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PREFACE

One hundred and nine scholars in argumentation from four countries assembled August 1-4, 1985 at
the Rustler Lodge in Alta, Utah, for the Fourth Conference on Argumentation. This biennial conference
was again sponsored by the Speech Communication Association and the American Forensic Association, and
was hosted by the University of Utah.

The conference shared the goal of its predecessors of bringing together leading scholars to discuss
recent developments in the theory, practice, criticism, and teaching of argumentation. From the
keynote addresses by Michael Calvin McGee and Charles Arthur Willard, and the presentations in
seventeen panels, particular interest seemed to focus upon the relationship of argument and social
practice: in political, legal, scientific, philosophical, and iLterpersonal realms.

Planning for the 1985 conference centered on four areas: Philosophy and Theory of Argumentation,
Argument and Moral Discourse, Argument and Interpersonal Communication, and Forensics. A Workshop on
Teaching the Basic Course in Argumentation and Debate was also included in this year's program.
Seventy-three papers and critical replies were delivered during the conference; most are reproduced
here with the permission of their authors. The individual papers remain the property of the individualauthors. What we have not been able to reproduce, of course, was the lively and informal discussion of
participants long after panels had "officially" ended. Such intellectual give-and-take and enthusiasm
has come to characterize this biennial conference.

The scope and success of the 1985 conference could not have been possible without the assistance of
many individuals. Principal among these were Malcolm 0. Sillars and Gregg B. Walker who devoted longhours as local hosts, as well as co-editors of this volume. Valuable assistance in the planning of the
program was provided by: James Arnt Aune, Dale Hample, Thomas Kane, Charles Kauffman, Ray E. McKerrow,
Robert Trapp, Phillip C. Wander, and Charles A. Willard. The conference is fortunate to have the
continued financial and professional support of both SCA and AFA. The staff of the Rustler Lodge
helped to make the conference a gracious and pleasant experience. Finally, the faculty, staff, and
graduate students of the Department of Communication at the University of Utah contributed much of
their time and energy to the success of this year's conference. Jackie Byrd, especially, provided
invaluable assistance in pre-registration and in the final preparation of this volume.

J. Robert Cox
Conference Director
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The Moral Problem of Argumenium per Argumenium

Michael Calvin McGee
The University of Iowa

Though Mal Mars might impishly suggest that my career has been
devoted to such prose, I've never tried to write a keynote speech or a sermon.
Today, however, I will try to deliver both at once. The atmosphere high above
Salt Lake City nurtures this venture, for as we look down upon the holy
places of the Mormon Church, we cannot help but notice that the angel

. Moroni is shown holding a heavenly trumpet. Of course we do not know that
he sets his lips to blow a keynote, but this does not seem to be an
unreaecnable inference: Since Joshua fought the battle of Jericho, trumpets
have set a tonic symbolizing the unity of the faithful struggling to bring
heathen walls tumbling down. We are constantly hearing a clarion call to
action, usually in defense of holy things against the encroachment of evil. I
have nothing holy to defend, however, and the walls I would bring down are
not in themselves evil, nor are they defended by heathens. I want only the
form of a sermon, therefore, to suggest that the study of argumentation has
strayed from the righteous path of moral reasoning. My text is the
rhetorical theory of Isocrates. If I seem to wax metaphysical, and if my
keynote sounds too dizzyingly romantic for your taste, soften your
Judgment with the thought that even Moroni might suffer from lack of
oxygen at this altitude. Let me begin by considering argumentation as art.

Human beings can make an art out of any practice. Even a plumber
might find a mode of unique self expression by installing a urinal elegantly.
Some things, of course, lend themselves easily to aesthetic expression, while
other things are so ordinary that only the most skilled, experienced workers
could even recognize artistry in labor. Thus we would be surprised to find a
plumber-artist, but probably no more surprised than we would be to find an
exquisite statue of Aphrodite ae the main structural support of a grain
elevator. Astonishment arises from our irrational desire to see but one
human motive behind what we are willing to call "art " - -ouch ordinary labor
as plumbing is thought to corrupt aesthetic motives: and if s. sculptor gives
evidence of ' crass commercial interest," even the most exquisite statuary is
somehow corrupted. Because work and art do not mix well, we often insist
that art be done for its owu sake; am gratin antis. or, as the Greeks were prone
to say, "for the good of the soul."
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Plato insisted that persuasive argumentation is more !Ike plumbing
than sculpting. Because it does work, he thought, rhetoric has no substance,
and hence cannot be practiced as an art. The substance of sculpting is a
product, the finished statue. Argumentation, on the other hand, produces
only arguments which are Intermediary in obtaining the product of such
real arts as medicine (health) and philosophy (wisdom). In this line of
thinking, an argument is analogous to the sculptor's chisel. Rhetoric cannot
be connected directly to "the good of the soul." It is instead the soul of
sophistry because it promotes empty skill.

We have always known that different conceptions of sophistry create
an issue between Plato and Isocrates, but we so often twist the argument
toward Plato's emphasis on the tedow of rhetoric that we skip past the point
of clash. Isocrates and Plato share an antipathy toward argumenium per
argumenturn.. Plato, however, positioned himself on the margins of Greek
intellectual life, where sophistry Is failure by degrees to approach an ideal.
Isocrates, by contrast, positioned himself at the center of Greek philosophy.
Sophists were extremists who oversimplified the integrated triad of
thought/word/action by insisting on the primacy or exclusivity of one
element. Some were involved in the practice of thinking for the sake of
thinking, others talk for the sake of talk, and an impetuous few were willing
to act for the sake of acting. Plato practiced the sophistic rt of disputation:

Among the professors of disputation there are some who talk no less abusively of
the art of speaking than do the most benighted of men.... I could, perhaps,
say much harsher things of them than they of me, but I refrain.... I believe
that the teachers who are skilled in ... studies of that sort do not injure but, on
tile contrary, ber.ef it their pupils, not so much as they profess, but more than
othtrs give them credit for. While we are occupied with [such study, we] are
formic] to appr,y our minds to difficult problems ... [and] gain the power ... of
ironing &Rd learning more easily those subjects which are of more importance
and greater value. I do not, however, think it proper to apply the term
'philosophy' to a training which is no help to us in the present either in our
speech or in our actions, but rather I would call it a gymnastic of the mind and
a preparation for philosophy.1

Isocrates did not clearly distinguish between philosophy and rhetoric the
two practices are in fact so collapsed and integrated that he can be mistaken
for what we now call a "post-modern" thinker.' In those terms, lsocratic
rhetorical theory should be understood as an applied political aesthetic. The
issue that separates Plato and Isocrates, in other words, has little to do with
discourse strategies or the motive of those who claim to be lovers of wisdom.
The point of clash is the status of argumentation as art. Those who "traduce
my occupation," wrote loot:rates, "might have the effrontery to tan Pheidias,
who wrought our statue of Athena, a dollmaker, or say that Zeuxis and
Parrhasius practised the same art as the sign-painters."' Isocrates was one
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of the most aggressive proponents of what we now call "culture study." He
believed not only that argumentation is an art, but even that it deserves
comparison with so-called "pure arts."

Richard Roily, perhaps the harshest of Plato's recent critics, uggeste
that the "The Father of Philosophy" influenced hie progeny to work from
badly posed fundamental quentionc He uggeets that contemporary
thinkers ahould position themselves "where the Sophists were before Plato
brought his principle ',.o bear and invented 'philosophical thinking." In the
study of argumentation, this means re-creating Imocratic rhetoric. The most
striking result. I think, will be understanding how Plato. with the aid of
Aristotle. mubverted the art in rhetoric by Ws-construing the relationship
between discourse and language. Both thinker. conceived Omura
analytically, as a part/whole complex such that that we say about language
will also be true of diecouree. Discour.e, however. is more than the mum of its
parts, more than written and 'Token words arranged to strategic advantage.
Understood in context, it is an amalgam of thought/word/action
implicating the whole life-world of both Um maker and its coneumen
Argumentation, therefore, produce. habits of life taxi living, not formation' of
words. The art in rhetoric consiete of accomplishing persuasion in the best
interest of a polity, not in cgisoovcring "the mean, of persuasion;' as Aristotle
claimed. The important thing to .ay about discotnee is not that it i.
conLprised of linguistic tructures, but that human thought. activity, and
evea Being is constituted by and in it. It would be Ally to judge painters by
watching them mix paintstheir reputation mug depend on what they
make. So the art of rhetoric resides in what kind of life rhetorician. make
with the words they mix.

I want to clarify and amplify my view of Imocratic rhetoric, but if you
will tolerate a Wight complication. Ed like to do mo in the context of
describing what I regard as deficiencies in the contemporary Andy of
argumentation. The time has conic for sermonizing: I want to compare what
our ancestors intended the art of argumentation to make with the potential
of our present conception of argumentation.

Historically. the "renaissance" of rhetoric in this century woe
motivated by political considerations. Argumentation was taken up, not by
Bahama committed to ivory-tower research into the writings of dead Greeks,
but by teachers interested in responding to the most difficult problem that
can arise in a democracy, the possibility that our political syetem in crisis
will collapse into what John Dewey described as an "oligarchy" of exper Use!
Read in the wrong way, such early speech teachers as James Albert Winans
might be thought anti-intellectual: "The old argument about the relative
importance of the orator in ancient and in modern times need not detain us
at all;' wrote Winans, "for whatever the answer may be to that question, in
these latter days of ever multiplying organizations, and in a country
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governed by discussion and public opinion, it has come about that there is
greater opportunity and demand for speech-making thanever before. Never
before have so many ill-prepared men found themselves before audiences."'
Winans, of course, was not opposed to making a traditional academic practice
out of argumentation, but him motive was clearly practical and political,
more reminiscent of Isocratee than Philo and Aristotle. In leocrates'
language. Winans and other speech teachers meant "to obtain a polity which
can properly deal with our affair.."7

In principle, we could have conceived an academic practice consistent
with 180as-sten' modally and politically coneciou. view of intellectual life. But.
au Wander him argued, much a development was unlikely because of the
location of speech teachers in Univermities, and of Universities in an elitist
culture. Speech teacher. had to justify their practice within a traditional
conception (which we get from Plato) that echolarship mhould soar high
"above" political interest toward a comic. aeriferous Truth." A few
courageous writer., much a. Everett Leigh Hunt, risked "sophistry" by
making much of the affinity between American pragmatism and Isocratic
rhetoric! Most account. of argumentation in thi. century, however, have
been capitalized by philological neo-claasicimm, a view that valorizes Plato's
conception of intellectual life and privileges Ariatotle'm arsenal of recipes.

We have a contradiction, then, between a pedagogical practice justified
by a need to develop a polity competent to manage the affairs of a
democracy. and a .cholarly practice justified by a need to understand the
mechanic and tactic. of text formation. Should we test and reward
students for their ability to make and promote wine practical decisions? Or
should we teat and reward their mamtery of techniques for arranging words
to strategic advantage? l would not want to pose a false dilemma for
you--the rift between didactic and academic conception. of argumentation
is not logically necessary. In theory. we should be able to achieve both goals
imultaneouely. In practice, however, we have been driven exclusively toward
academic., partly in conmequence of Plato'. and Aristotle's analytic
distinction between philosophy and rhetoric. Scholars in Western
univermities, for example, are likely to separate leocrates' political aesthetics
into three "branches," each of which is treated as a self-contained
"diecipline": Polfiticis is the business, of the political science department,
.esthetic. of the philosophy department, and argumentation of a
communication department. There is little 000rdination among
"disciplines." The political scientist grade. "methodological rigor" and
complain. about poor muter, of fundamental argument skills". The
philomopher grades "creativity and thought" while complaining about
widespread irrationality. The rhetorician grades the student'. "accuracy and
clarity of expression" while yawning at superficial thought on Ruch trite and
ineffable topic,' the morality of abortion. Each student in eupposed to
"put It all together" on his or her own. In Montle term., all three academic
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practicee are sophisticpolitical scientists t,,,oh policy for the sake of
re-acting, philosophers teach thinking for the sake of argument. and
rhetoricians teach argumentation for the sake of winning.

Let's look closely at sophistry in communication studies. Though I
think it is too often made a stapegoat, we might look first at the history of
debating. In the spirit of sermonising, let me apply the following text fromlomat=

I am grieved to see tka sycophant's trade faring better than philosophy--the
one attacking, the other on the defends*. Who of the men of old could have
anticipated that things would come to this pass, In Athens. of all places. where
we more than others plume ourselves on our isisdoeVII

Collegiate debate was originally a laboratory exercise designed to teach
the mechanics of argumentation while simultaneously giving students a
semblance of experience with public life. To simulate controversy, a political
problem was translated into a proposition of policy to force fledgling
advocates to choose but one of two sides. To simulate publicity,debate was to
take place before an audience. The audience cheered. jeered, and Judged; but
it was a gallery, not a polity. because participation in the debate war
forbidden. Class lasted an hour. and so did debates. Now if a simulation were
perfect, it wouldn't be a simulation, so we should not expect true
representation of public life. One flaw, however, is especially significant
because it subverts the didactic view of argument. The exercise was cast as a
perjbernonee, implying that the public life being simulated is also a
performance. In a sense, of course, it iswe are all familiar with the rich
intellectual capital in "the world is a stage" metaphors. Such terms are not
meant to imply that playing the role of advocate is the primary problem of
argumentation, however. Debaters were not trained in the philosophy of
action--their practice was mere rehearsal.

Viewed as a rehearsal for public life, debate teaches things that are
simply not true. With rare exceptions. in crisis situations, problems in public
life are not "natural," or "given," as hurricanes force themselves upon us.
Social problems are *keen by people who take the agenda-setting power, and
the question of what should be debated ina democracy often determines the
outcome of debate. I have studied social problems for twenty years, and I
have yet to find one that could be reduced to a propositionlegal problems
must be framed that way, but the political economy is not so orderly as a
courtroom. Neither have I discovered a social problem with only two sides.
Nor is the time frame of debate instructive: Argumentation in
Anglo-America occurs in narrative and historical time. In time ex wildio or in
increments that we must measure in decades, sometimes in centuries, almost
never in hours. There are genuine crises, of course; but these are rare, and I
suspect that argumentation is not a characteristic or particularly
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productive response to them. Finally, when a polity is silenced by procedural
requirements, democracy itself is threatened. To create a "competent
public," in Dewey's language, or to make a "volity that can properly deal with
our affairs," in Isocrates' terms, is the best motive I can think of to study
argumentation. An argumentation practice staged with an elite advocate
prancing before silent masses who turn thumbs up or thumbs down in
Judgmeotthis is a Roman circus, the sign of a corrupt polity and decadent
democracy.

