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e ARGUHEHT-AS;PROCEDURE AND "THE ART OF CONFTROVERSY"

L3

eeny interested in the relation between rhetoric

1

WenZel and Brockriede have suggested that

one way of viewing argument through the perspective of argument-as-

procedure.l Througtt this procéﬁhra perspective,ltules°such as those attendang

to the conduct of dialectic, debatg/or discussion come under the purview of

augumentation. Argumeﬁf—as—pfocedure is the central topic of—éhis essay,
and is considered to be problematic for the purposes of this invektigation.

This paper is intended as a éritical_%tudy of .that idea. It takes as a
text for explication Schopenhauer's "The Art Of Controversy'. This little-known

essay was publiched posthumously, and ‘is rarely mentioned by either Schopenhauer

scholars or rhetoricians.? In fact, it is not ah especially profound paper.

What distinguishes it is its realistic--indeed, perhaps even iranical--<approach

L™

to philosophical discussion. The main body of the fssay is several dozen

"sgrategems“ or "tricks" which Schopenhauer recommends to dialecticians,

3

especiafly those who find themselves on the wrong end_qf an argument.

Séhopenhauer's discussion provides a useful overlay to our usual, almost
13

worsh;Fful udderstanding of philosophical exchanges. {Having dosed ourselves

with r he Art of Controversy”, we may come to clearer-

']

ed decisions on seﬁ&ral

Ynormal features of

ques tfons. For 1nstance, once we have accoynted for th
mark??place argumentaldpn, does anything distinctive still inhére'in phifosophical
arg&ﬁ%nt? Or,\alternati;ely, do the formal aﬁd informall rules of d{aiectic,
déb{%e and dgaarssion restrain or cﬂange the nature of angument? In this way,

we X 11 have reﬂurned to the inirial idea of argument-as-procedure p;epared to

evaluate it critlcally. If procedure still seems attractive after Schopenhauer, ’

[

\'

gy be confident of the perspective's value. ‘ .
ﬁé | . e {h
4 . :
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The paper begins with summaries of the procedural perspective on argument,
and of "The Art of Controversy.” We will then move to a discussion of
dialectiec and eristic, which should refine our conceépts a bit and prepare us

for the final section of the paper, which re~evaluates argument-as-procedure.

i

Argument~as-Procedure

: The, procedural pérspective has been described most thoroughly in two .
recent papers by Wenzel.# His object is to distinguish the main ways a

critic may eXamine an argument. One may take a rhetorical perspective, asking

questions about effectiveness. Or the criticism may be a logical one;

here, validity and rationality are the central issues. The last perspective

is the dialectical one.” ' SR -

»

When considering the questioﬁ, "how w;ll does this argument incarnate
the requifémeﬂts of dialectie?” the scholar will be applying different
standards to a pereeptually diffe;ent phenomenon than when making logical or
. rhetorical eriticisms. To make logical judgements ~ which may be based on

any kind of formal or informal theories of logie ~ the eritic examines a

text. He/she treats the text as a static product, and abstracts certain’.

features of form from it. Rhetorical judgements, on the other hand, are about
r-~

effectriveness. Thg;eﬁore, the eritic must consider the relationship between

;%Etor and auditor. A solely textual analysis would be inappropriate, and the
' ; B

! %
critic must needs see the argument as a process, as a transaction between

social actors. The procedural perspective is different still. Here the
scholar insists that the aégument be seen "as ﬁiscipliﬁé& method of discourse
for the eritical testing of ideas."e“The foeus is on methodology, abstracted

L
in a sense from content and social constraints. Particibants are supposed

-

to be motivated by cooperation and.a mutual desire for clear understanding;

L] P
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the argument should be conductéd with perfect candor, and ought not be influenced
’ ol

by the arghérs’ personalities, ''The dialectical perspective construes
argumentation as.a methodolog& for bringing the natural, unreflected processes
of arguing under some sort of deliberate control."’ Wenzel goes so far as to |

r

insist that the érguers will have both explicit procedural agreements, and
[

»

explieit self-consciousness as dialectic:?.ans.8 ‘ .
Though Wenzel takes pains to emphasizé that the thr¥ee perspectives can™

-merge or.blur in a given criticlsm, and that a full understanding of argument

requires "an eventual synthesis," he still feels that the procedural poinfi

of view has a special eminancg:' "i suspect that the dialectical perspective

may deserve the central place in a conceptualization of argument, foy. it is
. . - “‘
only within the framework of a dlalec¢tical encounter that the resources of .

: : .

rhetorical appeal and logical rigor are combined for the critical testing of

- .

theses:"9 Thus does Wenzel champion dialectic as rationality’s trial.
Several tomments may hefp clarify“élements of Wenzel'ﬁ theory, and emphasize

features important to this essay. First of all, Wenzel is not gaying that,

there are three kinds of ‘argument - only that there 2re three stances the

critic may take: "I am not concerned here with the pehnomena, per se, but with

SN .
ways of looking at them...."10 So whether or not an instance of human discourse

has ever met Wenzel's requirements for dialectic is net important to }be theory.
Just as taking the logical perspéctive does not.prgsume that all {or any)

argument is fully logical, taking the procedural perspective d&es not amount

"

tD an insistence that an argument is truly dialectical. As a matter of fact,

Wenzel seems unsure whether pure dialectic is even possible: 1in one place

he says that "the material conditions.for_gyat_ideal'may never be realized," 2

and in another, that "we seldom Tind dialectic in the pure state."ll we

) s _"'
must remember, therefore, that Wenzel is di7zribing a, set .of standards, not

\ . k) '
* . -

. . B
L4 - ¥ - -
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a pattern of real human behavior. There will be a certain tension, therefore,
!

between Ehe idealism of Wenzel's standards and the reality of marketplace

arguing ipn any critical use of this perspective, .Perﬁaps this idealism is

most sharply seen when juxtaposed to a more tactical description of dialectic.

