever, therelatfonshi etween the argument and'the audience's

-

judgment is probable rather than absolute; argument gis 'not characterized

by forced\choices.
24

f there
\

is no choice there is no need for argument.

110
UltimatelyeFarrell's concept

of validity depends on a "ndrmative force"
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the relation of the argument's piemises tothe social knowledge attrtbu-

ted to the au)dience.
25

Both Farrell-and K4oppee offer recaps of Tpuimin's

cpncept of field dependence: rietorical
/
arguments.are jt:%el valt0/1n7

... q

..

.
.

valid by the specific aUdiences to whom they are addressed. Ray McKerfow

. .

drabs a critical distinction when he reiterates the.criltiof many contem-

. ,

porary theorists thit arguments justify rather than varify theic claims.27

., .../ .

, 1

For him arguments do not convince so much as they'reihforce. They follow.-

, .16,.
\

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

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

justification for the adoption of a belief."
28

'Each of these views most

readily applies to the product (logical) perspective of argument. Each,

standard y evaluate a "thing" which is offered to an audience. These

standards may be characterized at both less stringent 'and more realistic

than,standards of formal logic, but none of them really applies procedural
-/

norms of judgment. To an extent they recognize the notion of process, but

only insofar gs the validity judgment rests with the receiver of the argu- '

:

ment. \that judgment is not based on universaystamfards;'48her the att-

dience sets its own siandards. While this view-a no doubt much more

realistic than the standard of formal logiI\ttie inability to,establish

.

more co crete standards opens claims of rhetoric 1 validity to the charge

?

,

of soph stry.
*

The procedure perspective offers a real oppOrtunity to establish norms

which may guarantee pat,an audience bases its judgment o a full hearing '

of relevant argumeniátion: JaMes Aune and Burleson Suggest suCh standards

mby be found In the wr4tings of Jurgen Habermas29 Aute proffers Haberma'

1

;

four structural requirements for validity, based on each speaker having

equal opportunity to: (1) initiate and perpetuate communicaticm; (2) employ 3

rekative acts without imposition of one-sided norms; ( ) y donative

7
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acts so no propositional statements are !immune from examihatiOn; and (4)

emplV representativ4 aets.
30 Habermasi Structure is designed to assure

a fulthearing insofar a\the arguers and audience demand it. There are
d.

neither external nor unilateral constraints on free inquiry: Aune feels

"liabermas' criteria suggest
tha.t barriers to validity 'tie in the structure

of the argueHs society, and that neither adherence to 4ogical form nor

to rhetorical validity, but rather political action, will provide the

possibility of true speech."
31 Burleson iolates the procedUral nature of

-t

this perspecxive,-as he indicates free Communication both questions.and

cees abliihes the validTty of the claims.
32 He suggests the,real test .

of validity comes through a combination of Habermas' procedural standards

with the product standard offered by Toulmin's fZiid -dependent malbres.33

This merging of perspectives
appearsconsIstent with a transactional

,perspective, as it'emphasizes the active role of the audience inOassessing

(not merely receiving) argumentation-
Burleson reiterates

of a claim, in the final analysis, is inseperable from the

6

. .the trlth'

sociafinteans

throuktk which the claim is assessed, tested, and justified."
44

eV a teacher, and especially as a fbrensics director, I am strongly\

attracted to proc4dural standards. As a teacher of general speech

r,
.

communication courses such standards appear in a variety of settings .

from
I

the dyad to the small group. They are readily translatable to

4

the studentLs experience, d as readily translatable into classroom

experiences. In the Wrgument ion class such standards certainly

suggest debate as a decision making paradigm. When open communication

is demanded and field dependent standards are employed argumentative

validity ghould be assured--for that
tranSaction, that audience. Of

course, procedural standards are subject to acceptance by the audience .,.

j 3
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and_the arguers. As in debate, the standards may themselves become the

subject oeargument. Willard ihdicates ahother parallellto intercollegiate

debate: ": .these rules may nqt conform to abstract logical standards;-

and it is probable that many actors employ those rulers\wh'ich they

pegedict wiil aid them in their argumentation while ignoring or even
se '-

attacking those rules which might impede them.8135 Validity, then, may

, best be assured by a combination of standards derived from each of the

three perspectives pn argument.