Greet changes were wrought in debate during the 11160's. Everyone
understood the difficulties I've just discussednot in my terms, of course;
but the idea was there, in the common complaint that debate had little to do
with "the real world." Some thought reform possible. We could abandon
romantic conceptions of democracy, discover bow decisions were 'wily made,
and then show our students how to green the machinery of any
organization. Others. I think the majority, gave up the notion that debate
can, or should, simulate public life. For them, debate was a sport, and its
connection with "the real world" was its ability to drill students on the
mechanics of argumentation until the poses of parry and thrust were
automatic reflexes. Notice that these two attitudes are quite compatible in
their emphasis on brim Professional expertise is the pedagogical goal,either
because it is marketable or because it produces a championship trophy at
the N. D. 7.

Viewed as a sport producing marketable professional skills, debate
loses all contact with Isocratio rhetoric. "Topicality" became a stock issue in
debate. The resolution is treated as if it were recently brought down from
Sinai now, as never before, debate is imprisoned in mere semantic
possibility. A complex political economy is better represented in new debate,
but in ten-second snips that oversimplify in the act of acknowledging
complexity. We still teach that there are two sides to every question. never
four or seven or ten, despite the fact that society is self- consciously
pluralistic as never before. Time is an important factor still, but in a curious
way --the essential skill coaches look for indebate-team recruits, l am told.
Is the ability to speak somewhere Just shy of Mach 1. Audience. have not
existed for some time. Judge. in otherwise empty rooms replaced them at
least as early as the MO's. The judge at first made decisions as an average
member of the polity might. New debate, however, demands professionalism
even of juri=es. To Judge at the N. D. T, one must be "qualified" by the
experience of having judged several rounds at a "certified" tournament. The
possibility that their performance might be judged by a steel worker or a
postal clerk would horrify N. D. T. debaters. Professional judges are insisted
upon, of course, because no polity would make technical decisions about the
sham we call argument. Morally. I think, the new debate is a realization in
microcosm of John Dewey's worst fear for democracy, that it can so easily
slide into an oligarchy of expertise.
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Debate is too often made a scapegoat precisely because it is a
microcosm. I have suggested that the problem lies in our very formulation
of the question taken to constitute the alleged "discipline" of
argumentation. The history of debate lets us see how it is possible to get
caught between opposing academic and didactic conceptions of
argumentation. Because these ideas are compatible in principle, it is easy to
blame debate coaches for allowing an unjustifiable practice. We parody
Shakespeare's Caesar: "The fault, dear coachec, lies not in our theory, but in
the star system of competitive debate." Let me show you that the fault lies
in our theorizing, even in such important contributions as the concept of
"situation."

The motif of the history of philosophy, according to Rorty, is a struggle
to find an "unshakable foundation" for what we believe. Since Plato's
invention of philosophical thinking, rational beliefs were thought to be true
when they "mirrored Nature."" Of course no mirror is large enough to
reflect all of "Nature," so we have to cut out sections, study them in
isolation, and then Ira the pieces together as in a jigsaw puzzle." This
formulation gives us two reasons to take up any particular study: We might
study chemistry. for example, to learn how to make wealthsuch things is
fertilizer or pesticides. Or eve might study "the philosophy of chemistry." to
understand why "Nature" is sliced so as to make chemistry a piece of the
Knowledge puzzle. after we nave estannened tnat cnemlinry is wnat we call
"a legitimate study," and after we show how it fits with other puzzle pieces,
we have transformed chemistry from a mere utilitarian practice, "a knack
like cookery," into a philosophically justified set of rational true beliefs.

We all know that the practice hardest hit by "Mirror of Nature"
arguments is the study of rhetoric. The "philosophy of rhetoric" was defined
in Plato's terms as quest for legitimacy, a search for some way to carve up
"Nature" so that rhetoricians can know how to produce the kind of truth
epistemologists approve of. Bitzer suggested that persuasive argumentation
is connected with nature's mirror in that common and recurring
"situations," presumably natural, "strongly invite" an appropriate
rhetorical response." Argumentation can this conform to Plato's
conception of "art," and many contemporary ideas of "science," by adopting
a style of thought usually associated with geometry; Thought starts with the
rhetorical situation as "given" or "axiomatic." Cases of argumentation in
practice are judged as more and less appropriate responses to the situation.
We then develop "theorems" or "principles" about what might have been
better and worse responses. Finally, we connect our "theorems" with public
argument in the same way that geometry applies to civil engineeringas
general principles serving to justify conventionalconstruction techniques.
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So long as we are stuck with "Mirror of Nature" conceptions. Bilge?s
thesis is very persuasive. But notice where the ensuing conversation leads we
Vats pushes Scott's "rhetoric is epidemic" thesis by objecting to the claim
that rhetorical situation is "natural." Situations, be ;e, are
manufactured from the resources of argument. They are as relative to the
skill and intention of individual advocates as speech itself." This argument
tasted sourly of solipsism, so Bitzer redirected his conception along the path
a neo-classical realism: Rhetorical situations are largely beyond the
individual's control; a speech may (shape the situation to which it responds, as
possible answers determine the meaning a question might have; but
discourse cannot make its own situation any more than an answer can pose
its own question." Our talk about rhetorical situation thus comes down to
arguing out the subtleties of an ineffable opposition between "subjectivism"
and "objectivism." And notice how little it matters: If you like Bitzer's
perspective, you will stand Aristotle on his bead by making "any given
situation" more problematic atm. "discovering the means of persuasion."
Instead of suggesting that the Kennedy inaugural is eloquent and politically
effective when compared to similar speeches, you will prove that mediocrity
is possible: Common and recurring rhetorical situations produce common,
recurring, and incredibly banal "genres" of argument practice. If you find
"subjectivism" persuasive, on the other hand, you will knock Burke off his
feet by making the technical invention of "symbolic reality" seem more
problematic than material critique of the prevailing political economy.
Since only its "naturalness" is at issue, " situation" will be the foundation of
what we do no matter which side earns the laurel.

From lsocrates' perspective, we are perpetuating sophistry because we
are tar more concerned with having a foundation than we are with what we
make with it. Should we not be asking what kind of art results when we start
with the concept "rhetorical situation"? Turning Aristotle upside down
solves none of our fundamental problems - -we merely revise and update the
word &ohne. With emphasis on finding the means of persuasion,we looked for
logical and peyobologicl inducements, building up an inventory of appeals
and arguments that could prove useful on any occasion. With emphasis on
situation we presuriose such an inventory and look for ways to tailor
inducements to the requirements of particular "fields." With Aristotle's
emphasis, teehne consists of the number of persuasive devices we accumulate
and rehearse. With the second emphasis, however, kohne consists of an ability
to establish expertise in dealing with recurring situations. In academic
practice, the art, in rhetoric is papered over by the "field" in which
argumentation is conceived to be instrumental -- rhetoricians establish
their "expertise" more by mastering the literature of history, philosophy,
politics, and social psychology than by displaying their own wisdom. In
everyday practice, the art in rhetoric is too often prostituted by "client"
subordination to the profit-making, vote-getting imperatives of sheer

BEST COPY AVAILABLE

-8-



salesmanshiprhetoricians establish their "expertise" by showing how
professionally-applied communication skills maximize profits while
minimizing loss. Both in theory and in practice, in other words, we are still
presenting ourselves as technicians, not as artists, and we are thereby adding
our contribution to the general cultural drift which may reduce
Anglo-American democracy to an oligarchy of expertise.

Enough of elan -- keynotes should end on the up -beat, and sermons
should offer an avenue for redemption. The problems I have touched upon
are really sins of omission. I no more object to mastering the technologies of
argumentation and persuasion than I would object to the sculptor's detailed
knowledge of cutting tools. Mistaking the technology for the art is
problematic, of course; but in modern times the far greater difficulty is lack
of interest in or attention to the art of argumentation in arw terms. I think
we need to re- create the terms and meaning of Isocratio rhetoric,
formulating a theory of argumentation understood as applied political
aesthetics. Stating the essential commitments underlying this theory is
easy: We should not equate fact. and truths. Facts are nothing but raw
materials, blocks of stone awaiting the sculptor', chisel. You can discover
facts, but truths are made. The test of a truth is its promotion of human
need and aspiration. Argumentation is the tato/ makingcbroans mme true. not in
fantasy to delight the imagination, but in reality to make everyday life more
comfortable. The products of argumentation are not speeches and essays.
but human lives. As Isocrates said, "Those who desire to follow the true
precepts of this discipline may, If they will. be helped more speedily towards
honesty of character than ... facility in oratory."" "The argument which is
made by a man's life is of more weight than that which is furnished by
words.""

A theory drawn from these commitment. would stand starkly against
prevailing epistemological construct.. It would thus add a provocative
alternative to Brockriedes list of perspectives on argumentation." Because
it may also contribute to a more radical goal of redirecting intellectual life
toward moral reasoning, however. I want to my more about the topics and
texture of a contemporary 1.0010.10 szhetexic." Let me discuss particularly
the view of morality Isoorates promoted, its dependence on cultural
experience, and its lame of historically-material comparison.

Isoeratea, of course, did not claim to teach what Plato and Aristotle
called ethics. He thought it wrong-headed to believe that morality can be
reduced to a series of rationally justified propositions of value: "I believe,"
he said, that ideal morality "has never existed and does not now exist, and
that people who profess that power will grow weary and cease from their vain
pretensions before such an education is ever found!"ss Morality is learned,
and it is easily recognized; but it is acquired in the practice of everyday life.
It underpins the rules, codex, and laws we freeze in anteater:
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Virtue Is not advanced by writtea laws but by the habits of every-day life; for
the majority of man tend to assimilsto the manners and morals amid which
they have bean reared... .It Is not by legislation, but by morals that states are
well directed. since man who are badly reared will venture to transgress even
laws which are drawn up with minute exactness, whereas those who are well
brought up will be willing to respect even a simple cods. . Our forefathers did
not seek to discover first how they should penalize men who were lawless, but
how they should produce citizens who would refrain from any punishable act!'

Isoerates claimed to put his students in the wry of moral knowledge. He
suggested that practicing the art of argumentation increased the chances of
developing a strong moral consciousness because advocates are constantly in
situations where sensitivity to others' needs, and to their own need to keep a
stainless reputation, is the sine qua non of emcees."

This argument is easy to misconstrue if we interpret it to make the
practice of individual advocates into the foundation of morality. The
morality that we acquire through experience lies not in any person'.
life-situation, but in the texture of culture generally, both presently and
historically. The rhetorical situation makes us particularly sensitive to
morality, but only because we are confronting the most obvious
manifestation of our political culture in the act of making persuasive
arguments. The significant experience, Isoorates argued, is of U.. pay, "the
soul of a state, "' "Sycophants." speaker. such as Plato'. Callicles, sometimes
mislead and corrupt the polity. But they are always subject to critique based
on a comparison of "our present democracy with that which was handed
down to us by our forefathers"":

Our forefathers had revolved !Viet the people, as the supreme master of the state,
should appoint the magistrates, cell to account those who failed In their duty,
and judge In cases of dispute.... Those citizens wits ...deveteld] themselves to
the care of the commonwealth. as tomato of the people. Nero] entitled to
receive commandsUon if they proved faithful to their trust. . . . U they
governed badly. [they wars condemned] to mast with no mercy, but to suffer the
severest punishment.1111

Athenian political culture was ordered, In principle, to reward integrity and
to punish the arrogance of power. The lealuse of praise and blame aimed at
controlling "arrants of the people" I. easily confused with what might be
called "cultural chauvinhas,"

Cultural chauvinism Is one horn of a false dilemma often posed &gamut
those who believe that historical experience ought to influence present
action. The problem is showing that dead European. have something
important to say to live Americans. Either the past relates to the present as
cause to effect, say the objectors, or as Utopia to worshipful celebrants. The
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first possibility works out be to "determinism." the extreme form of which
is dismal Marxist arguments about the inevitability of historical process."
The second possibility works out to be a glorification of the past to
reproduce one interpretation of it in the present, the extreme form of which
is Fascist nationalism."

lacerates seems impaled on the second horn, but only if you fail to
consider that his position is actually a third alternative. Those who pose the
dilemma understand neither the Whew nor the art of argumentation, The
past is related to the present through analogy, as memory to action, The
analogy does not proveit illustrates and clarifies. History is a aeries of
stories about people very Me ourselves. When we know how old stories come
out in the end, we are made aware of one possible outcome of similar stories
currently in progress." History is technically a model which functions in
argument at the point where idealists typically pen hypothetical examples.
The difference between Rousseau's and 'morales' conception of "freedom,"
for example, is that Rousseau invented a total fiction about "noble savages"
as a vehicle of comparison, while Jeanette organised the material experience
of an historical polity as a vehicle of comparison. !sonatas worried about
real people while Itoueseau toyed with such terms as "rational animal" and
"state of Nature" as if he were moving pieces on a chess board.

Further, history functions artutionily in Isocratio rhetoric. We are not
supposed to reproduce the past in the present, but to use comparison eriiiesily:

I reproach men In private Ufa when they succeed in few things and fall in
many, and regard themes failing short of what they aught to be. ... And lam of
the same mind also regarding public affairs. For I think that we aught not to be
proud or even satisfied should we have shwa 'Israelite more law-regarding
than men accursed by the gods and afflicted with madness. but ought much
rather to feel aggrieved and resentful should we prove to be worse than our
ancestors."

The point here is that the best comparison, are diachronic and not
synchronic. Those who believe that we have a leg up on the good life because
we are better off than folks "accursed by the gods and afflicted with
madness"--Russians, in other wordsare egregiously wrong in their very
way of thinking. The correct analogy is historical, because our ancestors
shared our political culture and the practical morality which it engenders.
To make wise decisions and lead a happier life, we should keep our society
under constant critique, taking care that we craft our lives at least as artfully
as older artists who wrought similar material into an artifact, we still
remember as our own history.