A - 1 - "_ *
) ' “The Art of Controversy" \\\\H

Schopenhauer's essay will certainly give us that contrast. His list of

strategems has a horrible charm about 1¢.12 Various of his tricks are: enraging

the opponent, hiding one's conclusion, claiming to have proved things which

»
were not in fact proved, being strategically irrelevant, wsing biasing terms,

orating bombastically, and so forth. The whole list is in the Appendix.

Some of the strategems (perhaps turning the tables or pursuing evaded arguments)

are probably legitimate, even in Wenzel's ideal diaiectic, but these are

surély in the miq}rity. 3chopéﬁﬁauer makes a pretens; of claimimg that he is \
only trying to alert dialecticians to the possible.derangements an unscrupulous

opponent may attempt, but in fact he only gives explicit instructions about

self-defense for strategems 1, 2, 3, 23, 25, 30, 31 and 38.-

»

Probably no one will disPute-that Schopenhauer and Wgnzel are plainly - é::- :ﬁ;

" different. But is it fair to place them side by side at all? Surély Schopeﬁhauer )

cainot be describing the safiqiﬁigg as Wenzel. t o Tﬂ? i- v o ..;\; -ﬂi

’ ‘ In fact, Schopenhbuefﬁﬁaintaies that Ke is. writlng aﬁgu; éi;;éctic: aéd y et
. wthgﬁzfas?qf.for that belief provide further contrast to Wenzel's view. )

N Dialectic, says §chopenhauer, needs to be’studied inductively, by observing

the experience of diéputanésl3 and is the “original and natural dialectic’

- . \ . .
innate in meﬁ...they strive for rothing but \a'i.';tory.‘"{lll Human ‘nature, not P ‘
the logos, controls the dialogue. 15 Schopenhauer obJects to Aristotle's .

16

dlstinctigts among various kinds of dialogue because the classiflcatlon

- - - 1
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our jufigement. Our obstinacy gives us time to think, and creates a natural
: - > - . . w -,

+
- .

¢ e | .
1s based in part on knowing whether or not the premises are,rue. How could

we ever know this, wondegs Schopenhauét, especially at the bag inning of a

~

. F 3
discussion? Dialectic and eristic are only differently colgred words for the
» . ‘ <7

same :hing.17 ' .

Several elements of human nature are important :zjschopﬁnhauer's positiom.

The first is our "natural obstinacy." 1If two people are discussing an’ important
point, and A discoyérs that B holds a divergent ‘opinion, A hdoq; not begin
by revising his own process of thinking, so as to discover any mistake which

L .
he may have made, but he assimes that the mistake has occurred in B's.v18

Thué,’A will naturally p;tiin and defend’himself/herself. Notice tha&_this'

no_"critical testing

is essentcial to dialectic: ithout "natural obstinacy,

- -

of theses" would occur. If dialetticians had only the cooperative motives

described by Wenzel and Ehningér, dialogues would be a poiite morass of .

concession. Now Wenzel and Bhninger do not say that cooperative impulses will"'.'

be the only ones, but particularly in Wenzells theory, we read little.abbut

the essential humanness of the dialecticians.lg‘ .

L] - "
That we are stubbotn is -fortunate, because We are also unreliable in
+ L r \ .

L4

conservatism which compensates for our possible inability to ‘think quickly

and clearly enough: "if I,were to abandon the position on which I had o

previously betowed much thought, as soon as it appeared that [my opponent} “~—

. .

was right, it migh: easily happen that I might be misled by a momentary

impression, and give ‘up the truth in order to accept an efrbf-"?o More
L3 \ ) *

sensible is an instrictive registan&e, convéyed inian aggressive attitude

-

toward ﬁﬁeidialectic, even if one has momentarily lost faith,

-, ' .
[T)his” very-dishonesty, this persistepce in a proposition which

§

seems false even.to ourselves; has something to be said for it.

~

3 . r " . :"- L] ] “
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It often happens that we begin in the firm conviction of the

1 &

truth of our statement; but our opponent's argument appears to

! refute it, Shoyld we abarfion our position at once, we may dist-

cover later oh that we were right afiff all; the proof we offered

was false, but nevertheléss ‘there was a proof for -our statement N

1) A . LN
which was true. The argument which would have *been our salvation
i did not-occur to us at the moment. Hence we make it a rule to
1
attack a counter-argument, even tﬁbugh to all appearances it is

true and forcible, in the belief that its truth is only superficial,

* -~ -

and that in the course of the dispute another argument will ocecur

»

. ]
to us by which we may upset it, or succeed in confirming the truth

of our staggment. In this way we are almost compelled to become

dishonest; or, at any rate, the temptation to do so is very great,

> . - .
Thus it -is that the weakness of our intellect and the perversity

of our wiﬁl lend each other mutual éuppqﬁt; andﬂéhat, generally,

5 < a disputant fights not for truth, but for his proposition... 21

For Schopenhauer, dialectic is neither epistemologically nor procedurally

H . . vy .
. - sacred. He expresses this with a happy metaphor which recalls Aristotle’s .

ﬁustifiqations for rhetoriec: "Dialeectie, then, need have notﬁing to do with
Q

thth, as little as the fencing master considers who is,in the right wher a
1122 ,

dispute leads to a duel. Thrust and parry is the‘whole‘?usingsg.
- . Needless tB say, Wenzel thinks differqﬁtly*of the whole bﬁsiness, ana would
' abhor Schopenhauer's definitioﬁ of ﬁiﬂle&tic as."the act of'getting the
_ best of it in a disPuté.Q Being right helps,.of course, '"but this in itself )
is not gnough in the existing disPOSitién of mankind, and, on the other.handL:
Qith the.weakness,of the human intellect, it is not éltoéethqf n?cessafy.“ZB{

* +

. , -
So Wenzel's telos turns out.to be ''not altogether necessary” for‘Schppenhauer.
. ’ o oo
) F . o . o
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, s . ¢ )
Butvhlthough our object in this essay is to re-evaluate argument-as-procedure

from'the standpoint of "The Art of Controversy,' we musﬁ.restrain ourselves

for a few pages more. Even though Schopenhauer -claims to be writing about

diglectic{’the'ﬁifferpncés between him and Wenzel are so dramatic that we need -

-~
L}

of the comparisoﬁl To d¢ that,

> df'

to fog;n ‘own judgements absut tHe fairness
we need to know. a little moée about dialeétie, and oun,testim&ny shoul

»
obviously come from some new authorities.