4 NONVERBAL

A final issue developed at some length is the role of nonverbal

communication. This issue impacts on the utility of diagrams (such as

the Toulmin model) in argument analysis.
36

If nonverbal communication

plays a significant role in argument,,the claim goes, diagrams which

cannot 6pture'nonverbal cues cannot analyze the argument. Willard

has been the major proponent of that view.37 To support the notion

that nonverbal cues play an impqrtant role in argumentation he simply

grotps argument with other forms of communication: "I think it intui+

tively,obvious that all--kinds of communication may be construed aiohg

discursive ahd/or non-discursive lines and that arguments, because^they.

are a kind of communication, reflect the same duality."
38

Why does

this impede the utillity of diagrams? ". . .a central welkness of argu-

ment diagrams is their illusion of facticity, the false security,they

provides the distortive senseof'precision they engender:8139 Burleson

and Kneupper disagree.
0 Burleson posits nonverbal cues are communicated

through primitive cognitive structures which are less meaningful for

adults than later.developing str; tures; but.concedes nonverbal
communi-

cation is important in argument. Like Kneupper, he aisprts critics may

9



reasonably approximate the arguMent and diagram appropriate,nonverbal,,,

cues. He insists, however, symbolic phenomena must be linguistically

ekplica0e, if not e )5 licit, to be considered as
arguments." As a

teacher I find this la t diStinction meaningless.
Both Willard and

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

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

no reason it should not be so construed,
there is no reason nonverbal

cues should not piay a majorif not ihe majorrole in
conveying the

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

0
-1-""

.appears to be no reason they cannot be diagrammed. What neither author

addresses Is the fundamental
difference between the types of things

expressed verbally and nonverbally.
42 The role of

nonverbal seems un-

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

acts. Further research into nonverbal
communication, both in terms of

assigning meaning to specific cues and in studying the effects of specifiC

variables, should help clarify how nonverbal cues contribute to the

meaning of an argument, how those cues 1nflue700 the transaction. Beni

cause that field is barely out of its infancy not enough is knom to

theorize wi,th'any certainty.

#

Contemporary
issues developed

through JAFA lead to the conclusions

that argument May belt be viewed as a type of communication transaction--

as wprocess or procedure. That perspective affords anaudience- and

procedure-centered measure
of validity

which may more accurately reflect

#

what happens in argument than traditional
lOgical measures of formal

validity. The role of nonverbal
communication in argument is only now

4

being explored.
Whrle it appears nonverbal cues must\fluence the

we,
meaning, the extent of that influence

is not yet known.
Untii more is

known about assigning meaning to specific nonverbal
cues it is not

10



I

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

reason, because they freeze argument into a prOduct, models of ar-

gument are subject to the same limitations whichoplague communication

models. That indiclment may Limit their utility) but it certainly does

not 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 tendp

reiterate the classic (product) position no longer preferred by argu-

mentation theorists.
43 As a group, they are prone to r4resent argu-

,

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

010
it necessary to distinguish between argumentation and persuasion;. their

distinctions largely recapi e the persuasion/argumenation dualicy

notions popular about the time of the first World War. Three'texts dO

offer a mo're contemporary perspedtive on argumen) .

44 They may reflect

the beginning of a.trend toward a bl'oader perspective oneargument, but

none fully embraces the process/procedure persfective.

LOGIC-ORIENTED TEXTS

Two of the texts are written froM the perspective of philosophy.

Howard Kahane focuses on formal logic in the recent revision of a text.

which has become a standard. While he mentions argument, and defines it
CD J/

as "one or more sentences or Rorpositions . . . offered in support of.an-

other sentence or proposition. . ." the concept is not central to his work.
45

The definition clearly treats argument as a thing, a product. Kahane's

formal validity standards, especially when combined-With his focus-on the

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

As an introductory text in the study of logic, Kahane may be useful, bu\*',
4

the'relationship between this text'and contemporary thought in argumentation

4
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is too remote to claim the text reflects the field. Lambert and Ulrich

also write from the philosophical terspective. Their perspective is re-
,/

flected not so much,in a search for truth as in an eemination of the formal 4

relationshipS betkeen constituent parts of an argument.
46

Argument is
,

clearly viewed as a product, "something_that.can-represent:reasonin9 STP-

\Ncesses.
till7 While they do recognize the expression of argument may or may ,

not be verbal, they posit such expression is only meaningful as a description'

of an internel process.
48 Validity and soundness may readily be determined

1.through xamination of an argument's formal pprties, because the

"thing" is not subject to.the vagaries of_processual reinterpretation.
0

Their goal in the study of argument is a closer approximation to correctness.