33

Sermons and keynotes both require a peroration, In this case a brief
summary of my hopes and aspirations for argumentation. Too long have we
languished as the shade of epistemology, formulating scheme on scheme to
meet the impossible requirements of "mirroring Nature." We have formed a
community of technicians trapped in Plato's and Aristotle's vision of
intellectual life. Argumentation was created on a different tonic, however, as
an art of moral reasoning. My clarion call has been to create an leocratic
rhetoric, an applied political aesthetic concerned more with the health of
our polity than the success of our advocates. I hope to see an argumentation
practice that.self-consciously aims to avoid an oligarchy of expertise which
would condemn our students to the sad occupation of greasing
organizational procedures. I aspire to contribute to a theory of
argumentation aimed at understanding the cultural materials which we
must use to carve out the best possible life-world. Above all, I Lope to live in
a community where reality is lived, truths are made, and facts are used.
the of discovery. Let's antde something.
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CASSMAIIA'S HEIRS

Charles Arthur Willard

University of Louisville

My title may seem odd. Argumentation is an intrinsically optimistic
discipline. At its core is a therapeutio hypothesis--that people can make
better decisions than they do, think more oritically than they are wont to,
reach higher than they are prone to, and abi'1' by better rules than they
are used to. Surely there are no parallels between such a sanguine
enterprise and a Greek tragedy. Prism's daugh14r had the gift of prophecy,
but was fated never to be believed. 'tie Greeks were fatalists and we are
not; our faults are not in our stars but in our decisions.

But there are other kinds of determinism. Because people often
become powerful as they became famous, we sometimes forget that ideas
become powerful in the opposite way. Ideas at the center of attention get
severely looked after: picked at, scrutinized, and weighed. For new ideas,
communities bring their full veridical arsenals into play. But ideas which
recede to the background get taken for granted. they become tacit,
unconscious truths- -mores or folkways. as Sumner said--and hence the most
dangerous hypotheses: "Because we make then without knowing it," Poincar4
said, "we are unable to abandon them." Kelly called than "hostages we give
to fortune"--forgone options, unseen possibilities, narrowed fields of
vision--ideas whose tacitness gives than primitive authority.

We have vested interests in believing that determiaismrby-taeitness
is more an individual than a communal frailty. 'these interests have
intensified with the rise of consensualiem as a daninant epistanic
paradigm. First, consensualiam's focus on rational consensus as a calamity
achievement lends more importance to our disciplinary subject matter then
formal epistemology did. Second, in supplanting foundationalism,
consensualism has transformed our pedagogy into a celebration of the
communal over the individual --of playing by the rules, following the
rational recipes, and subordinating private preferences to publicly
justified goals. 'third, consensualiam emphasizes the centrality of a
subject Argumentation is uniquely equipped to study; the
argument -from- authority, exemplified by Stich and Nisbett's claim that "one
of the principle effeTts of education is to socialize people to defer to
cognitive authorities." Consensualian, in sum, has put Argumentation
into a permanent state of war with individual whims.
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Aside fran these disciplinary preferences, we are prone to think
that consensualism is better than the epistemology it replaced. Communities
do check individuals' whims and idiosyncraoies. Their tacit assumptions are
more likely than an individual's to have withstood criticism. And prudent
people do not rock lifeboats: since communal intellectual life is all we
have, we are inclined to be good epistenic citizens. As Pascal said, one
cannot be a skeptic all the time.

But piety is as perninious as overblown skepticism -- perhaps more so
in a consensualist context. Communities are not beyond critique because
they are less responsible than individuals for the genesis of error: their
superiority stens from their openness to critique embodied in social
structures which encourage innovation and debate. Cbnsenses do change. We
do find ideas which have slipped through the past's critical net. We
needn't be doctrinaire skeptics to say with HUme that every piety bears
watching.

Piety is most expensive for those who can least afford it. 1 doubt
that Argumentation is more pious than other disciplines, or that any
discipline is more reflective than others, though same claim to be. But
Argumentation has exercised a fifty year custodianship over procedural
principles and epistenic concepts--the rules, contexts, and procedures of
argument and debate-rmatt-rs of foundational importance in a consensualist
context which might make a difference in a world seemingly bent upon bad
decision - making. It would be ironic if the field were not unusually
reflective about the social constitution of its knowledge. Hence the
parallel with Cassandra. We have a Cassandra-like flaw in our thinking.
Just as our concepts become important, the field's fatal flaw arises: we
can speak only banalities.

My thesis is thus parallel case to the field's therapeutic
hypothesis: Argumentation can be a better discipline than it was born to
be; it can reach higher than it is wont to; its criticism can make a
difference in a world that turns on criticism; its criticism can contribute
to the field's intellectual ecology. Der pedagogical heritage is an
impediment to these ambitions: it constrains our hopes and shortens our
reach; it narrows our vision and circumscribes our choices. The way a
person orders his own freedom and determinism is arguably the most
interesting thing about him. People can be--and their intellectual
cansmities most be--as free of their histories as they choose to be.

The Argumentation Discipline

My argument must begin with proof that Argunentation is a
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discipline. The conventional Madam has been that argument studies are
interdisciplinary; Argumentation is a subset of some bigger discipline,
like communication or philosophy or sociology; so, Argumentation is not a,:
discipline.

Argument studies are undeniably interdisciplinary: many fields
study argument; many theories cross disciplinary/professional boundaries.
But this doesn't mean that Argumentation isn't a discipline. Are Psychology
or Physics any the less disciplines because their concepts are borrowed by
other disciplines? 21 also concede that Argumentation reseobles an
"invisible coliege." It seems more informal and flexible, less
embedded in institutional concrete, than other disciplines. The field's
scholars see argument more as an interdieciCinary interest area than as a
discipline tout court. (In this, 1 may teem to be the worst offender,
having argued that argumentation is species of interpersonal
communication.) But cross pollination is paradigmatic of intellectual life.
Mbst fields acknowledge debts to other fields (consider the number of
fields which have modelled important aspects of their thinking on physics,
or psychology, or economics) yet, for all that, they are disciplines.

Thanks to a 20 year interregnum since the denise of the
foundationalist /fonnaliat model, Argumentation may seen too pluralistic to
be a discipline. Argumentation scholars have not achieved agreement about
the nature of argument, about the nature of and prospects for criticisn. or
even about the purposes and disciplinary boundaries of the field. We tend
to equate pluralism with inadequacy because we think that internal
agreement and cooperation are the marks of mature discipline. (Witness
the importance 'Umuhnin imputes to "compactness"--the degree of agreement a
field has achieved concerning its veridical standards.) The Enlightenment's
view of progress is still with us in vestigial form.

But this disgust of pluralism is too easily exaggerated. First,
there is nothing sacrosanct shout agreement. Consensualists rarely muke the
French Academy their paradigm case of an epistenic connunity. Second,
disagreement is not necessarily pathological. Disagreements require cannon
ground, bonds of civility, tolerance, and cooperation; their presence
proves that a field's tenets have not, as Ibulndn says, "hardened into
institutions." A field tolerant of pluralism has at least kept its
cognitive options open. Argument, like fever, enjoys a better reputation
than it used to. 'Once seen as an evil to be reduced at all costs, fever is
now thought to be an easential defense mechanism.

Moreover. we display more substantive agreement than we sometimes
think. Despite disagreements about the nature of argument, the field has
organized its work around two pivotal propositions --more than enough to
have a discipline. Their centrality to the discipline is easily proved: try
to imagine what the field would look like without then. The first
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proposition is:

1. Argumentation is the paradigm case of
civilized procedure

This claim is a complex of at least four different but closely meshed
ideas - -each of which, I submit, enjoys field-defining agreement:

1.1 Ehninger's notion of argument-as-method, of the political and
intellectual utility of rational dialectic, is perhaps the field's core
intuition. This view has effected a consensus around certain pedagogical
aims: providing instruction in critical decision-making, the analysis of
controversies, tests of evidence, ethical responsibilities, social effects
of advocacy, rules of rational procedure, and relationships between
argumentation and comamication. There are disputes about the nature of
these things, not about their importance. Such disputes affect other fields
as severely as they do argumentation, e.g., most fields have disputes
between relativists and their opponents.

1.2 Conflict or controversy, or disagreement are at the heart of
the phenomena which interest us. Theorists who agree on little else share
the view that arguments involve disagreement and occur in contexts of
controversy. This agreement is so striking that it might be said that
"argument" is not our field's core concept or even its moat important
problem focus. Arguments figure prominently in controversy, but controversy
is the definiens, argument the definiendum. So we are founded on
political as well as epistemological proposition that conflict, the testing
of ideas, io the sine qua non of rational decision-making.

1.3 Argumentation is virtually definitive of human nature. Since
this topic is too fuzzy apart fran ostensive definitions, it has often been
equated with rationality, which itself has usually been ostensively defined
in terms of argumentation. Whether one thinks that rationality is a real.
obdurate aspect of human nature or, as I do, that it is a field's way of
naming reasoning it approves of, the concept has undisputed importance. The
theorists who equated social life with the genesis of error restricted
rationality to the individual -- irrationality being surreniier to the
communal. Consensualiam has reversed this thinking: we trust the communal
at the expense of the individual, thus tying rationality to a person's
confonnity to the consensual arrangements of a field. Both pictures, the
former focusing on inference, the latter on public utterance, saw argument
as a definitive symptom of rational behavior. Wittgenstein's views of
language games and of "forms of Life" are one version of this thinking;
ilabeinas' placement of rationality in the criticizibility of claims is
another.

1.4 The 'therapeutic Possibility. The field's pedagogical program
is founded on this optimism; the ides that claims might be redeemable

-19-

through discourse is similarly optimistic, though broader in thrust; and
the idea of corrections - -what Arne Neese and van Eoneren and Grootendorst
call "precization," what Russell called a theory of corrections, and what
followers of Richards call the study of misunderstanding and its
remedies --is an incorrigibly optimistic commitment. We differ on details,
but the therapeutic possibility itself has never been seriously questioned.

The second proposition, around which I think argument scholars have
organized much of their work, io this:

2. Argument is epistemic in communities

This proposition is complex of two widely believed ideas:

2.1 The difference between inference and argument, the definitive
characteristic of argument being its publicness. Not that argumentation is
organized around an antipathy for thinking, only that inference has not
been the field's paradigm case of rationality. Thus, like Itabennas, we
locate rationality in the publicness, yersubjectivity, (and hence
criticizibility) of expressions and judgments.

2.2 Intellectual evolution occurs through public discourse in
communities. claim has two attractions. First, it makes argument a
pivotal epistanie concept. Arguments cease to be mere propaganda techniques
for truths otherwise acquired, or pedagogical games, and 1-ecane central to
explanations of knowledge creation. Second, an evoluticnary reading of
Claim 2 meshes with the argument-as-method notion to produce a potentially
powerful political theory. Spencer's slogan,"survival of the fittest,"
loosely captures our beliefs about argument's epistemic effects, our
Jeffersonian vision of the marketplace of ideas, and dovetails perfectly
with our pedagogical rhetoric. The Rortyian conversation, Rescher's
pragmatics, IMbetmas' felecity conditions of discourse, and Lippman's view
of public discourse are all dialectical theories which recognize the
epistemic advantages of adversarial proceedings.

I take it that 1 have proved that Argumentation to a discipline,
and an important one. Now I want to argue that this is a mixed blessing.
Discipline is a Janus-like construct. We can scarcely object to sone
aspects of disciplined thought. As Foucault says, "disciplines" mean
"discipline." Disciplines promote programmatic research, they embody and
enforce professional, ethical, and intellectual nouns, they provide forums
and publications, they nurture and protect criticiam, and they configure
knowledge for pedagogy. But these are expensive advantages. Discipline is a
peripheral blindness: it achieves acuity at the expense of breadth.
Disciplinary boundaries are thus akin to a horse's blinders: they keep a
not-very-bright creature fran shying from the stimulus of peripheral
events; they keep the attention straight ahead--just the effect I attribute
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to the field's pedagogical heritage.

The field's ideas-of-origin condemn it to a fate more ironic than
Cassandra's, one wired not into its telos but in its pedagogical roots.
Argumentation historically arose as a particular skills pedagogy adopted by
speech end deb3te teachers. Theory followed practice: higher order concepts
evolved from the pedagogical repertoire. "Criticism" came to describe two
levelr of activity: pedagogy in thinking, speaking, and listening skills
and their putatively more sophisticated uses by field actors doing
"ahriment criticism." But the former has so constrained the latter as to
pr,duce a fifty year tradition of inconsequential work which has influenced
neither the political nor academic spheres. American forensic programs have
had unparalleled access to the nation's power elite, but this has not
translated into genuine influence. Our theories find their only audience in
the classroom our criticism speaks only to us. The :ield seems condemned
to underestimate the scope and importance of its principles and their
applicability to public and intellectual problems. The horizons of argument
criticism are so circumscribed that we conceptualize the problem of the
public sphere in terms of elementary expositional mistakes, as if we can
adjudicate the abortion controversy by fixing fallacies, or the nuclear
power debate by correcting inconsistencies. Just when the centrality of our
discipline's concepts is widely acknowledged, it isn't clear that our
history has equipped us to say anything of value.

Two Pieties of Argumentation

None of us, I think, believes that the truei of a claim inheres in
the intensity of our commitment to it. We can readily point to false
doctrines passionately believed by others. But a sensitivity to others'
delusions should not masquerade as self-awareness. We are not imam to the
pathologies we study. Perhaps more often than we would like to admit, we
speak of universals, of the way of things, tunving our personal
idiosyncracies in mind, or succumb to calling "false consciousness" in
others what we call "rational commitments" in ourselves. Gar pedagogy makes
us doubly susceptible: in our concern to mute the individualism of children
by orocializing them into the authority structures of discourse camunities,
to replace their hedonism, narrowmindedness, shortsightedness, and
near-invincible ignorance with loftier attainments and ambitions, the
temptation to serve up accomplished doctrines on a platter is a powerful
one.

The crippling effects of our pedagogical history can be illustrated
by considering its effects on the two propositions upon which I claim the
field is founded. In the pedagogical context, these propositions are
rhetorical flourishes --arm- waving, really--rather than considered
conponents of discipline's problematic. They are so embedded in our
thinking as to be logically on par with what McGuire calls "cultural
truisms." They are foundational to our conceptual ecology, but we did not
cane by than through the argumentation processes we prize.
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It is not my point that either claim is false but that each should
be treated as a claim, not a credo. Neither should be dogmatically or
fideistically propounded. Both should be at the center of our attention,
ever problematic, never taken-for-granted. Ideas become dogma when their
implicitness exceeds their intellectual authority. And their believers are
the weaker for it.

1. Argumentation is the paradigm case of civilized procedure.
Critical thinking is better than intuition, emotional
preferences, or chance. It is embodied in the following
of rules for rational disputation which are thought to
yield critical decisions.

The idea of civilized constraints is among the most persistent
themes in western thought. The contrasting picture is of ',,rimitive Man - -a
narcissistic, morally blind brute possessed by powerf.il instincts for
aggression, herd follamership, and, as Aristotle said, a subordination of
the intellectual to the animal. The Romantics' Noble Savage was a manentnry'
aberration. The more enduring portrait is that of a slothful lout,
generally thoughtless, sometimes dangerous, always less than he might be.
Hence civilization's shackles: its rules and etiquettes repress our
instincts and make us toe the line. The brute is stilled, not killed; it is
always there beneath the civilized veneer, but its power wanes as
civilization waxes.