Dialetic and Eristic o

.
[

+ Plato, Socrates and others practiced dialectic, but_Aristotle_waé the .
i

first te Eormulaqe rules for it.?ﬁ, Dialogue had been breviohsly‘taught by

v .

sopnists, who gave their:students wholé ar§uments, but they offered no general

) : rdles. Aristotle is proud 'to ﬁg describing an act to his own students, rather

.than merely Passing out the art’s products as the teachers of contention did. -

Aristotle himself must have leafned dialectic in the old way, powever.' In

L

Plato's school,. dialogues were held fepé;tedly on the same topics:25 -People
;ook 60té§, and improved Fhe old arguments deWEhe next discugsion. Sincé
.students switched sides continually, the dialectical arguments were commupally
developed. So Arigtotle ;bSprved and participated in'dialectic which was
.“ serving feveral purposes aé onc;: students yere Searching‘}qa truth, iearning

~ - -
- -

‘to argue, exercising and exploring various philosophical positions. ’Inothése .

L

early days, then, dialectic had several functions, and the ﬁarticipants were
/ perhaps lqés like committed philosophers than intercollegiate debaters.

. L4
From the beginning, %he practice of dialectic was partly rhetorical.

We can see this,; as Aristotle must have,'in Plato's writings. The early
] ; y

L8
N

dialogues prominenfiy feature elenchus ~ chSSﬂaxamination of refutation.

-

In Socrates' hands, this is a deadly'weapon.26 Socrates himself rérely takes -

a position; insgfad he leads his interlocutor into self-.’:ritique.zrJP But

.

\J "9

. - - P S - -




in doing so, Socrates is cunning, not disinterested., Often Me is insincere;

he claims to be objective, 'to lack a position of his own, to have a memory so

y

L\ poor he camnot recall a point. Hé 5ays that he has no idea where his Questions

, will lead, that the argument will follow its own course and that.it is not

. . . . N
\ under his control. He even says, in seeming fairness, that he will answer

v L] - w ™

questions, too. In our modern efforgs to reconcile all our beliefs about .

*Socrates, we have decided upon the charitable labtle "Socratic irony" for all
[ * r . +
. this. Nor were the Greeks‘héive: : .. . .
'Sd then, Thrasymachus, said I‘[Socratesf, my manner of argument
. ' 4

LY

seém to you peftifogging? - . ,

‘t‘ It does, he said. ) © e ! T

. 3

*

\\ . - You think, do you, ‘that it was with malice aforethought ‘and -

trying to get the better of you unfairlfqthat I' asked that queétion?

-
f I

"I don't think it, I know it, hE'séid, and xﬁu won't make _ - .

LS

_..anything by it, for you'won't get the better of me by stealth and, .

failing stealth, you are not of thé force to beat me in debate. o

- ﬁBlégs your soul,; said I, I wouldn't even, attempt sulh a tping.zB

Py Robinson summarizes Sograteg' behavior: "The picture which we have. so far

obtained of the Socratic elenéhus is by no means a favorable ohé. “This
> A I

elenchus involved persistent hypocrisy; it showed a negative and desgructivg

spivit; iq,céused pain to its victims} it thereby Eﬁde them enemies of

{} Socrate's....“29 Lé:er'ﬁn, Plato ‘altered this elenchus, amd moved to a dialectic

in which everyone was more open about the questioner and respondent roles;,
. . R 1

the negative elenchus begins to take a lesser place; and the’aialogues.a}e
; more cons:ructive.ao‘ . ) : - .,
. ' . . ¥ .,
' ) Aristotle saw or read all of this, and felt that more than one sort of

¥ ¥

dialogue is possible. In the Topics, he classifies.four kinds of reasoming:




(X}

F - -

demonstrative, in which the premises are centainly true; dialectical, in

1

which;the premises are generally accepted b§ everyone, or by all qr'the best

or the most phi;osophers;\contentious, in which the premises falseiy seem to

be dialectical ones, or in which the reasoning is fallacious; and ﬁis-reasonings,
| BT . * * »

in which the premises falsely seem,to be demenstrative ones. 1 Dialectical and

1

»

. . . - . ) C.
contentions (erisitc) are the most important categories for us, since these
would seem to.cérrespond to the kinds of argumentation sought by Wenzel

(in the first case) &nd described by Schopenhauer (in the second).” Notice
] * - '

. ? L] -

.that, as Schopenhauer saw, the digtinction Eépende partly on being able fo

evaluate the premises. :

A second set of disti!etioﬁs is .given in the Sophistical. Refutations.:

' L .

The foux kinds of dialegic éréument aré these: diadactic, which uses principles,

v, not opinions, as premises; dialectdcal, which operates from generally acceptédr

- . *

premises;' examination, which the teacher uses, moving from generally éccepted
o

premises which the student should know; and contentious; in which a person

-
.

recason$ or appears to reason from premises which appear to be generally/accepted, .

.

but are ndt.32 We have essentially the same distinctions between dialectic

’
-

and e:ist{c as before: only di?lécticfs premiées are always proper, and

#

B . 1
~ . eristi¢'s method may be invalidl
. t
. _These categories seem to,hth the straightforward clarity of most of*

v - | L]

T . .