They recognize "rationality itself is a matter of degree--no bne is perfectly

rational. Nevertheless, if one develop* a sensitivity fOr what makes ar,-

gumentl)good or:bad, he can learn ta reason correctly mucWmore of the

4

'time "
49 Like Kahane, Lambert_ed Ulrich offer worthwhile views in dis-

, .

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

4 the study of argument. These philosophy texts should be expected tO differ

4
significantly from texts written from the discipline of speech communication,

11.

as the fields do not address the same phenomenon.

\. .

Unfortunately, two textS,Lwritten,from the perspecOve of speech com-

,munication also view argument,as an-outward gxpression of the internal

reasoning process. This prodUct view is not necessarily evidenced in their

definitions of argument, but in their measures of'validity a bias for the

logical pprspective emerges. As with the texts discussed earlier, each

of these works is an effort to Improve the reader's decisions by making

them more "correct." Vernon Jensen defiRes argumentation as "a human com-.

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

ii
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. 11

. ,

tipe .recognIftg the importance # the appeal to the credibilLty of the
.

0./.., . 11'

.
.

-\argüer
.

(ethos), and the appeal to the emotions of he audience (pathos)."50 ;
4,

it .1ror Jensen the argument is a thing to be adapted to certain audiences.51

. /
,it may be tested through formai vlaidity standards, as it Is an expression

. *.f

of the argue r'g internallerfing Process. Abne Eisenberg and Joseph .

- ilardo also pursue thelogical tradition. They suggest argument mayix

4,

viewe in two ways--as a Sort.of unpleasant interpersonal disagl-eement,

;
t

or in he '.!rhetorical sense" as4'a One of reasoning, with evidence, in
4

suppcjt of a conclusion."52 --Their definition of afrgument reflects the
.....,

first option, removing the,unpleasint connotation, but then-,treatment

5.

'of'argyment is more objeCt- than process-oriente(.53 Thut "it would be

possible for a speaker to pr6sent a 'perfect' argumental case and still

r.

faUl to persuade a popular audience. . .".' Effectiveness is not the

e.

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

Rather, validity is judged by formal standards. (Eisenberg qnd ilardo

develop some twenty-six fallacies in dhapter four.55) While they admit

"Many of our most sfgnificant personal and interpersonal problems

occur on an emotional level," such problems are excluded froth the realm

of arbument Precisely because they involve emotions.
56 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. It becomes

readily apparent the authors are notcomfortable wiih the direction of

//

contemporary theory. Their perspective is:

,

since argumentation is engaged jn 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
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Only'then cari the supremacy of logic

be assured.57

Like Jensen, then, titenberg and Ilardo offer ,the og ca

12 *

perspective nO longer reflected by writingioi contemporary theorists.

TOWARD PROCESS

In the fifth edition of his popular work, Austin, Freeley begins eo

brtdge the gap between contemporary texts and current theory.
58 'Freely_

%

recognizes,that argument involves "reason gileing in communication situations

by people whose purpose,is,the justification of acts, beliefs, attitudes,

and values."
59 His definition appears to recognize the audience centered

perspective central to the process view of argument. His discussion of

validity also hints at that perspective, as he defines rhetorical proof

as "the degree of cogencLy arising in the minds of the audience from the

combination of premises with reasoning."
60 In his discussion of tests

of argument Freeley returns to a logical, product perspective, however.

His tests include the truth of the evidence on which the arglent is

,

based, the relevance,of the conclusion (to the evidence, not to the

audience), and the traditional formal fallacies. It may be unfair to

0

criticize Freeley's text too much for its shortcomings in argumentation,

-

however. It is Orimarily aLdebate text, and much of the effort in each

of its four revisions appears to have been directed.toward updating and

refining the text's treatment of debate. Nevertheless, while Freeley

begins to recognize the process perspective,Ahis treatment of argumen-

'tation falls largely in the traditional mold,of argument 'as psuedo-looic.

Two other texts embrace current theory moire fully. James Sayer,puts

argumentation squarely into,the process perspective. He consistently

reminds the reader argumentation is a subset of communication. He

.1 4
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deft-net argument as,"the.precess o presenting persuasive information

and conclusions to secure agreement with.ont's posftion.61" After

discussing a modified SMCR mddel of the communication process, he

redTfids-the-reider-JosInce-argumentative
communication ii but a sub-.w-

_

set of the overall communication process, the communication model it-

selftindicates that there is more to the study of functional argumen-

tation and debate than the study of formal logic."
62

His audience

centered
pe-;7.0ective comes even more clearly into focus as he defines

proof as what appears tenable and sound to the audience.
63

The goal

e

of argument is with the audience. The audience is of equal importance

to the source in the communication model, and the audience determines

what it will accept as koof. Many contemporary theorists follow that

trend of thought with the 'Haim that validity standar-cis must also lie

with the audience.
64 Sayer, however, returips ta the traditional thought.