This is a Greco-Roman view. Plato thought that human nature fell so
short of philosophy that a repressive state should compel, by force,
persuasion, or false consciousness, obedience to the philosopher kings'
rules. Aristotle believed that people were ruled by habits, mostly bad, and
that the state's pedagogical function was to promote good
cognitive/deliberative habits. The Scholastics simmered these Greek
conceits in an orthodox stew of religion and politics--keeping the brute on
a short (theocratic and secular) leash. Che might start with sweet reason,
but there was always the rack and Iron Maiden if the brute proved obdurate.

Cr the analyst's couch. Freud thought that Id might outgrow
civilization's constraints, like the pressure cooker allowed to build steam
unchecked. And the Social Darwinists, who mixed teleology with special
pleading for the British class structure, saw institutions as amalgams of
rules, proscriptions, and prescriptions that kept the obedient acting in
socially useful ways.

So the idea of civilized constraints is refugee with a not
entirely respectable past. The justification of rule by appeals to
teleology--historical or psychological--or by appeals to a privileged
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discourse are shenanigans few of us would attempt today. Even liabernes, in
arguing that the emancipatory interest is hard-wired into the nature of
canamication, is not exempt fran pragmatically justifying particular
rules. So Rule (Unitarianism, despite its poor reputation as an ethical
theory, would seen to be the Argumentation theorist's lot.

Argumentation is perhaps more dependent than any other field upon
the civilized constraint notion. Ehninger's notion of
argunent-as-procedure, which has it that dialectic lives in its rules, is
foundational to the work of such similar thinkers and Wenzel, Nelierrow, and
Beecher and such disparate thinkers as Goodnight, Balthrop, and Brockriede.

But the justification of dialectic has not been dialectically
achieved. More often than not, it is an argument from Aristotle's
authority, or Plato's, or Whateley's, or Babermas'. If Rule Utilitarianism
is dialectic's final justification, what constitutes its proof? If the
pedagogical rationale for the field is that ordinary discourse falls short
of the rules of rational discourse, what constitutes evidence for
justifying the rules?

Owing to its pedagogical interests, and its corollary choice of an
audience for its arguments, the Argumentation field has nuddied the
justification of dialectic with a different argumentthat critical
thinking is better than iniellse. Since youthful actions are notoriously
more glandular than cognitively driven, no one would doubt this
claimwhich is just my point. Ehninger and Brockriede say that "a critical
decision is based on an interpretation of relevant facts and values."
Now, inpulse aside, I should think that every decision, be it good, bad,
silly, or evil, is based on interpretations of relevant facts and values.
Surely we disagree more about others' interpretations than about whether
their decisions are based on nothing. No one would doubt that rule-guided
action is better than impulsebut is this an important point for a field
to make? With this reasoning, Argumentation will find itself in the
position of the rationality theorists who equate rationality with having
reasons --any reasons being better than no reasons. But can we really point
to people who act sans reasons? What we really want to do is object to
their reasons, to say that their reasons are "causes," or that they are
inferior to other reasons.

At this point, the argunent undergoes a not-so-subtle shift:
critical decisions are cannunally rather than individually grounded. Thus
Ehninger and Brockriede contrast "facts and values" with "desires and
prejudices" - -the former being intersubjectively confirmable, the latter
being idiosyncratic. But this doesn't help. First, as Stich and Nisbett
say, we have to give the rebel his due. We do not want to say that everyone
who disagrees with a well-founded consensus is uncritical or insane, though
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we might believe that they are mistaken. Second, prejudices alwayr
masquerade as facts; one field's "values" are another's "dogmas." Think,
impulse again aside, what would count as uncritical? A jihad? But holy wars
are based upon authoritative groundsrational Interpretations of facts and
values intersubjectively confirmed CI la Stich and Nisbett) by a canamity.3

So a celebration of haJ,ng reasons whatever they are or of abiding
by community nonms whatever fey are is not quite the point Argumentation
wants to make. Elementary paegogy should indeed suppress impulse, but a
general theory of decisionenakiig poses more difficult problems. Respecting
adult behavior, we call "uncritical decisions" ones arrived-at by rules we
object towhich brings us back to the Rule Utilitarian's problem of
justifying conformity to a rule.

thninger and Brockriede ultimately take a pragmatic tack. But their
pedagogical canmitments make their argument more doctrinaire than it needs
to be. Science is their paradigm case: "no scientific theory is accepted
until it has been tested thoroughly." Nov I do not think that this claim is
true--for, say, the Copernican Revolution, the General Theory of
Relativity, orperhaps most importantthe Darwinian revolution, which was
adopted, as Phillip Kitcher says, because of its ability to unite the field
of biology, not because of its research, or even because it was correct
(there are odd genetic beliefs in. Darwin's theory). None of this is to say
that science cannot be one's paradigm case of critical
decision - taking --only that, owing to our choice of audience, we tend to
argue the point in such a way as to undercut it.

A somewhat different solution is to argue in a circle, as Reacher,
I think, does. Science is our most consistently successful epistemic
enterprise; dialectic- -read "debate " - -is its basic veridical method; thus
science's success proves the value of dialectic: "success is everywhere a
valid indeed the valid -- criterion of methodological appropriateness.

. .

.(nhere can be no real question that an established method --one which has
'proven itself' over a wide variety of applications within its range of
eorreltlive objectives has solid claims to a presumption in its
favor." Whether debate has been science's method, and whether it has
"proven itself," are empirical questions. But Beecher's exposition only
looks like an empirical argument. It uses no case-by-case proof of the
centrality of debate to science--as opposed, say, to other accounts of
scientific method, or as opposed to thy limited research which suggests
that debate isn't quite the right model. We traditionally expect our
logics-of-justification to be more formalized and housebroken than our
logics-of-discovery. Nonetheless, argumentation is founded on the claim
that critical decisions are better than uncritical ones--a claim that
presupposes success with empirical examples.

This doesn't mean that the Rule Utilitarian cannot win his
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argument, only that he needs to marshall his evidence. If one claims that
dialectical rules are better than other rules, one's evidence has to be
case histories.

We have, ready at hand, laboratory of unrivaled potential for
studying the effects of particular rules on decision-making. Six years ago,
Zarefsky, in an unjustly ignored paper, argued that academic debate gould
be a laboratory for studying the hardest questions of argumentation.
If forensics professionals, and their outside colleagues, would turn their
attention fran purely arcane and pedagogical concerns to the ambition of
contributing to the discipline's stock of knowledge, they might make
genuine contributions to the ongoing dialogue about the state of the public
sphere. If they continue to see debate as elementary pedagogy, they will
continue to brush past the nation's most promising students, touching them
only lightly, and being forgotten in the crush of events.

2. Argument is epistanic in cominiitiea.
Intellectual communities are based upon
adversary processes, implicit or explicit
theories of criticienwhich,promote and
guide the attack and defense of claims.

This claim can be variously interpreted. Formalists might say that
a field's corpus is embedded in an impersonal logic whose implicatures work
themselves out aloof from the psychology, social relationships, and
research activities of field actors. Symbolic interactionists might reverse
that hinge: ideas live in the human activities; a corpus is an inanimate
thing waiting for situated actors to breath life into it. The former
locates intellectual progress in the logic of the corpus, the latter in the
logic of activities.

Following Ibulmin, Argumentation theorists have seen both picture.
as exaggerations and adopted a middle course' which recognizes the
importance of the logic of a corpus and the uses situated actors make of
it. Thus, an idea's intellectual authority resides in its internal logic;
its magisterial authority resides in the sociological nitch it occupies.
The difference between the disciplinary and social aspects of an ecology is
analogous to the difference between geological and genealogical idioms in
explanations of organic evolution. "lhe disciplinary aspect of
intellectual history is rational, justificatory, and prospective, the
professional (sociali aspect causal, explanatory, and retrospective; and,
in the natyge of the case, these two aspects are complimentary rather than
equivalent." Experience of past accomplishment. influences current
decisions --a revision of Collingwood's reasons v. causes contrast. So,
within Argumentation, Claim 2 is an evolutionary thesis.
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This merger of dialectic with evolution has two closely related
defectsneither of which needs be fetal. Their remedies will strengthen,
not weaken the evolutionary thesis. The first defect is that Claim 2 is
vastly underdetermined by data: given the research behind it, Claim 2 is
really little more than rhetorioal posturing, sloganeering. Sans evlience,
it is a caricature--an exaggera' ion that catches the highlights but omits
the details.

It is one thing to claim that argument (as a social comparison
process) has epistemic effects for individuals and quite another to assert
that argument Is foundational to communal intellectual life. Both are
empirical claims, but the former is better proved than the latter. I submit
that Argumentation scholars lack the empirical basis for claiming that even
their own field's development has proceeded through argument. An ordinary
thought experiment will prove the point. Look at the present Argumentation
(or any field's) corpus- -just agreed-upon principles, not disputed cases.
Now, reproduce the moat efficient historical developments, fran argument to
argument, that would have produced this corpus. All of us, I think, would
adopt shortcuts the field did not in fact take and avoid redundancy the
field in fact displayed. In explaining the field's adoption of an idea, or
one idea versus another, we would (more than the field did) exaggerate the
effects of intellectual authority and denigrate magisterial authority. We
would make these mistakes partly owing to the parsimony that canes with
histoeical perspective and partly because we have a powerful vested
interest in giving argument a position of centrality in intellectual
ecologies. As ilarthea said, "the retrospective is never anything but a
category of bad faith."

Fields reach a point where Darwinianiam is doing things the hard
way. This is nowhere better exemplified than in their interfield borrowing,
practices which cast doubt upon the idea that we can separate intellectual
fran magisterial authority at all.

,se permissible interpretation of Kuhn's notion of revolutions Is
that they are embodied in the changes discourse communities make in their
hiatories. Evolution is a metaphor as well as a biological fact, hence
Newton's famous (if disingenuous) disclaimer, "if I have seen further it is
by standing on ye aholders of giants." The belief that one's work occupies
a rung in an ancestral ladder may well be crocodile modesty, but It is
nonetheless a foundational metaphor of successful epistemic community.
But normal._ science is duller than revolutions, and contemporary
developments do sometimes compel the abandonment of old ideas, so it
sometimes happens that conceptual developments lead fields to reassess
their ancestors.

Or to adopt new ones. The ancestral focus of evolutionary thinking
doesn't translate intact to discussions of rational enterprises.
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Recembinate 114A research aside, genetics describes fixed legacies. People
cannot change their ancestors except by lying. But rational enterprises can
and do alter their histories to fit present preferences. Revolution is the
awl, needle, and thread for such alterations. If concept borrowing is the
paradigm case and political competition the most interesting case of
interfield discourse, then ancestor borrowing is surely the most muddifying
case. Evolution makes us think of our history as our working stock of
materials; revolutions occur when we want to change the stock. Consider,
e.g., haw the work of Tbulmin, or Perelman, or Rabennas have entered the
field. In each cesc, prestige either preceded the evaluation of arguments
or was so bound up with than as to make the distinction between
intellectual and magisterial authority suspsct. Their thinking entered
Argunentation in the standard way fields import authorities. Prominent
natives mention their work: selected aspects of their thinking are adopted;
a following develops - -lending additional stature to an already estimable
ethos; then --after decade, in the case of Tbulmin and Perelman, less
time in liabenmas' cases, probably awing to the increased maturity of the
discipline the details of their theories are gradually assimilated, the
particulars finally getting discussed. In the first stages of this process,
the outsider's work functions primarily as an argunent-from-authority.

The second defect I see in Claim 2 has already been hinted at: the
distinction between intellectual and magisterial authority is too neat. It
overformalizes the facts; it pays lip service to tot ultimately undervalues
the social component; and it turns our attention away Fran the ways actors
behave rationally as they balance political and social pressures against
their views of the intellectual merits of ideas.

The Jeffersonian legacy, and the pedagogical imperatives in which
it is embodied, encourage a too- mechsnicai, over-rationalized view of
intellectual evolution. 'The developmental logic which spawns an idea must
be rational before we are willing to call someone's acceptance of the idea
rational. Since post hoc analyses can nearly always make an historical
succession of ideas appear to be a connected train of thought, the
rationality of intellectual progress appears to be a plausible inference.
Again, Argumentation's choice of audience leads to an exaggerated
ithigishness. Accomplished doctrines on silver plat4ars; today's truths
mustn't be historical accidents or whims. Dialectical inquiry is our
version of natural selection. If there is rationality in the structure of a
corpus , its corpus dialecti is rational debate. But, as was the case with
the first proposition, the proof of its rationality is circular: one infers
rational processes from a corpus' apparent evolutionary coherence.

Our pedagogical interests push us to an unduly circumscribed view
of decision-making. It is uncontroversial that decisions occur in contexts
which are more than dialectical. But we are prone to think that the social
elements of decision-making are pathological disintegrations, or at least
inperfections, militating against otherwise rational debate. Though we
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might grant that science has social aspects, we resist seeing then as an
integral part of scientific rationality. We likewise restrict our norms of
political and social decision-making to those features of debate which seem
to transcend or bypass individual motives, the pressures of interest
groups, and vaguaries of public opinion, and the other manifestations of
Burke's "blunt quest of advantage."

Tbulmin, who cannot be accused of succumbing to the pedagogical
interest, nonetheless achieves the same effect. This result is not obvious:
he takes pains to advocate the use of companion frameworks - -the
disciplinary and the social --for the study of intellectual ecologies:
"considered as an entire human enterprise. science is neither a
ccapendium of ideas and arguments alone, nor population of individual
scientifis alone, nor systen of institutions and proceedings
alone." All of these elements "touch, interact, and merge." A
description whtAt ignores the social bases of scientific thought will miss
fundamental features of the process, for instance, cases in which ethos has
outweighed logos --as in the case of the acceptance of kinetic theory in
physics owing to the prestige of Clausitm and Maxwell. 'Their arguments may
have been cogent and powerful by the disciplinary standards of the times,
but "the best argument in the world could 'carry professional weight' at
all quickly only if its origin and presentation brought it to the attention
of the Influential 'reference group' at the right time, and in the right
'runner."

12
lbe professional circumstances have to be favorable before

"even the best argunent in the world could win iqe institutional authority
merited by its intrinsic intellectual authority."