Aristetle’s. taxonomies. The To?ics is about dialectic, and gives instruction

. in dialectical reasoning, The middle six books spell out rules for.dealing' '
with predications of accigdent, 6alue,‘geﬁus, definition, and so forth. These

. |~ . . .
are both dry and dialectical, and pose no problems. But the eilhth beok is ’

different. . ‘ . :

There Aristotle explains n4t the inventional theory «wof Eopics,}but how

- L y

to conduct oneself in actual dialectic. Perhaps he:had.in*mind what "he saw .

o . ., .
* - . *
' . ”
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.
in the Academy; certainly he codsidereq dialectic to be a teaching tool as

‘ well as a_method of philosophical inquiry.?3 At several points, ‘the reader is L
" ) t * R A )
sure that Aristotle is describing a competitive contes;e not the cooperative

dialogue Thninger wrote about.3% Someé of Aristorle's advice in the rest cogld .

have been: premises should be adapted to the interlocutor's beliefsx3§ g
w - .
, " The selection of argument forms - aﬁd the use of reductio in particular - Lot

should depend on the opponent s level of sk111.36 aThe dialéctician may use

delaying tactics, slnce the exercise may,have a time lim1t.37 Questions should
be answered in such a way as to preserve observers’' regard for the respondene.38

Premises 4hould " 4 dispersed to disguise the argmnent s stfh'tur 39 ‘One ’ -

Oqght to av01d offering ome's premises explipimly, 1nstead, ‘one sh

- ey -

spar as far aloof from tLhem as poss:!..ble.‘"z*0

What are these tricks doipg in a treatise on diaIectiE?‘“Certarnly
Aristotle knew that these strategems 4re ;pt abovépeard: _He says tpat coneealing

. . t . , : -
x'; the grounds gf'an argument is wrong, for instance and obj?c&s:to‘che
" "drsponest} iﬁ‘putting'qsestions" sh%sh_occurs }n eristic.ﬁl ’ )
) seﬁps'to have been entirelg fair, and'not éonfentrpus TEll:.al,'i.."2 )

¥

His own practice

But evEﬁ in
. N . - ' Y &
his description of the aims of eristic, we can‘detect a cerﬁain.aﬁbivalence. ] T

- . ) o . -

kY ' The goals-are: to refute the other, tg show that the othet is commirgfhg a

fallacy, to iead the other’intq\paradix, to reduce the other to ungrsmmaticai "

- L *

speech, and to cause the other to babble.43 The seeds of "The Art of Controversy"

are apparent here, but S0 dre some ligitimate features of philosophical
argumentation. Eristic, it Seems, does not necessarily require unfair fighting,_i

r .- r

b - - -
just as dialectic is not always_pure. . ’ '

Qur explanation for the similarities ﬁetween dialecpic and eristic is

~

: modeled on the following passa hich discusses the various premises used

+ o
L]

. in' a dialectic: ''Those [premises] which are used to conceal the conclusion
T

i N - a e .
. - 4 . -
Q .lzz
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serve a controversial purpose only; but inasmuch as -an uhdertakiqg,of.this

Y L] R . \

L}

sort is always conducted against another person, we are obliged to empiii_thEQ

as well.':f‘4 Dialetic partakes of the world, and its audience and ‘pagticipants

L)

are rationally imperfect. Dialectic is immanénhly rhetorical and persuasiﬁe;45

% it is done through people. Even in the service of trufh, artifice may.be

fstic and dialectic .

S . i . t
' vconstitutes but an ideal formulation of aims inextricably irterwoven, with
* * 5 . "

needed. Perelman Says that Artstotle’s distinction between
- . h

L4

varying intensity, in actual debates, where the interlocutors
- . - . ¢
sure, to make their theses prevail but, as often as not, also believe:that

thesis éo.b; fiee from_contradiétion and the one most consistent with the-
l;ruth."46 Aristo;lé's treatises were designed to fill two’ needs: ‘to give

\ - a philosephié;l’g;oundiﬁg to &ialecfié's inv;ntipnal requifements; and to
expiain how to do qialéctic. Thinking 6flarguments ig a yéry different

enterprise than deiivering them, and .the mundane realities of the latter task
will often threaten the purity of the formet‘.47 .
I .
In principle, then, the distinction between dialectic and eristic is

@

sharp. Dialectic has better premises, better method, and better attitudes

) towarﬁ4;ruth, the .interlocutor and the audience, But once translated to the
- * - )
practical plane, everything begins to blur, until only the extremesRare

. '
elearly apart. Having arrived at ghis péint, we are fina}ly ready to return
~ v

-

to Wenze!, and. to say what Schopenhauer has to do with argument-as-procedure.

P2

Agguehent-as-?roced;te, Once Again

. s
, We could exaggerate the differences between Wenzel and Schopenhauer by

-

~ .
saying that Wenzel is describing an ideal and WMchopenhauer is -summarizing the

results of an induction. As stated, however, this contrast is too sharp.

4 .

Schopenhauer makes some theoretical arguments to prove that dialectic should

be combative. And Wenzel is describihg a critical perspective, so he surely ’




\ . G - - ‘ ! '|J N .
" . expects something like dialectic to be available for criticizing, Sirce we

L

already have a Eéfrly good idea what’Séhopenhauer thibks dialectic looks Fike

in practite, lee us concentrate for a moment on what it looks like to Wenzel,
- ¥ L
We will proceed classically, by the method of residu¥s. Start, if you
7 7 will, with an example of serious dialogue in mind: one of Plato's dialogues,

perhaps, or a discussiom ¥erween two scholars abouttsgme disputable point,

” Subtract first 3ny deceptive tricks or personal failings: if any faults

of memory or personality occur in our example, we will ignore them and repair

-

the damage. Next, take away the logical structure of the Ergumentation.
r !‘ ®
. v

- Of course, Wenzel does not propose that dialectic has no logic, but we are
. i ’ - - N
trying here to gee what is unique to Wenzel's dialectic, apd he assures us
: - . -
LY - -

that the logical perspective is a distinct one. By the same reasoning, we must
T : : . :

filter out the rhetorical adaptations which personalize the discourse and make

it effective for its particular audience. In this way, we change the real

partitipants into incarnations of the universal audience, and change their

L1 & Ll

» words into sgme theorerically neutral bloodless Qf@se; Lastly, we need to

remove elements common to all kinds of discourse, whether dialectiéal,

-
]

erisitc or rhetorical. These few remaining features include the specific topic

and the substantive arguments themselves. Is anything lefe?