After indicating that probability rather than certainty is the basis

for argument, he discusses formal fallacies a guarantors of accuracy.

1
He defines fallacious argument as argument whose structure is so irra-

tional It should not persuade a reasonable person.
65 He thus refurns,

to the a priori, of reason characterittic of the preiyiously discussed

texts. His book is'worthwhile as an atiempt to place argument within

the purview of human communication. Regrettably, Sayer does not follow

through with alkt process perspective in the area of argumentative

validity.

Michael Sproule chooses a consistent procedural perspective. His

effort departs significantly from the logical, product view of argument

and,stands more securely with contemporary thought. fle uses "argument"

to represent a Unit of thought, "the reiationshig of two terms via a

name-relation-name pattern," but indicates few single units exist.
66

15
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Rather, "extended arguments" consistin§.of "two or More loasic arguments

connected in such a way that one of them is a claim to be.proved and

-qthe other(s) is (are) data offered in support of the elaim."
67.

For

Sprouleyargumentation-is-to-pervasive-that-all users of languabe may

68
be called arguers. Rather Ian continuing to treat argument as a

thing--separate unitsSproule offers five constituent parts to any

disPute: (1) the agent(s); (2) the subject orthe dispute; (3) ,the

position (or claim) of the agent(s)i (4) the supporting arguments; and

(5) the resolution of the dispute.
69 -The use of language and connect-

ing of terWs as the aggnt(s).moves tfirough a dispute represents the

IIIprocess of argumenta . Though he recognizet argument is criticized

primarily through its effects, Sproule suggests a validity standard
_ _ _

not directly consistent vith any-athe three perspectives offered

earlier in thjstpaper. For Sproule "an argument is valid when, in an

-adversial situation, the-degree of certainty attributed to a conclusian

by an agent is less than'or equal ta that of the relevant proof."
70

(Thus, if the evidence suggests X will oCcur in 75% of the cases where

Y is present, the agent may not validly claim Y will undoubtedly be

accompanied by X. Validity would follow a claim that such a relationship

is likely rather than necessary.) What is important here is the nation

that an adversary system helps establish validity, that validity is a

result of the presence of adversaries. This standard is clearly consis-

tent with the procedural measures suggested by.Habermas.
71 Sproule

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 functions as language:= it-reaarts,

persuades, reveals attitudes, reveals the self, and establishes relati4n-

ships.
72 Thus,Sprdule suggests a procedural perspective for dispute

(
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resolution through-argalent. While his effort is clearly more consis-

tent with current thedry than others, it could be mooe direct. Approach-

. Ing argument ffrom the perspective of language frees him from the biases

tnhereht ln the-tt-Idttfonal-perspective of-argument as a oduct, but

it may also obfuscate the re1ationshill$006ontemporary umentation

-

theory. 'While much of Sproule muq. 6e'interpreted through implication,
-

the book remains'closest to a process/procedural view of argument

among this group of seven.

CONCLUSION

This paper has reviewed three basic issues in contemporary argumen-

tation theory. Review of current perspective on argument indicates a

pronounced shift away from the traditional _logical perspective toward

a process/procedure view of argument. As the field turns from the

logical model,.so is lt rejecting measures of validity based on formal

logic. Validity se-edg to be based in the procedure followed.during the

argumentative transactidn and in the airdience's field dependend standards

for evatuating the content of the arguer's messages. Finally the role

of nonverbal communication is being discussed in.the literature of the ,

field. While there is a-growing recognition of its importance, current

research canhot yet interpret specific cues or establish an overall

proportion of-the meaning derived from nonverbal var,iables. While this-

problem certainly limits the value of models of argument, it does not

appear to destroy their utility altogether.

The paper also examined seven texts published during the last two

years. Only three of the texts depart at all from the logical, pro-
_

ductive 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 Ogument: Lan ua e and its Influence--retaIns that perspective
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1

,i6

in diicussing argumentative validity. As a teacher: of speech comounica-

tion desiring to put argumentation more fully into the t:i.ansactional

4- perspective; my choices are slim. From this group of texEs,-Sproule

/.
4 A

is the first choite, with Sayer a clear second.'

. 1

c460,

SO,
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