All well and good. Tbulmin would seen to be squarely behind giving
social life its due. But people who use the terns "history" and
"experience" interchangeably bear watching. Tbulmin works with a standard
Weberian sense of the social- -which makes argument a calponent of the
disciplinary, not the social side of science. By "social" Tbulmin means the
status and roles of particular scientists and, as well, the incidental fact
of whether saneone did accept an idea--a consequential matter only to
historians. The relationship between the disciplinary and the social thus
turns on a difference in kind. The former yields the intellectual authority
of ideas, the latter their magisterial authority. The former is the locus
of rationality, the latter the locus of the enertial weight of tradition.
There can be do dcout which is better.

I prefer to see the magisterial authority of an idea as inhering in
the logic of the activities which produced it. lb my mind, the most
interesting case of rationality involves person wrestling with a problen,
taking social influence, buffeted by local politics, bowing occasionally to
history, sometimes as a rhetorical gesture, sometimes succumbing to
determinism-by-tacitness, and, finally, framing rhetorical strategies
addressed to an audience. The assessment of that person's place in the
field is not merely a definition of a sociological nitch, but an integral
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component of our explanation of the intellectual merit of the ideas.
Activities, not nitches, explain the evolution of ideas. A description of
the interaction of these forces would be a description of the field's
rational structure. Ideas can be assessed utterly apart from such doings,
but no field, even the ones that try to, does so. The neat, tidy
distinction between intellectual and magisterial authority makes us use
judgmental criteria that do not bear upon how ideas and bodies of knowledge
in fact evolve.

Criticism, Argumentation's core enterprise, should be the
progrmanatic study of how discourse hangs together, of the effects of
assumptions on claims, of activities upon beliefs, and of beliefs upon
activities. It needs not be a monolithic intellectual tradition, since
every field's intellectual procedures can be studied in different ways for
varying purposes. Critical tradllions need only be
programnatic - -approximating what Louden" calls a "research
program " and thereby capable of enhancing the discipline's stock of
knowledge and of advocating change in the activities studied. We once
studied practices in order to commend than to students, now we must study
than in order to amend then if needed.

Debate, again, is our most enduring tradition and moat promising
critical path. It any seen a contradiction in terms to speak of a
laboratory for participant observation, but debate is just that. It forces
us to alter the folkways of particular fields, to adopt their specialized
modes ot thinking and arguing, and, sometimes, to compare than to the
methods and modes of other fields. In this respect, it is the public sphere
in micro2osm. No study better exposes the implications of assumptions and
the cognitive consequences of practices than a sustained intense study
which requires adopting the veridical practices of particular fields and
which brings out the sometimes incommesurable assumptions which fuel
particular claims.

So we have the means, if not the will, to create ideas that count.
But what ideas? I suggest two starting points, not as a comprehensive
agenda, but as especially promisingand dangerous-- problems.

The argument-from- authority is arguably the 20th Century's
definitive epistemic problem. It used to be a formal fallacy; and the
reasons for (and even the politics behind) calling it a fallacy are still
persuasive, which perhaps explains why we defer so grudgingly to experts.
Yet our epistenie environment is so constituted that deference to
authority, "even though it abort circuits the quintessentially rational
processes of personally weighing Ile evidence and following out a chain of
logic to one's own inner satia'action," is the rational thing to do.
"Indeed, in ordinary parlance of the best reasons we can offer for
choosing a course of action i that it comports with the advice of a

5!
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recognized authority."15

The argument -fran- authority le utterly central to the public
sphere. The commonweal is so tied to what the Beards called "the rule of
,experts" as to irretrievably submerge the intellectual authority of ideas
in the magisterial authority of particular fields. By their epiatamic
nature, most fields do not cane by tolerance easily. But the public sphere
forces intolerance upon than as their authorities are cast into a
can etition for public attention and power. The public sphere has so
structured its discourse that each field has no choice but to assert the
hegemony of its special language and authority structure.

Many observers have noticed the tendency of academic debaters to be
authority mongers. Unfortunately. they have taken this as a license to
write the activity off--which means that they have missed the point. There
is nothing wrong with the ways debaters use authority that isn't wrong with
the world at large, our discipline, other disciplines, and the public
sphere itself. The argument-from- authority, as the anti-Scholastic
logicians knew, is use of power., It functions in academic debates just as
it functions everywhere else.

I propose that we confront this problem head on. If we can solve
the problene of the argument -fran- authority in academic debate, we may have
a result everyone else will have to listen to. Thls, at least, is what 1
mean by using debate as a laboratory.

The second starting point concerns interfield borrowing and
competition. Debate might provide an unparalleled opportunity to study the
autonany of disciplines because it inevitably emphasizes the selectivity of
field autonany. Bpistemic autonomy. I think, is a strategic decision as
each as an epistamio mandate - -at least where matters of the commonweal are
concerned. Fields do borrow ideas from other fields; they do incur
obligations; they do dialogue with other fields; and they do take and give
influence. In good times, there sometimes seems to be so much interfield
harmony and cooperation that we start to expect that different discourses
truly are moving toward a final. universal unitysomething like Ibilhard
de Chardin's point omega, or at least an argumentation theory based upon an
interlocked series of consensus gentium arguments. But the controversial
issues of the day bring out another side: the shields go up, the cattle
herded inside. When authorities clash --as they often do--there arises each
talk of inconnensurability and epistenic autonomy.

We will get nowhere trying to get particular fields to surrender
their autonomy, even if it is nothing but a trick. But we nay get somewhere
studying the possible responses to interfield relativity public
decision-makers might make. Debate might contribute to these studies in
powerful ways. Debaters grapple with the ways the arguments work, their fit
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into judgment paradigms, and the ways their implications can be evaluated.
If 1 mn right that their efforts are the public sphere in microcosm, a
programmatic study of their work might yield the bases for philosophy of
the public sphere capable of countering (not defeating) the particular
ciainm of epistemic hegemony nude by particular authorities.

CONCIUSIC1,1

' The House is increasing spending on star Wars research.
even though few of its members understand the complex
subject, one knowledgeable congressmen says. . . .The
$2.5 billion . .was recammnded by the House Armed
Services Committee. and the panel's Chairman said it was
the committee's stamp of approval that won support for
the total. 'What you're dealing with is a highly technical
subject that people don't feel comfortable with, that they
don't understand,' Rep. Les Aspin, D-Wis., said. . . .'They
wanted something to vote for so they picked the committee
position. . . .People needed something to hang their hat on
and they don't know much about the technology'" (Associated
Press, June 21, 1985).

"These are tine chances for an active mind" (Henry James)

The new inportance of decision - making arises in climate of
pervasive doubt about the viability of democratic institutions- -which seen
to be Inhering for the want of a shared language of public
discouree. Debate and criticism, our quintessentially democratic
methods, seem impoverished in thelface of a resurgent individualism, the
triumph of the rule-of-experts, and the differences dividing
discourse domains. Public issues cut across traditional field boundaries,
creating conflict - -competition for power -- between epistenic dansins which
might otherwise have remained aloof, creating problems more complex than
than our critical resources. Without a resurgent criticism, "issues of
significant public consequence, which should present live possibilities for
argumentation and public choice. disappear into the government technocracy
or private hands. As forms of decision-making proliferate, questions of
public significance themselves become increasingly difficult to recognize,
much less address, because of the intrjgate rules, procedures, and
terminologies of the specialized forums." The public agenda puts
individualism and consensual:ism on a collision course. The effect has been
a degeneration of the public sphere, a reduction of public issues to simple
questions of power. My point is not that the demise of foundationalism has
destroy criticism but that criticism has failed to "keep the conversation
going."'

Argumentation's concepts have enjoyed a corollary resurgence in
academe. Consensualism places the idea of debate at the intersection of the
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many strands of thought which attempt ,to explain the rationality of socii
epiatenic practices. As Habennss, speaking of the new intersection of
philosophy and sociology, says, "the theory of argumentation thereby takes
on special significance; to it falls the task of reconstructing the
formal -pregwatic presuppositions and conditions of an expiicitiy rational
behavior.""

Public decision-makers face an intimidating agenda- -nuclear war and
peace. issues of global military and developnent policy, environmentai and
scarcity concerns, abortion, population policy, distributive justice, and
the like issues in which authorities (experts vested with status by
particular fields) wake competing claims on decision-making, based on
imcannensurable assumptions, and make no elenentary mistakes. We shouid
expose elementary errors when people make them, but this is too modest a
goal for discipline --on par with restricting art, music, or literary
criticism to the cortent of basic skills or appreciation instruction.
Criticism can render stronger services than that.

The field of argumentation's silence in the face of the deniggntion
of the public sphere is a tragedy of near-eschatological dimensions."'
A criticism which stands silent except for expositional mistakes is a
travesty. It produces trivialities tantamount to criticizing the Versailles
Treaty for its penmanship. It seems as if we no longer believe, or have
become cynical about, our textbook rhetoric about the place of
argumentation in democratic decision-making processes. Nothing could ring
more hollow than our commonplace proclamations that argument is n
democracy's lifesblood. that ideas tested by rational argument, emerge the
better for it, that decisions emergent from free and open debate, are the
stronger for it. That's the flag, but note the army marching beneath it: Be
consistent! Avoid fallacies! Use proof! Trust experts!

Nonetheless, criticism can be the field's proper subject matter and
its special language for speaking to the public sphere. Argumentation can
be the disciplinary custodian of processual principles capable public
discourse. Its organizing hope is to Empower the public sphere with its can
language and episteado --one capable of resolving disputes and with
accamiodating carpeting interests whlie muting the most strident voices
with rational answers rather than laws.

Don't read Sartre's L'Harme D'Engage into my proposal. Critics
needn't take to the streets to generate a literature of scope, vision, and
engagement. My hope is that a criticise might be constructed out of the
facts of the balkanization of knowledge --one capable of 22ntributing "to
the perfection of public forms and forums of discourse." Though we
seen to have lost what Thequeville hoped would be a language of public
discourse, a criticism equipped to grapple with the competing epielanie
autonomy of discourse domains might yet salvage the public sphere."'

-32- 5 4



MIN

The study of more complex disagreements will strengthen argumentation
theory if critical practices are framed so as to contribute to the
discipline's ecology. It can also strengthen the health of the public)
sphere by engaging in an increasingly sophisticated relationship with
public decision-makers. Social studies can change the reality they
confront. What critics must surrender is the pose of objectivity, of
disinterested, impersonal, uninvolved judgment. Criticism that counts will
inevitably join into the processes it studies. As Robert Socolow has said,
"no group of analysts. however constituted, should ever imagine that their
workwhether it focuses on the 'science' of a dispute or its politics --can
proceed 25apart from the debate, for it always becomes part of the
debate."

I thank Joseph W. Wenzel and Themes J. Hynes for their helpful
suggestirs through several previous drafts.
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WHO IS AN ARGUER? A CONVERSATION WITH BROCKRIEDE

[Editors' Note: The following is a transcript of an
extemporcneous presentation by Professor Brockriede
and three respondents, August 2, 1985, at the 4th
Conference en Argumentation, Alta, Utah.]

Chair: Ray McKerrow
University of Main--Orono

"Who Is an Arguer? A Progress Report"

Wayne Drockriede
California State University--Fullerton

Respondents:

Walter R. Fisher
University of Southern California

James F. Klumpp
University of Nebraska--Lincoln

Michael Calvin McGee
University of Iowa

WAYNE BROCKRIEDE: I got the idea of a progress report from the last
convention of the Western Speech Communication Association at Fresno
where they tried it several times and I thought it worked very well and
hope that it will work well here. It gives the critics a chance to help
writers save themselves from themselves before they come out with a
paper or a publication. The progress report is not as far along as.I
would like for it to have been. I would have liked to have a paper'but
circumstances didn't permit it. I'll report what progress there is,
report where I've been and report where I think I am and I'm sure my
critics will tell me where to go.

My overall presumptive ambition is to try to put together what has
been written under the heading of an epistemological focus on rgument-
what it can do to enhance you in understanding--with what has been
written under the heading of an ontological or normative focus on
argumentation--how persons function as arguers when they are acting at
their very best. I hope to have some kind of integration of these ready
to present as a paper at the First International Conference on
Argumentation sponsored by the University of Amsterdam. I won't take
time to document my sources as I try to proceed rapidly through an
outline which will be giving you the bare bones of where I think I am.
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I should note that probably my primary sources are Douglas Ehninger,
Jurgen Habermas, Henry W. Johnstone, Jr. and Chaim Perelman.

Part one, I suppose we could call the "past," and it's a perspective
on argument is epistemic. I would say that my perspective has been
fairly consistently person centered. In 1963, in Decision by Debate, I
had to take a person centered view of argument with a glimmer. dy the
1970s, when I tried a half-a-dozen times to outline generic
charactistics of argument, I think it had become a real gleem rather
than a glimmer. I intended the characteristics each to represent a
perspective that one could take on argument and not as analytic
categories or things that should be taken discretely that are necessary
and sufficient conditions. But one can focus on arguers who make an
inferential leap, who choose among competing claims, who risk
confrontation, who perceive rationales, who regulate uncertainties and
who share overlapping frames of reference, Lately I have become
convinced that everything I do tends to end up in threes. I now reduce
these characteristics to three dimensions. First of all a "knower," an
arguer who makes choices and takes risks. Secondly "a relationship
among arguers who share frames of reference." And finally, "a goal of
regulating what is inherently problematic on the basis of inferences
grounded in the best rationale."

Some of the other bits and pieces that might be considered in an
epistemological perspective is a trinity that Joe Wenzel and I seem to
have developed virtually simultaneously though independently: a
focus on the product of a person's logic. Or one can focus on the
process of interaction among the people who seek human understanding.
Or one can focus on the methods and procedures arguers use to pursue
their goal of human understanding.

In another essay arguing about human understanding, I suggested that
argumentation is a method of understanding to be applied in three
interpenetrating spheres. It can first of all assist one's
understanding of the physical world of things and nature featuring an
empirical dimension, or related to the validity claims Habermas calls
"truth," or his translators would call truth. Secondly, to assist one's
understanding of one's own intentionality or that of others. Finally,
to assist one's understanding of the norms and rules that govern
interpersonal relationships, which of course features the social
dimension, likeness.

In my most recent essay, "Constructs, Experience and Argument,"
I

have a model of a triangle in which argument is the base and experience
is at the right and constructs is at the left. I see argument relating
to experience primarily as a process of criticism. We argue about our
experience and try to make sense of it, critically. Argument related to
constructs I see primarily as a research process. We are trying to
develop generalizations and argument is a method that will help us
develop, justify and defend the generalizations our research leads us to.