Wenzel only intends that the procedural skeleton remain, and that it
. ' L

have a particular kfnd of form. Its central object is free consensus, and.
its features are those which protect that possibilitf. Symmetry, civility

. and an unbiased critical sense should .yield a substantively unsecured

investigative dialogue.48 None of this, as far as we can see, is properly y
. ) .

the province of eristic, logic, rhetoric or all three. And, in fact, none of

it js even possible until the kind of subtractions we have mentioned are done.

So procedure ggfvives our test. .

+ - he f
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. o A L
The emergent rheme of thig essay has been the ténsion within ihe philo-
sophical pair, real/ideal. Fidﬁlly the time has come Eo‘discuss these tw;
values e§piiéitly. Wénzel's papers, as he indicateé, do not describe real-.
argﬁmen?é. %Theidité“abou; abStraétgons ~ resid:ss from different paéterns

of subtraction nd. therefore describe ideals of argument. A good argument

-_ J .
it the loghical sense in valid, in the rhetorical sense. fn persuasive, and in
“ ~ - .
the dialectical sense is unrestrained but fair. This idealization is not the

Tt ’
» {f‘f‘l :
opposite of indut®ion. As we have illustrated, the ideals can be seen-as the

i

residues of actﬁal,a%%umentptions.“g The dialectical features of argumentation
B lj_.{. . - .
. “ '
are no more abstract than the rhetorical and logical features, since none of

these normally occurs in explicit self-conscious form in argumentation.

So Wenzel's essays are a purification of argument, rather as a centrifuge
‘- . ] o .\. ) L

functions in a chemistry laboratory. "o .
What,.tﬁe;, of échopenhauer and‘A?istotle? The distinctive thiné about'

Sphopenhauér's essa; is that he subtractea less.. "The Art of Controversy” |

turns out not to be & corrective or a refutation of Wenzel, but an earlier

stage in the purification. Schopenhaurer's theory and his list of ét}ategems '

are founded on his view of human pature - that people afg obstinate and not

& ~ .

- 4
.perfectly rational. Precisely this sort of thing is barred from the procedural

- +

realm by Wenzel, who has relegafed all this to rhetoric, the only one of his
perspectives which involves people; Rristotie, too, conflates diélectic and

rhétoric in book VIII of the Topics, with results similar to SchPPenhauer‘s.

13

Wenzel's view of dialectic is different from these because theirg is 1355

L B i

pure; gi%en that, we find no other essential difference between the three

descriptions.

&




~ . \ Conclusion - .

,

—

and Schopenhauer and Aristotle provided the eriteria or data to-use as a

standzard for decision.: Upon analysis of the data, we found nothing to dispute

Wenzel'’s position, and therefore offer this essay as further support for it,

Thi%jEdd way of summarizing our results will not, we hope, obscure our feeling
. i . BN )

that the dialectical point of view is a legitimate and potentially important

one‘for the critical analyses of-arguments,

.) . )
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' o Appendix: Schopenhauer's Strategems . .
' 1. E;teqsioﬁ. Exéggerate your opponent's position beyond'its intended limits,
> and atiack it in that form. - ‘s\ ' te ‘Ha ' >u
‘ 2. Homon;;yg Use the Squd of a wofd: g¢ither use a hoﬁohym in a proposition
: which y;u.can refute in,that form, or usi andthef meaning of the word your
opponentlﬁges. RN - . d
. . ~
- X Absolutism. Take something your opponent meant relatively, regard it as. i
- absolute, and refute it in that form. ?f .
4 H1dden Conclusion Disperse your premises throughout the discohmse, so that ’

1
ol

-

:your opponent cannot perceive your aim.

+

‘.3.

g

.
L

LS

Eg Concessis.

by your opponent, and form your argument from them.

Postulate the conclusion in a disguised form:.

-f

b

Y

* Take premises you know to be false; but which have been conceé&éd

“

, 6+ Quéstion Begging. use another

7.
!

term for a key word, make a general assumption for which your conclusion is an

" instance, postulate something which immediately implies your concluskfn,/cr*

induce your opponent to admit all the pafticulars of which your conclusion is

the generaliZation. ~
-, .
Socratic Method. ‘'Ask broad questions very quickly, so that your opponent is

"ﬁﬁEE}e to anticipate you or detect your direction. °

8. Enraging Your Opponent.» Do your opponent Bjustice, or bE'insolent.
9. Confusing Premise Order. 1Introduce your premises out of their logical order.
}
10. Nullifying Response Sgts. If your opponent, for instance, always denies

11.

. . *
whatever you put forth, offer your premises in a negated form so that your

opponerit's denial will yield what you want. -

Assume Your Conclusion.
‘ -

induction, don't then ask for confirmation of your conclusion.

on as though the conclusion had been granted, and everyone will

the conclusion was in fact given to ‘'you.

17

-

L

If your opponent admits the partficulars of your

Instead, go

assume that




]

%

12.

13,

1"‘*.

15.

1?.
18.
19.

20,

21.

23,

. Ad Hominem or EX Concessis.

. Accusation of Question-Begging. If you are asked to accept a proposjtion which

gee

160
w

. ¢

Pejorative Descriptioh. Use names, metaphors, labels, and so forth, which

L]
Ll

“make your side sound better.

-

Contrasting Alternatives.  Offer your oppouent a‘choice between two propositions, .

one yours and one extreme. This makes your position 1ook\erderate'and probable., *

Claiming Victory. After obtaiﬁing a humbgr of irrelevant reéponses, .-annouls:?:'~
S e . ] ‘

-

your conclusion is proved.' .