Argument also plays a role in the relationship between constructs
and experience which might be called interpretation, because the
interpretive process is essentially, I think also, an arguing process.
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Moving to the second part which one might call the "present" or the
recent past. Just less than a month ago, I finished a paper with a
title I have had for two years. The paper took longer than the title.
The title, "Arguing: The Art of Being Human," which hopefully will
appear in a book entitled Practical Reasoning in Human Affairs, which is
book in honor of Chaim Perelman edited by Jim Golden and Joe Pilotta of
Ohio State. What I tried to do there is to synthesize a more normative
ontological view, not so much of how argument works but how it might
work. How it would work ideally if people were acting at their very
best. Here again I ended up with the three dimensions similar to the
three dimensions that I talked about earlier. One is the personal
dimension which depicts the ideal arguer as a restrained partisan, which
at first glance seems like a paradox. One must be a partisan in the
sense of being committed to what one is arguing about, however
tentatively. One is committed enough to risk using arguing as a method
rather than procedures that are easier, depending on your size and power
and charm, like coercion and deceit. So one is a partisan. But the
partisan in arguing, in the ideal sense, tries to be restrained in
several ways. First, by his or her critical attitude toward what he or
she is doing and what the co-arguer is doing. Secondly, by a motive to
let the issue be decided by arguing rather than by coercion or deceit.
Third, by the nature of the activity itself which implies, I think, some
of the procedural restraints that Enhinger set forth in his chapters in
Decision by Debate, and also in his essay "Argument As Method."
Finally, to try to achieve as much emancipation as is possible from the
systematic distortions of communication that lurk in personal neuroses
and collective ideologies.

Now I think within this personal focus there is-inevitably a
dialectical tension existing between restrained partisans. Too much
restraint and you don't have the commitment willing to take the risks
you need to take in order to use arguing profitably as a method. Too
much of the other and you become a true believer, you become a fanatic.
So that one reeds to be a retrained partisan ideally. The ideal
relationship might be called "bilaterality." This implies the
possibility of influence in both directions. Both expound their own
views and criticize those or the other so the that the arrow goes, in
both directions in an ideal relationship. You are not trying to lay a
persuasive message on another person with whom you are engaging in a
dialogue. Bilaterality also implies a recognition of others as peers or
persons. I think it's probably clear that some people are more equal
than other people and parity, I think, does not necessarily imply
absolute equality in all of the dimensions that humans have, but parity
implies that as persons me are peers. I think bilaterality also implies
what Henry W. Johnstone calls a basic imperative that arguers should
seek to perpetuate what is distinctively human among arguers by
encouraging rather than suppressing efforts to reach judgments and
decisions by argument. Which, I think, is a cousin to what Habermas
talks about with his symmetry requirements. Bilaterality here implies a
symnietrical distribution of the opportunities of all participants to
engage in speech acts. I think *ere is a tension here, too, if
co-arguers become too attached to one another it may not be as
productive; if they become too detached, it may not be as productive.
So I think that the relationship among co-arguers is one in which you
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cope with dialectical tensions of enough attachment but not too much,
enough detachment but not too much.

Third, a theological focus would depict the ideal goal of argument
as what Habermas calls warranted assertibility. And this too carries a
number of implications. It carries the implication that the motive on
the part of the people who are in (what he calls) the "ideal speech
situation" or what we might more generally call argument or discourse,
is to arrive at judgments and decisions purely on the basis of the more
convincing arguments. This focus implies a consensus theory of truth.
The truth is what the co-arguers workout when they are in that ideal
situation. But such a theory is not intended to punch in as a kind of a
popularity contest so if we have five arguers, arguing together, we wait
until all five people agree and then we say we have warranted
assertibility. One has warranted assertibility only if there are good
reasons for achieving that and this in the tradition of works like those
by Karl Wallace, Wayne Booth and Walter Fisher. For at least two
writers warranted assertibility means more than the endorsement by
persons who were physically present in an arguing situation. For
Habermas an ideal speech situation is one in which one's arguments would
be convincing if one were to engage in dialogue with every conceivable
co-arguer. Habermas takes an interpersonal communication model, a
dialogic model, and argues that if after dialoging with a series of
competent co-arguers together you achieve assertibility that is
warranted. You have a better claim to that status of warrant
assertibility than if you go out on the street and gather the first four
people you find and engage in an argument with them when they may not
have the wherewithal to present some challenges toyour validity claims.

For Perelman ideally one ought to gain the adherence of the
universal audience composed of competent auditors. I think the primary
difference between Habermas' view and Perelman's is that Habermas
envisage a biological interpersonal communication situation. Perelman
envisage a public communication situation, a speaker-audience
situation. Both of them are constructs in the mind of the arguer.
There is not time enough to argue with every conceivable dialogue
partner or to argue before every audience existing now; and of course,
Habermas would have one conceive of past audiences and future
audiences. So it's a construct rather than an existential reality but I
think a useful concept.

Part three is the future, I will let my critics take the lead
there. I had hoped to have three or four scenarios and ask them to
choose among them with good reasons, of course. Actually what I have
are just some hunches. One hunch is kind of an act of faith that there
is or ought to be some relationship between the way people do in fact
argue in an epistemological-descriptive sense of the term and an
ontological-normative sense, what things would be if people were arguing
by acting at their very best. Finding the precise relationships is what
I have in mind as my project. There are a coupe of quotations that
give me some hope. One of them comes from James Aune in an effort to
interpret Habermas, who says that an ideal speech situation is neither
something empirically observable nor a utopian construct but rather a
rational reconstruction of the suppositions which are present.
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Everytime, two people seriously engage in communication, and of course
with those of us in this room, we have to construe arguing as a serious
engagement in communication.

The second quotation is from Habermas who observes that in all
speech acts the subject in their speech act performances unavoidably
express their own selves at the same time they converse with one another
on some propositional topic. This supposes a differentiation between a
communication about objects and a metacommunication on the level of
intersubjectivity. Another lead was suggested yesterday in Mike McGee's
Keynote Address, something I think I should have thought of. Just as
important as the methods of techne is the practice of reaching for the
best we can be under the con-Ma-Ms of existential judgments to reach
judgments or to arrive at decisions.

MICHAEL CALVIN MCGEE: I have two categories of responses, I think, to
this general line of thinking and the way that Professor Brockriede is
developing it. One is an unfair, very unfair, system of responses
because it calls into question the very project itself and I want to go
through that very briefly because it is unfair. I merely call attention
to it because I want to raise the questions that are in a sense begged
by this approach. I want to harken back to Professor Willard's keynote
yesterday and look at the problem of expertise and what constitutes
expert witnesses and ask why we always use philosophers' categories in
order to understand our own subject matter. Epistemology and ontology
constitute the main subject matter of metaphysics according to modern
philosophy. Richard Rorey is correct: the very term "epistemology" or
the idea that the epistemic is a body of literature is a late model
development. It doesn't even exist in the ancient world; we have to go
back and reinvent it. Why do we use these categories in order to
understand argument which is so clearly presented to us in our own
tradition and our own literature as a part of the rhetorical project?
Second if we are going to use philosophical categories why do we choose
marginal philosophers? Why do wetthoose Stephen Toulmin who doesn't
make it with his own community and has to come over and make another
community on his own because in our view he is so far ahead of his
compatriots that they won't pay attention to him? Other marginal
philosophers perhaps, such as Chaim Perelman, turned to notions of
rhetoric and argumentation as a way of salvaging failed projects. In
the case of Toulmin the failed project is the attempt to bring the study
of morality and ethics in line with notions of truth as epistemologists
think it ought to be, That's the unfair set of questions that this line
of thinking poses to me.

I think the other set of responses that I have is quite fair. It
has to do with the relatively recent importation of the work of Jurgen
Habermas into Professor Brockriede's thinking. That, of course, has to
be relatively recently; it's relatively recent for all of us. I am
somewhat disturbed by the way in which Habermas is being imported into
our field generally and particularly here because Habermas is being
presented to us as a voice outside the context of a very intense debate
which is actually occurring in and around his appropriation of some of
the themes that are of interest to us. I don't, for example, hear the
tension of the debate between Habermas and Gadamer. I hear that a
little clearer in Professor Brockriede's most recent expositions than I
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have elsewhere in the field. And the tension (most significant for my
own comments today) is completely buried between Habermas and his
French/Italian predecessors Derrida and Gramsci.

Now why is it necessary that we understand Habermas as a voice in adebate? A significant, powerful intellect, no doubt, but a voice in a
debate whose positions are partisan and are misrepresented if they are
brought to us outside the context of that debate. I think that we can
see this in looking at the one--really there is only one substantive
place that I find reason to disagree with Professor Drockriede, given
the assumptions of ontology and epistemology--and that is the attitude
of the the arguer. Remember where he tells us under the heading of
ontology what attitude an arguer is suppose to have? We are suppose to
have a restrained, critical attitude when we employ arguing. Why? So
that we can avoid being a true believer or being a fanatic. Now I think
that a restrained, critical attitude is an attitude that militates
against change of almost of any sort and that prevents the formation of
a serious and sincere social critic. I believe that argument is
fundamentally and essentially partisan. The degree to which it tries to
maintain an unrestrained and critical attitude is the degree to which it
betrays its very ethos and telos. It backs away from what it wants to
be, from where it draws its own source, and attempts to adopt what weall know anyway as a false pose of objective, bi-partisan judgment.

Second, we are asked to decide through argument and not through
coercion. I submit to you in practice arguments are a species of of
coercion and that the reason we engage in argumentation is to use that
form of coercion in preference to more dangerous and more inhumane forms
of coercion. Argument is an instrument of social change. We are
suppose to follow procedural restraints. Now when Doug Ehninger taught
that to me in graduate school I didn't understand it either, except that
it was a system of rules analogous to the system of rules that we put
attorneys through as they go through a courtroom. I have no objection
to that if we could get everybody who wants to disagree about things in
the political economy to follow the same set of rules; if we want to
keep it to those procedures finally.

But finally and here's the Habermas tie-in we are to try to argue to
achieve emancipation. Now here I think we are really fooling
ourselves. Even in Habermas' terms, achieving emancipation is a
personal achievement. It is not the achievement of a group of people;it is a personal achievement. The achievement of emancipation is
something that one achieves through criticism specifically through the
criticism of one's own ideology and one's own participation in the
ideology. I don't believe that if we do argue in order to achieve
emancipation that we're going to have to translate that concept away
from what Habermas, as I understand him anyway, intended that notion to
be and make it into one that is very practical and political. I don't
believe that it survives that kind of translation. Enough of initialresponse.

WALTER R. FISHER As we all know by now, one of the great things about
this kind of a conference is that it comes as close to capturing the
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kind of thing that would happen in graduate school on occasion. It
certainly did with me at the University of Iowa when Jerry Miller and
sometimes Lloyd Bitzer and sometimes Bob Tiemens and Bob Austin would
meet for coffee and we would talk about ideas; and at conventions after
the programs were over, we would retreat to someones bedroom and drink
and talk and so on.

My remarks are about as disjointed as those of the person involved
in the kinds of situations I just mentioned, but I guess I want to start
by saying that I am an unrestrained partisan of Wayne Brockriede. I

believe there is more than sufficient warrant for asserting this. He is
the preeminent theorist and practitioner of argument in the field. And
I make the assertion without fear of risking self or violating yours,
which is all to prove that I am not a ideal arguer. And it is also to
suggest what I think Wayne has represented, especially in the present
situation and what he projects for the future.

It is not so much argument as I ordinarily know it, as it occurs in
court rooms or in the legislature, but in dialogue. If you take the
qualities he has talked about, the restrained partisanship, bilaterality
and so on, I think you will find those to be the constituents often
attributed to dialogue more than debate or argument as we ordinarily
know them. One of the things that is inevitably true about the
generation of ideas that would change what we understand as
communication, argument, persuasion, whatever it happens to be, is that
you begin with the self. That is, you try to go through your own
experience and say what is this thing and try to understand it on that
level. Then you move out and try to see if your experience coincides
with that of others so that the only ground for the test of any theory,
first and foremost and fundamentally, is your own real experience in the
world, as well as that of others.

Now it seems to me theres a sense in which we have an
autobiographical statement in this later part of the paper because what
we have is a description of Wayne Brockriede arguing. Wayne Brockriede
is a restrained partisan. He believes in bilaterality and acts it out.
And furthermore he believes in the procedures of pursuing warranted
assertibility. And I think that that's good. Where are we to go to
move beyond that point to see if we can generalize that in terms of
argument itself? It seems to me that the first step is to go back and
look at argument as an instrument of knowing and ask whether or not it
is possible that there are, implicit in it, values that you can say are
normative. Is the pursuit of knowledge by scientists, debaters and the
technicians of our society inherently a moral operation? We will have
an interesting comment, I think, this evening by Michael Hyde as he
talks about medical technicians and the kinds of things they have to
do. I'm not sure where that works in; this is a very difficult move,
from talking what is epistemologically the case, to what is
ontologically the case, and by that Wayne tends to mean "axiologically"
possible for the case.

One other line of question. I'm beginning to not understand
"understanding." I'm not sure whether it is an act, an activity,
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achievement: whether the mark of understanding is consensus in a
subjective reliability, valid agreement, or a fusion of horizons, as
Gadamer would represent it. I suspect that, and I suggested this to
Wayne before, his friend is Gadamer rather than Habermas, because the
orientation that is represented by what I see to be a dialogic
orientation to argument is enhanced and supported by Gadamer's own
project.

JAMES KLUMPP: One of the advantages of going last is that I looked over
some of Wayne Brockriede's materials and played the old game I played as
a negative debater of trying to figure out what arguments were inherent
in his position so that I would hear them today and then analyze those
arguments. I found myself drawing on Walt Fisher and Michael McGee and
so I said they are going to make those arguments so I don't need to
worry about doing it. So I have the advantage now being able to make a
probe into Brockriede's position without fear of preempting, some other
positions.

Let me first of all talk about Brockriede's long term project
because there are several things in there that I identify with. It
seems to me over the last few years there are two things that Brockriede
has been doing that are important to what I have been doing. The first
is a movement toward helping us deal with a logic of synthesis rather a
logic of analysis. A logic that attempts to put ideas together and to
see what happens to ideas as they are put together rather than one that
uses a reductionistic kind of procedure. He has used the title
"Perspectivism" on several instances to describe this movement.

The second thrust that I identify with is the thrust toward
understanding as a product of interaction rather than as the lonely
story of a mind encountering an object, some kind of a social
dimension. Mine is a friendly critique of what he said this morning but
a critque none the less because I think he is hung-up on a old question
which needs to be reformulated or it's going to put his long term
project at risk. It is that sort of idea that I want to talk about a
little bit and develop.