Irrelevant Probes. Put forth a true but aubéle proposition which doesn't quite

~

.bear on your conclusion. If your opponent rejectg it, embarrass himu\\lf he/she

accepts it, try to use it ag a prpof of some kind, possibly moving to Strategem 14.

“q
Use your opponent's claims or general philosophical
posture, and try to find an inconsistency (real or apparent) between these and

his/her other assertions.

Subtle Distinction. When confronted with a good obJection from your opponent,
make up a distinction to escape the counter-proof. ! . .
Anticipatory Interruﬁtion. If you fJEesee your opponent's conclusion, you must

somehow sidetragk the line of reasoning.,

=

Over-Generalizationu If you cannot gefuﬁe the specifics of your opponent's

proposition, generalize it ahd refute the generalization.

Unilateral Concluding. DqQ;hyour own conclusions, rather than giving your

opponent an oppértunity at that point in the discourse. This is possible even |

L 4

if you are étill missing a premise. -

Counter-Sophtstries. If you see through your opponent's sophistry, refute it

p kind, as this is usually more effective than exposing it.

obviously”smplies your opponent's conclusion, refuse bn the grounds of question-

begging. o T

-
,

Stimulaie.Exaggeration. darrass your opponent by édntradicting, by being
L] * 1

L !
conteritious, and so forth, so that he/she become imprudent and exaggerates »

: | | 18




24,

27,

28.

29,

30.°

31,

33.

‘wrong.

<17, -

e b
his/her position. Then- refute the exaggeratioms,

Diversion (False Syilogism). Take your oppongnt's premises and put them into
false syllogisms, drawing absurd con¢lusions. This.makes the premises Seem
- e

- »

. Diversion (Contrary Instance). Use one example to refute ® universal

’ . -

propositign. - - !
TN Z ' ) >
. Turning the Tables. Use one of your opponent's premises to draw the opposite

conclusion., =~ =
LY

. t
Encourage Anger. If your opponent loses his/her temper at gome point in your

argument, pursue that point—-partly to stimulate more anger, ﬁartly because

the anger makes+your argument look stronger.

L4

Ad Auditores. If your opponent is expert gnd your audience is mot, put forth

a ¢laim th%F the expert musg go into tedious detail to refute. You wiil find

it easy to ridicule him/her for being punctilious.

"
-

Diversion. Go off on an irrelevant tangent, and pretend that it is pgrtinené?

Ad Vericundiam. Appeal to authority, thus bypassing the regponsibility of

giving reasons. Your opﬁonent will accept authorities in inverse ratio to
his/her, own expertise. You may quote authorities out of .context, or falsify

completely. <Citing the Beneral opinion is very effective.

3

Feigned Incompetence. If you have No answer to a good argument, .claim that

+
.

you cannot understand it. If you have more prestige than your opponent,

the clear implication will be that the argument is nonsense.

. Pejorative Classification. Instead of refuting your opponent's position,

declare it to be, for instance, Ratioqalism, witich by implication is hopelessly

indefensible. . . ’ ) .

Praématism. Admit that your opponent’s a;gumen; may holdl"in theory,"’pat

say that jt won‘£ work in practice. * - .
_ " .

e

1
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34. Pursuing EvadeHPArguments. If your oppénent tries to evade a line of:argument,

- -

press it all the more in the hope that you have found a weakness in your

opponent’'s position.

-

35. Ab Utili. Harness the self-interest of your oppoPent or your audience. Iﬁhob

that if your opponent’s argument were true, i; would harm him/her or your.

audience. The argument is very likely to be ﬂropped or rejected, régarhlesé_
3 B .® - T

of its truth. . H g

. ‘ -+

ot

36. Bombast. Say little or nothing, but say it impfessively. This ﬁiilfintiﬁidate

many opponents. ? ) o

a -~

37. Refute Bad Arguments. If you have refuted your opﬁonent's supporting argumeﬁts,.
N 3 Yo -ﬁ)- .

claim that his/her conclusion must also necessarily- be false. D
' ¥

38. Ad Personam, Be rude and insulting once you see that you are going té'lose._

LR

Attack your opponent's character and leave the topic altogetﬁer@ o .
f . -.‘ N "
! , . ve / )
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Speech Communication Journal, ¢9'(19§3)P 2, mit such notice is fﬁ;;?r .

a . ';
. . -t Footnotes 5 -
‘ . ‘_—-__—F-— rl

lJoseph W} Wenzel, "Jurgen Habermaswand the Dialectical Perspective on

Argumentation,'*Journal of the American Forensic Association, 16 (1979}, 83-

94; Joeeph W. Wenzel, "Perspectives on Argument,” in Proceedings of the Summer .

Conference on Argumentation, ed. Jack Rhodes and Sara Neweli (Alta, Utahs

- )

Speech Communication Association, 1980), pp. 112-133; Wayne Brockriede,*

"Argument as Epistemological Method," in Aréumentétion as’ a WMay of Xnowing,

ed. David A. Thomas (Falls Church, Va.: Speech Communication Assocjation,

¥ L - L] 8

1980);~pp. 128-134. An important forerunper of .these paperg is Douglas

Ehninger; "Argument as Method: Its Nature, Its Lim@tati&ne.and Its Uses,"
Speech Monograghs,.37 (1970), 101-110. ‘ .
/7 2Arthur'Scﬁﬁpenhauer, "The Art of Contfoversy," in The Essays of Arthur

Schopenhauer, trans. T. Bailey Saunders (New York: Willey, ndi. Schopenhauer}s

essay is Rriefly mentioned in Michael Osborne, "The Abuses of Argument,” Southern

¢ 3These are listed in summary form in the Appendix. Many of the titles

r

are curs, The conceptual overlaps noticeable .there are present in the essay
-

» P L]

as well. R ' C
4 | RN -
Wenzel, "Haberxmas;" ﬁghzel; "Perspecgives." . -
- 5'Ijhese three perspectives have these, corresponding viewssof argument:
- . & . . - " -

- -

* ) ) ?
argument as a p¥oduct ﬁlogigal); argyment as a process (rhetorical), and argument

L] + R -

as a procedure (dialecticalJ. :Wenzel..uses these pairs of terms more or less

%nterchangeablf iﬁ‘labeling the Fhree pe;specfives. For an explict equivelepc;. £ o
. of "procedural” and “"dialectical” perspectives, see Hen;el,vﬂﬂagetmas;" 84. .
fWenzel, "Perspectiveg, p: Ll e SRR : : ) )
7Wenzel "Habermgs," 84. - - '%_; O 3 *; . . :.. ‘
) 8Henzel '"Perspectives, P 115 .refers.to "deliberate.conteel“ of bhe - : :':_.é
* argu;ent,land-;ontlnues. - Ihe particg;ants are unde;stood . ;‘ ‘as self-coﬂscioué

[3

-
- "

,,gdvocates; «+ « + The element,a‘,coopgratlon is revealed qpst clearly in their T

- u [Tl
- =3




.

overt agreement bn rules of procedure.'

-

|

* This does not ‘seem entirely reﬁlistic,'

‘'

. 20.

but the idehlism of Wenzel's description of di@lectic will turn out to be an

'Y

important issue?in uﬁderstandlng his positipn.‘ ; ) . -
4, : .
gWenzel‘, "Perspectives,” PP- 116; 130. - - R o .
. 11 LI e
10Wenéel "Perspectives,”, .p- 113.° Also see the phygioiogical anatogy on p. 116.
. =y .
. 11'I».'enzel, "Habermas," 94,r84.' On p. 92, Wenzel offers a comparison to- .
. . i ¥ . . l

-

Perelman's notion of the universal audiénce;

“Perséectives," pp. 123-125,

See Ch. Pere{p@ﬁ'hnd L. Olbrechts~Tyteca, The New

L

this comparison recurs in Wenzel,

Rhetoric, trans. John Wilkinson and Purcell Weaver (Notre Dgme: University of N
- ’ . ~ - ‘
Notre Dame Press, 1969), p. 37. T ; . .

.

12Schopenhauer's translator remarks that the essay may be ironical. We
L] ) - I

have chosen to ignore this possibility, and have several reasons for doing so:

»

(1) Phe initial portion of the essay is learned and carefully reasoned; no one .

could reasonably call it anything but'philosephigalf‘ (2) That Rrefaee_yieldb a

coherent and serious rationale for a,''no holds barred” approach to, dialbgue. :
(3) Much of what Schopenhauer says, and even the occasional uncertainty about

- -~
1

whether he could be serious in recommending a particular gambit, is exactly .
. .

s we shall see.

v . -

text if read seriously, and so we are entltled to do so.

paralleled in Aristo (4) Schopehhauef°s éesay is a provoking _
-4 i -

Remember that our

objéct is to illumine argumentation, not Schopenheder's COTPuUS, o . -

. 13Schopenhaqer, pp. 2-3. . . o . . -
l“:‘S.':hor.»enhauer, p. 10. © J. . o _‘ T
e 15Contrast ébhopenb;uer with«Plato, rota oras, trans. W. K. C. Guthrie, in
P}abo: .The Collected.Dialoguee; ed. Eaith Hamilbon and‘Huntington Cairns (Princeton, . ,
“N.J.: ?rlnceton Universi;QLPress, 1961), 333C‘ "It islthe‘argumeni itself that !
* 1 WISh to probe, theugh it may turn out that both T who queetion and you who . .'_
- ST 1y, e e

amswer dreequal Iy under scrutlny,; Wenzel would pe Sympathetiz t3 what Socrates oo
t

EJ

says he is deoing, Schépenheeer would be'intrigued that this passage Fersuades

Protagoras to defend a view he doesn't hold.. & ~. -~ . ° 4 ) A
Y . - . N . - n“ .
.. * - ™ . . . t * - ] - . -
. ) * L g . 0 . P N g
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Aristotle, Topics, trans. W. A.'Pickard;Cambridgeh.in The Works of Aristotle,

-

ed. W} D. Réss (Oﬁford: Oxford University Press, 1928), vol. 1, I.1, 100a25~

101al7. We will discuss rhese shortly. e, .

L M 3

i 1?Schopenhsn.ner, p- 3. Richard Robinson, glgﬁo's Earlier Dialectic, 2d.

] -
ediwsion (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1953), p. 70, believes that Plato used

""dialectic" to describe dialogue he approved, “"eristic" and "sophistic" for

-

'V dialogue he didqﬁt like, and that this is the only réﬁl dist%nction to be found
in the dialogues. ) ‘ -
;SSchopenhauer, p. 3. ‘ ‘ :
— %?ﬁenzel, ?Haberm;;,“‘ﬁﬁ, says L?at ideal digaeotic “transcends the'mundan? .
world of social acﬁion, [an@] suspends the copétraiﬁts of situvated social reality.
. . ." Elsewhere (Wenzel, "Perspectives," p. 125) he rema;ks that "Phe dialectical
interlocutor may thus be construed as a particulér‘person 'straining' for
universality." Ehningeé'q, 104, idea of a "posture-oé restrained partisanship"
seems more realistic, bu} it is hard to tell if that attitude ~would §ati$fy
Wenzél's requirements. B .
zoséhoﬁenﬁauer, é. 6, ﬁ:,l. ) ‘
21Schopenhauer, p. 5. - . . ‘ e g
22S‘chopenhaluer, P. lq. . ‘ - .
szchopepﬁfuef, p. 8, n. 3. ) ) .. oL
24Aristotle, Topics, VIII.S, 159325;33; Aristotle, On Sophistical Refutations,
trans. W. A, Pickard-Cambridge, infﬂgzgg, vol. 1, XXiIV, 183b34-184b9.
25This descript%on is from Ryle, who, incidentally, supports AristQtle's' )
.«claim to be phe first codifieé.‘:G}lbeft,Ryle, "Dialectic in the Academy," in ‘
Aristotle on Dialectic: The Topics, ed. G. E. L.'Oweq (0xford: Clarendon Présg,
7. 1968), pps 69-79. ‘ ‘ e

Y. .
26Perhaps litevrally so. Socrates' interlocutors did pot always appreci§te

= him. Diogenes Laertius, Lives of Eminent Philosophers, trans. R. D. Hicks

v . [

- .
. - ’. . vy

-




D, ' S . . 22, : .