Let me begin with his statement about his perspective on argument
being person-centered. And to do that, let me set up a three-part
division: the first part being person-centered perspectives, the second
being interaction-centered perspectives, and the third being
social-centered perspectives. I think one inevitably develops an
account of all of those from whichever perspective you begin with. It
seems to me, however, that as I look at what Brockriede has been doing,
I would not call what he has been doing person-centered. I'd call it
interaction-centered. It seems to me that, in fact, a person-centered
account of argument within a context of his project is untenable. Let
me approach that severe statement from a couple of directions. First of
all it seems to me that you cannot describe an arguer with the
individual as the locus. What I mean by that is that such a description
would account for the personality across situations and I think to do so
.is some what artificial. One instance I always recall is when Donn
Parson had his first child. And when that child was three months old
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and needed discipline, Parson would look at the child and begin his
argument and say, "Now here Eric, we shouldn't do that because" and then
go into the explanation of why we shouldn't do this and of course he was
met by the most confused small face in the world. My point is that for
all of us, there are times to argue and there are times to not argue.
It seems to me that the basic process of human understanding begins with
that kind of an understanding. Which means that our project is not to
describe an arguer but is to describe the situations for argument.

The second reason the person-centered is untenable is that you very
quickly begin to talk about the personal within the perspective of
interaction rather than the other way around. Wayne does this with his
emphasis on bilaterality. The very word "partisan" is a word that is
not the locus of the individual; it presumes "interaction." I conclude
that the personal is untenable.

That does not, however, get me where I want to be, which is to be
arguing that the context that you really need is the context of the
social. To make that argument I want to take as a text something that
Wayne said earlier in his presentation. Hot' persons function as arguers
when they are acting At their very best, he said, was the essence of his
project. My answer to that is sometimes they don't. When persons are
acting at their very best sometimes they do not act as arguers. As an
example, I will give you South Africa. It seems to me that this is a
situation in which to assume the stance of an arguer, to assume the
restraints of the argumentative situation established by the South
African government, is not people acting at their best. Certainly the
plea of the government of South Africa is no different than the plea of
the government of the United States at times, that you ought to be more
civilized about how you go about this; accept long term, slow change and
argue with us about it. Help us determine the direction. We won't give
you a voice; we won't let you vote, but argug with us about it. That
seems to me to be not the prescription fort he kind of praxis, the kind
of projection of the individual into values that Wayne is talking about,
but his prescription for the opposite.

Where does that leave us then in talking about the project that he
set out for himself? It seems to me that we ought to talk a little bit
about the word "should." Should statements, I would argue, must be
contextually earned. Let me contrast two ways of dealing with should
statements. The first is a narrative imposition route. It begins with
a definition of what argument is and from that derives norms for
individual behavior that would be consistent with that definition.
Ultimately it takes the argument process to be most important, but it
excludes the terms of the argument process from the immediate scope of
argument itself and, instead, derives those from the definition ofargument.

A second route to the should statement, which I call the entailment
dialectic route, begins with the assumption that humans are choice
makers. Choices inevitably entail values, that is they entail the
should. Values involve the dialectic of the individual locus of motives
with the social locus of motives. That means that values entail a
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dialectic of action. The thrust of positions throws action together and
creates the new out of the old. Argument, we can say, results from the
human dialectic necessitated by action in a field of choice. It seems
to me that that second method of getting into should is a superior
method for Wayne's project than the first method, which I think is the
avenue he is attempting to use. My call here, then, is for a much
richer concept than a normative impositional route permits. We would be
asking such questions as "when should one argue, who should argue with,
with what choices of argumentative strategy will particular values be
promoted?"

To summarize, it seems to me the project that Brockriede is
pursuing, is to describe an ideal and that inevitably that cannot be
circumscribed by argument. His dialectic in this project tends to be a
Platonic dialectic. He works back and forth among unreal specifics
trying to reach a real ideal which then can be applied normatively to
people, to make judgments about arguers. It seems to me a more
appropriate direction would be a more "social" dialectic. The energy of
pairs thrown together forces the alteration of specifics. The energy of
an individual locus of motives confronting the energy of the social
locus of motives produces the kind of creativity that is the advancement
of knowledge and of understanding human action which is characteristic
of argument. The dialectic that can best provide a praxis of argument
is the one based on the latter rather than the former. And it is this
that Wayne would be wise to relate to his project.

RAY MCKEHHOW: You have now had the opportunity to engage in three
different dialectical perspectives on the same work. The work has been
challenged from the perspective of its relationship to unrestrained,
commited advocacy for social change. That particular claim has been
displaced by the argument that Wayne's project is not about public but
rather about dialogue whose key term is "cooperation" rather than
controversy. And that project has been redefined as interaction-
centered rather than person-centered and challenged from the perspective
of a Hegelian dialectic. With this very brief summary in mind, we can
initiate the conversation anew with responses involving the panel
members as well as members of the audience.
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Recreating a Rhetorical View of Narrative:
Adam Smith in Conversation with Quintilian

Michael Calvin McGee
The University of Iowa

Thomas Kuhn has inspired many people to search the horizon o the
present for a historymaking shift in perspective that will mark out the
next new age of science.' In part, the motivation is as old as people's
realization that however little we may matter in the great scheme of history,
our lives can be significant in the smaller frame of communal biography. It
is a will to be important: We can contribute to the establishment of
knowledge that will guide, and control those who come after us. The power
appeals to some, and the duty of teaching to others; but for many these
active motive. come after the simpler desire to avoid ennui. To live in a time
when "nothing happens" is a dull prospect; but to be alive when great change
is in the air. in the Age of Revolutions, perhaps, or when "paradigm shift" is
occurring- -the very idea stirs the blood and makes dull intellectual labor
seem more exciting.

Belief in the cosmic significance of historical shifts in perspective
clearly entails science with political tensions. In any given time, there are
always some who roll along naively dans le nwavement, and others who act as if
they have been predestined to swim against the tide. These general attitudes
promote polarization and. in consequence, a political rhetoric: Thinkers who
are generally comfortable in an atmosphere of change are vulnerable to
chains of argument that cluster around rhetorical images of lemmings, while
thinkers who seem to be resisting the inevitable are taunted by portraits of
Sisyphean struggle. Truth seems to be at risk in the competition, and may
really be in some cases; but a political interest is always present. One image
of science has it in the paradoxical position of subverting and then becoming

"false god." When it stopped trying to coexist with religion and began to
preach abstract empiricism, science destroyed one kind of reason to create
another, and made up a true faith to root out an older faith' Of course the
story can be told with different presumption of villainy, and different
sense of falseness: Antiscience, nquerading as "humanism," promoted
nostalgia for archaio values and practices, inventing political tensions when
the rest of the world was thought to be swept by a domineering spirit of
change. And there is the third sense of falseness, the betrayed lover's
neurotic fear of being out of control. The new not only produces change, but
conjures such crises as Carlyle's fear of technology, or the sheer cynicism of
most Marxists, to threaten comfortable old formulas. The center of political
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conflict -- whether the eye of the storm be masked contradiction, sweet
nostalgia, or hysteria--is less importcat than the faot of it, for whatever its
origin, conflict diotates that politics will be prominent in the act either of
rolling with the flow or struggling aping it. In swimming against the tide,
thinkers are encouraged by the Idea that a new paradigm can save them
from ideology, nostalgic serendipity, or fear of what goes bump in the future.
Conversely, the prospect of shifty paradigms makes an otherwise orderly,
comfortable lifeworld feel contradioted, disrespected, perhaps even a bit
senile.

Quite apart from its stated purpose of announcing one of these new
paradigms, Walter Fisher's recent campaign to declare the human species
hallo nariunt and not Mao sapiens reminds us that an impressive array of
human sciences have considered that the human mind may strive to mirror
stories rather than nature' Three recent conferences on narrative,
interpretation, and rhetoric have been attended by thinkers trained in all
the human sciences who have in common a desire to resist the tide of our
times, or perhaps to set in motion a new flood of irresistible enthusiasm! As
Fredric Jameson's statement of the case illustrates, arguments about
narrative are academically political in two ways, as subversion and as
apology. After the assertion that "narrative is a specific mode of thinking
the world, which has its own logic and which is irreducible to other types of
cognition," there is the innuendo that "much of what passes for conceptual
or scientific writing Is itself secretly narrative in character"--as if there is
a virgin blush to lose by telling stories, or an advantage to be gained from
tarnishing the public image of soience. The advantage, of course, is apology
for literary study: "If.. . narrative is one of the basic categorical forms ...
under which synchronic and analytic thinking 419 itself subsumed and put in
perspective," Jameson continues, "we no longer have to be defensive about
the role of culture and the importance of its study and analysis.".

More than academic politics is involved in Fisher's statement of the
case. A shifting paradigm sends shock waves through the whole political
economy, even to problems of national defense. Fisher is frightened by moral
and political consequences of the rhetoric of scientific expertise. fie claims
that science make. it impossible for a moral criticism of foreign policy, such
as Jonathan Schell's The Pate of the Barth; to be effective. People who celebrated
the book, he observes. were not experts on the subjects of nuclear energy and
foreign polioy--they could respond to the moral impulse of the book, but
they no more than Schell could speak with "authority." Opponents of
Schell's tale have a monopoly on authority, according to Fisher, because they
are the "purveyors of ideological, bureaucratic, or technical
arguments"--writers who base their arguments in "political 'truth"' peddle
ideology, bureaucrats have an "administrative sanction" from the Reagan
government, and technicians have a "subject matter expertise."4 Because we
t7pically defer to them on technical matters, experts have come to expect
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pliable audiences, and they therefore develop an imperious attitude toward
such as Schell" Daher want. a "narrative paradigm" of reasoning No that we
can reconceptualin the role of the expert: "Experts are storytellers and the
audience is not a group of observers, but are active participants in the
meaning-formation of the stories.", On this view, counselors of state,
professional adrainistrators, and nuclear physicists should be brought down
from the high position of feudal celebrity to that of revered story-teller
whose business s dineminating knowledge-as-lore.

Ordinarily, in the mind-set Jameson and Fisher oppose, it would be
condemnation to suggest that current theories of narrative are politically
motivated. Our purpose is to confront the political dimension of innovation,
however, because it is an inescapable part of intellectual growth or social
change of any sort. At issue is the competence of the politics involved. Political
competence is not an issue associated with field-specific literary notions of
narrative, of course; but when narrative is made to stand over and against
the logic and rhetoric of science, or when it is promoted as a "paradigm" of
human judgment in general, three significant issues arise: (1) As a st,' 7arsion
of orthodoxy, the theory must stand effectivety against its opposition.
Nothing good will come of an alleged paradigm shift if the only writers who
feel the quake are those who already make their living peddling discourse
theories. (2) As the basis of an apology for literary study and cultural
criticism, the theory must stand eonstrueNcety on its own merits. Little is
accomplished if the narrative paradigm produces nothing, if it merely
inundates the logic and rhetoric of science. (3) As a paradigm of practical
wisdom and judgment, the theory must be powerftel enough to generate
successful policy. Morality should be an important consideration in the
political economy; but it must be a kind of morality that has been groomed
to expedient ends--in short, it must uark. In a more elaborate version of this
paper, my colleague John Nelson and I will consider each issue in its turn. I
want here to probe into the second issue, the question of demonstrating how,
and in what context, homo itarnens contribute', positively to the construction
of truths.

Kenneth Burke would state the case "logologically": There are many
clearly distinct usages of the word "narrative"; but, curiously, none of them
have the presuu.,ption of being on the side of truth. The presumption is that
narrative has more to do with hiding sins than with revealing truths. We
have to ask about "the real" story, or "God's-spell" to get it over on the side
of truth. "Gospel" depends on the ethos of the story - teller, and "real" stories
are made so by rational critique of something presumed to be inherently
misleading. As a matter of political competence, therefore, you need to settle
the connection of truth and narrative if you want to lead those currently
hobbled by the ideology of scientism toward discourse theory. They peddle
their wares by claiming a monopoly on truth, and they would stand
unalterably against anything that willingly acquiesced to the label "fiction"
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or failed to show how story-telling can be distinguished from telling-stories
when you're caught with your hand in the cookie Jar.

Fisher.' conception of "real fictions" is responsive to this problem
because it associates narrativity with rhetoric.' It doesn't take nearly so
much as the suggestion of gospel to get rhetoric over on the side of truth, for
rhetoric is presumed to be ink rently inters/fed; it misleads only when it
manipulates proof to serve its interest, and it suborns proof predictably,
always in the direction of its interest. Rhetoric is thus always "real," and it
always calls attention to the ethos- -the interest--of its maker. It follows
that we usually have enough information to judge it "persuasive" and
"convincing," thus putting it on the side of truth for reasons that originate
in the rhetorical situation.

The more inventive of you may come up with five or seven, but for the
moment I'll stick with the more obvious suggestion that you can combine
narrative and rhetoric in two ways, depending on which "comes first" in
your explanation. If narrative "comes first," you are forced to re-enact the
eighteenth-century German metaphysics game: It becomes ontology to
rhetoric's epistemology, and you get Jamemon's position that narrative is an
ideological form that sets human (clan)intereatedness on a particular and
pretty much unalterable course." If rhetoric "comes first," narrative
becomes a kind of procedure or step along rhetoric's path to practical action.
You get what I think may be our most constructive position, that narrative
is a structuring of the world so that we can bracket most of its complexities
while we deal with some particular, presumably pressing, problem.

By now you're wondering about my title, for you haven't heard a word
about either Adtm Smith or Quintillanunless you believe in bearded
reincarnations seated at the speaker's table. I promised to put these two
noble curmudgeons of the rhetorical tradition in conversation with one
another, and so I shall. Curiously, the first and last points of conversation
have to do with different senses of the concept "translation." Concepts of
narrativity got lost in the rhetorical tradition because of a translation
problem associated with the mind set of modern science and its ally in
misappropriation, nos-classical philology. Constructive concepts of
narrativity can be recreated by treating narrativity as the techne of
"translation," similar to the syllogism or the scientific method. Let's deal
with the first problem of translation by giving Adam Smith the first word.