(Cambridgg;,Mass.: Harvard University-Press,.1938), II, 21, citing Demetrius
of Byzantium as his.source, reports that "owing Eq,his vehemence In argument,

’ men set upon him with' their fists or tore his hair,out; and that for Ebﬁ most '/ \

]
part he was despised and laughed at. . . ." This account is consistent witly

Socrates' own narrative in Plato, Apology, tpans. Hugh Tredennick, in Collected

PDialogues, 21C-~23A. .

o 2?'I‘his descfiptién of Socrates' elenchus is taken from Robinson, esp. ch. 2.
28Plato, Republi¢, trans.* Payl Shorey, in Collected Dialogues, I, 341A-B.
29Robinso.n, p- 10. . . P b
30 ’ ' ) ,

Robinson, pp. 19, 61.

’

3

laristotle, Topics, 1.1, 100a25-101al7.

32AristotIé, Sophistical Refutations, II, 165336;165b9. See Otto Bird, "The

Topics and the Art of‘Teaching by Discussion,' Paideia: Special Aristotle Issue,

~at

nv (1978), 196-201, for.a treatment of these types of discussion. A set of

* ‘distinctions different from both this one'and the'oﬁe in the Topics is in Diogenes

. Laertius, Lives, III, 49-51,.but this passage is not very well developed. ‘ v

. 33

Aristotle, Topics, I.2, 101a23-101bé4.

3“For instance: if the premises, '"though false, b? generally accepted, the

\argument'is dialectical, whereas if, though true, they be generally rejected, it

~

is bad. . ." (Topics, VIII.12, 162b28-29). What appear to be artificfgﬁazgles

! b . »
for evaluation appear elsewhere, too: Should an interlocutor admit a premise?

i

~ ’ .
"{I)n serious inguiry he ought not to grant it, unless he be.more sure about it
. A )

than about the conclusion; whereas in a dialectical exercise he may do so if

he is merely* satisfied of its tfuth".tngics, VIII.3, 15932—1¢); Aristotle -
clearly envisioned that participants 'would take positions they did not believe

in (Topies, VIII.5, 159b27-35; VIII.14, 163a29-163b3). :

Eleonore Stump, “Diaiectic in Ancient and Medieval Logic'" in her edition of

Boethius's De Topicis Differentiis (Ithaca, N.Y.: Cornell University Press,
=us <
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23,

LA

1978), pp. 163-164, reviews the éyideqpe bearfng on whether or not ‘these

dialedtics were jddged by a non—pérticipanQ, and concludeg that they péobably

were not. Boethius, IV, 11960308, insists that the presence of a judge is a,
distinguishing featufe of rifetoric, and_its.absencée, of dialectic. Even so, P )

-y

Arittotle's dialecticians would seem to have standards other than truth in qind.

Ch. Perelman, The Idea of Justice and the Problem Qf Argument (London: Routledge

] .

. & Kegan Paul, 1963), p. 166, agrees with Boethius' judgment.

. 35

F3
Atistotle, Topics, VIII.1, 155b?-L&;1\c§: I.14, 105b30~31.

‘ashristotle, Togics,'VIII.Z}

3?Aristotle, Topics,

157b34-158a2.

-

‘VITI.1D, 16129-12. Cf. Sophistical Réfutations, XXXIV,

‘183a23-26.

This seems to

indefinitely;

see Steven

be a change from Plato,<whosé dialoguéé could g0 on

Rendall, ”Dialogue, Philosophy, and Rhetoric: The *

Example of Plato's Gorgias,” Philosophy and Rhetoric, 10 (1977), 172.

VIII.8-9.

it

38Aristotle,

'39Aristotle,

Topics,

*

VIII.1, 155b20-156a26.

Topics, J p

40 VIII.1, 155b29; cf. 156a27-156b3.

Aristotle, Topics,
41

F 4 .
Aristotle, Topics,

VIII.1l, 162a24-34; Sophistical Refutations, XL,

175a20.
42

G. E. L. Owen, "Dialectic and Eristic in the Preatment of the Fbrms," .
. ) . )

in Aristotle on Dialectic, pp. 107-125.

53Aristotle, Sophistical Refutations,. ITT.

{

But: "or it [the purposé] is

to produce the appearance of each of these things without the realiEy%“ .

' 44 -~ . e
Aristetle, Topics, VIIL.1, 155b22.
stle, Topics,

45Qee Rendall, 169. s ¥ _ \ N

46Perelman, p. 165.

]
* -

?This whole discussion renews: our admiration for Ehninger's elegant'summary
JF’the requirements for dialectic: "restrained partisanship.! This attéﬁgé*to

~ R ) - )-i!i:f
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balance the demands of dialectic and eristic is exactly parallel, we think,
. . - - o :
to what Aristotle,did. Ehninger's phrase shows 1mmediétefy the ,wvulnerability

of dialectic to eristic. -
48

-

'S

In addition to Wenzel's papers, Brant R. Burleson and Susan L. Kiiné, .

"Habe;maf' Theory of Communication:. A Critical Explication3y” Quarterly Joufrnal

-

of Spéech, 65 (1979), 412-428, provide a discussion of Habermas' ideal speech

% .
s!tuation which is helpful in understapding what Wenzel wants these procediwres
. . oo . - ' A
: kY . TN . v
to be, . . -
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We do not mean to imply that this was Wenz s method. v
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