In the ordered world of the eighteenth-century, when the dreams and
stories of modern science were being formulated by some of the more
inventive minds in the history of civilization, everything from peasants to
problems bad a place to stay in. When the moderns discussed rhetoric, they 6 9
reflected the mindset of their milieu, seeing that the ancient art could setae
truth, but not produce it--truth production, after all, was the business of
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philosophers and scientist. who aprt:-.:Ached problems with quite different
attitudes and methods. The pt":,ron intellect of the dismal "ciente pent
everet years lecturing on "rhetoric and belles lettre.." The majority of
lectures are on the subject of narration, and we can gueu why from the
following passage:

Every discourse proposes either barely to relate some fact or to prove some
proposition. The first is the kind of discourse called a narrative one; the bitter
is the foundation of two sorts of discourses, the didactic and the rhetorical. The
former proposes to put before us the arguments on both sides of the question in
their true light, giving each its proper degree of influence, and has it in view to
persuade no further than the arguments themselves appear convincing. The
rhetorical, again. endeavours by all mean. to persuade us, and for this purpose
It magnifies all the arguments on the one side, and diminished or conceals those
that might be brought on the side contrary to that which it Is designed that we
should favour."

Richard Rory has reminded um that the motif of western philosophy which
led to modern science was the prejudice that "Nature" is the ultimate
arbiter of all "facts"human understanding is a Mints' of Nature." In
Marcuse's language, it is Commitment to an equation,
"Reason=Truth=Reality."" Notice how clearly this theme to represented in
Smith'. appropriation of rhetoric. Like Descartes and Pascal before him,
Smith privilege. the kind of discourse that relates facts in a clear and
precise a way as possible. The closer we get to the fictive, what might be said
to persuade: at any cod, the further away we get from the sort of truths
which ought to be the foundation of our belief. and actions.

There is a lesson here which should give um caution about how we go
about interpreting what we want homo naming to be. In a curious irony, the
first declaration of a "narrative paradigm" funded the attitude which
became contemporary scientism, the very orthodoxy which the .econd
declaration of a "narrative paradigm" means to subvert. And the spirit of
appropriation was equally revolutionary. Smith could read the classical
tradition to privilege narrative without misrepresenting it; but, he says, "It
is rather reverence for antiquity than any great regard for the beauty or
usefulness of the thing itself which makes me mention the ancient division.
of rhetoric."" The ancient. were not authorities on the subject of discourse,
but it was good politic. to make connection. wherever possible, became the
prevailing paradigm to be displaced approached life with Ciceronian isubtlety
and Christian relentlessness.

Walter Benjamin may not have been the first to make the point, but he
doe. argue convincingly that the proem of "translation" I. an exercise in
theft. You are the prisoner of your own intellectual climate, and your task is
not just finding equivalent syntactic usages between two language., but also
to find equivalent cultural forme. Further, since cultures change
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historically. "translation" must occur even in the same language, and a
translation made at one moment in historical experience must be made
again and again as the spirit of the timer; changes." Notice how this has
worked with our understanding of Roman rhetoric: Philologist. (I call them
that though technically the word dons not apply until the latter part of the
nineteenth century) conceive themaelve to be guardians of tradition. They
argue incessantly amongst themselves about what Plato or Cicero really
meant by such-and-much a statement. The problem, of town, is both bogus
and ineffable, but that'. not the point. The preservers of antiquity were
caught in the eettgeid of scientism, and so acculturated Roman rhetoric to an
environment ill equipped to understand it. Quintillan's "entente "Neurationd
auk iota pu /obis au/ iota po adversarlie cud Inttla ex utriaque" le rendered as "The
statement will be either wholly in our favour or wholly in that of our opponent
or a mixture of both." Albeit with appropriately mholarly notation of the
"liberty" taken, nonskid is transformed into statement and even statement of fact
In other places.

Let'. conjure a bit with this view of narrativity. What Adam Smith and
his philological allies have done is to make a pun on the word "fact" by
playing with the ambiguity of the word "statement." When you go to court
to "make a statement," you tell a story (narentio) that you purport to be true.
"Truth" in such situation. is dependent upon an individual's ethos and
perspectiveit is understood to be a subjective, relative affirmation. But a
statement is also a proposition, a declarative "entente that affirms or denies
a state or condition in allegedly objective reality. In this cond sense,
particularly in the climate of scientism, "la temente are supposed to "mirror
nature." Their "truth" is dependent upon their correspondence-to "what
really happened" or "what really ie." Quintilian discussed such things in
great detail in another part of him work, presumably because the framing,
defending, and attacking of propositions is a separate stage in the process of
forensic argument. NafrITISO is a "statement of facts." but the facts do not
exist independently of the "tory which structure. them. Putting emphasie
on "etatement" rather than "story" is an adaptation to a culture that
Insists on discovering rather than making truths. Adam Smith's undestanding
of nanntio reduces stories to the sentences that comprise them.

Those of us interested in promoting the Tinton of torn narrans are in
Adam Smith'. position. We have no interest in using Smith, or Quintilian, as
authoritative support. for our view of the world. Antiquity matters because
it can be appropriated, competently or not, to political ends. The political
goal of the present line of argument is demonstrating a convincing
connection between narrativity and truth. At a general level, Fisher and
other. already have done this by showing that moral truth. are dependent
upon the narrative. we are pleased to paiss along to our children. Tradition
currently get. 'tory-telling over on the side of truth. While this may be
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enough for those of us conditioned to accept history as a ground of proof,
people conditioned by scientism are purposefully .historical in their
thinking. Edwin Boring tells us that "science can actually lift itself by its
own boot straps," '7 and Becker has characterized one of the major issues in
our own field as "whether rhetoric is to be a cumulative or an evolutionary
(perhaps revolutionary) discipline."0 For positive political reasons, we must
be able to get narrative over on the aide of truth on some more convincing
argument than the historical fact that the story of liberty, for example, ha.
been repeated many times in many circumstances.

In imitation of Adam Smith, we can re-create conception of
narrativity in Quintilian sufficient to this purpose. The striking feature of
Quintilian'a description of no rridio is him emphasis on the subjective character
of the truths at stake in the argument:

The [narration] of facts consists is the persuasive exposition of that which
either has been done, or is supposed to have been done.... [[t] is a speech
instrucing the audience as to the nature of the case in dispute. Most writers,
more especially of the Isocrataan school, hold that it should be lucid, brief, and
plausible."

The [narration] of fact will be credible. if in the first place we take care to say
nothing contrary to nature, secondly if we assign reasons and motives for the
facts on which tha Inquirty turns ... and if we make the characters of the
actors in keeping with the facts we desire to be believed."

The clear accent is on narratio, not on "facts." The story is supposed to be
persuasive, it deals with allegations of fact, it aims no higher than plausibility.
Further, tests are applied, not to the facts of the case, but to the narration of
them: Credibility is the issue, not facticity, and the mirror we bold up is not
to "Nature" as an objective environment, but to the correspondence between
character and fact.

The familiar interpretation, of course, is that Quintilian is concerned
with mere opinion and sheer manipulation. He is. But the problem is
deciding what he is manipulating and why. With an emphasis on those who
must decide, we are inclined to ask how the correspondence of character and
fact contributes to a wise and prudent judgmenton these terms, people are
manipulated. With an emphasis on the materials of decision, however, the
manipulation is of the einiumetance which requires judgment. Bryant's
famous phrase makes the function of rhetoric adapting ideas to people and
people to ideas." We can modify that slightly with the metaphor of
"translation": Particular cases that require moral judgment must be
"translated" into the cultural patterns of those charged to Judge. The
vehicle of translation is minutia, a story that structures facts according to
the expectations of "native speakers" of a particular culture."
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Am Gadamer'a experience with it suggests, the translation metaphor is
full of traps -- ultimately, he abandoned it to play with rhetoric." The
difficulty is how you think of what it in you "translate": if you think that
narrative. are forms that "mirror" equally formal commitments within a
particular culture, you're in the position of privileging historical patterns of
judgment that may be indefensibly oppressivestories about the right way
to deal with an old and trusted slave, for example, may be clearly
precedented in the Anglo-American tradition. The moral of the story may
even be quite noble, if you accept the premise of slavery as a starting point.
As Haberman argued in response to Gadamer's original description of
translation, the metaphor does not permit an effective critique of tradition.
nor does it account for positive changes in cultural patterns over time."

In fact, I think, narratives are not "formal" in the sense we usually
think of "form." We think of "narrative form" as a category of discourse, In
other words, and when we realize the close connection between cultural
patterns and narratives, we think of "cultural form" as if it were a "genre"
of habits and custom.. Actually, culture is a ad of prooedure5 formalized by
sheer repetitions, what Ortega calls "usages."" Skill in a "native speaker" of
a culture is marked by savoir Aim knowing what and how to "do right" in a
multiplicity of common and recurring situations. It follows, I think, that if
particular circumstances must be translated into cultural patterns (or vice
versa), the vehicle of translation must have the capacity to reproduce the
sense of prooeeding. The narrative, even the simple story with nothing but an
"and then ... and then ... and then" structure. has the power of signifying
procedure.

Further, it is possible that narratives are uniquely able to signify
procedure. Bare semiotics is capable of corriniunioaling procedure as a past,
frozen fact, much as a photographic image "stops" speeding race car. But
no word can signify procedure, for words are by nature static, and procedure
ceases to exist when it is interrupted even for a moment--think about the
times your savoir Jtiire has come a day late." Logic and mathematics can
render procedure in their own languages by assigning arbitrary values and
relationships to human actions. But only the narrative re-presents, truly
signifies, procedure, human conduct.

Quintilian's attitude toward narrative accomodate. this view of a
signal relationship between story and cultural practice. Namitio is a stage of
discourse preparation. It isn't needed in all cases -- sometimes, he says, you
make a pure claim and leave the story-telling to an opponent whb occupies a
less favored position." Nam* is like arithmetic, in other words: Sometime.
you must translate objects into a language uniquely adapted to sigWy-)

lJquantity. It its also like logic, for at times you need to translate things intia
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"language" uniquely adapted to ignify inference. When the came at bar
require. the remource. of cultural, moral commitments, there mumt be a
narration, for only narration can bring out and make formal the proceeding
which le to be evaluated. Nanutio is to moral reason what the equation le to
mathematic& the mylloghan to dialectic, and the enthymeme to Ariatotellan
rhetoricit is the discourse . tructure that im uniquely capable of .ignifying
what needs at the moment to be put through the mind.

We haven't thought much about morality latelyindeed, Aliedair
Maclntyre believes that "we have--very largely, if not entirelylost our
comprehension, both theoretical and practical, of morality."'" If I am right
to understand morality ae deeply embedded cultural practice, one reason we
are ignorant of morality is that we redefined nom& to make it fit with a
new idea of truth. In the process, we bait our capacity to signify morality,
and since thought without signification is impoasible. the subject of
morality is unattended. Along this line of thinking, we can get narrative
over on the aide of truth in a very 'pimple, direct way that ha. no contact
with the idea of a privileged tradition. With a re-created rani o, translated
into our own culture, we are able to re- 'present the cultural practice, we
revere as well ae the particular circumstances which must be Judged.
Perhaps this twist of Quintilian will increase the political competence of
honto narrana as he and she struggle against oppressive orthodozie. in and out
of the academy.
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MEMORY AND DIACHRONIC ARGUMENT:
A MARCUSEAN NOTE

J. Robert Cox
University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill

There is no past that one is
allowed to long for. There is only the
eternally new, growing from the enlarged
elements of the past; and genuine
longing always must be productive, must
create something new and better.

1

Goethe, Gesprache

The mention of "memory" in a gathering such as this
conference will very likely evoke images of the lost fourth
canon of rhetoric or epideictic speaking. In either case,
it seems to have little to do with invention or a theory of
argument. Among argument theorists (with noted exceptions,2),
Tradition, Time, and Memory seem to belong to a different
domain of consciousness than does the concept of Rationality.

In his essay "Knowledge in Time" (an essay that, I
believe, has received insufficient attention), Farrell notes
how "odd" is this removal of most models of argument
from "the imposing effects of time and change." Whatever else
it is, he says, history is "an invention and revision of
argument."3

If so, then in what sense should we understand argu-
ment as being "diachronic?" The most straightforward sense is
what Farrell himself proposes: Arguments develop their
meanings within history. The relationships among claims,
reasons, and issues --rather than being simultaneously "here"- -
are constituted in part in "the changing developmental process
of history itself."4

5
Yet, Farrell too neglects Mnemosyne. This is

surprising, given Farrell's earlier review of Critical Theory.
For memory plays a crucial role in Adorno, Horkheimer,
Benjamin, and Marcuse's understanding of the crisis of modern
civilization. Particularly in Marcuse, an "anticipatory
memory" (vordeutende Errinerung) preserves the possibility of
the critique of rationality itself.

My own interest in this essay, then, is to begin to
inquire into Marcuse's concept of memory and its relationship
to diachronic argument. Because Marcuse developed this
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concept in widely scattered essays, lectures, books, and
unpublished manuscripts over a period of forty years, I will
only try to sketch briefly the function of memory in his
critical project and, second, to suggest that argument critics
should seriously pursue Marcuse's idea of memory as a mode
of dissociation.

"ANTICIPATORY MEMORY* AND CRITICAL THOUGHT

Marcuse's work can be understood as an attempt to
identify a domain of consciousness in which a dialectical, i.e.,
transcendent criterion is empowered. In Reason and
Revolution: Hegel and the Rise of Social Theory, he argues:
"The real field of figiwiagi-ri not the given fact about
things as they are, but the critical evaluation of them as a
prelude to passing beyond their given form.*6 This
dialectical pursuit of 'what is present as a tendency in the
givia reality' points to the need for an oppositional
social force.? Marcuse discovers this force in the idea of
memory.

Marcuse first introduced the concept of memory in
his 1937 essay "Uber den affirmative Charakter der Kulture,"
translated as "The Affirmative Character of Culture" in
Negations: Essa a in Critical Theory (1968). Writing at a
time when the Naz s-RaaFrie-rto power in Germany, Marcuse
was drawn to the Hegelian Marxism of the Frankfurt Institute
of Social Rsearch and to the project of articulating a radical
social theory. Initially, his effort to identify an
external, critical standpoint focused upon individuals who
were themselves estranged from the *affirmative" culture.
Marcuse wrote, *Those social strata ... which are kept back in
semi-medieval forms, pushed to the lowest margin of society,
and thoroughly demoralized, provide, even in these cir-
cumstances, an anticipatory memory (vordeutende Errinerung)."8

The emphasis upon "outcasts" reflects Marcuse's
interest in those who prefigured the estranged artists of his
dissertation Der Deutsche Kunstlerroman (1922). Like
the medieval Miniei:MEgErels, and itinerant scholars, the
outcasts of modern society "offer 'a presage of possible truth',
a 'foretaste of potentialities', 'une promesse de bonheur',
in short, the 'anticipatory memory' that projects ITEEKture
society the generalized satisfaction of the progressive demands
and ideals of the past." 9

Marcuse pursues this theme in an unpublished study of
avant-garde writers of the French Resistance: "Some Remarks
on Aragon: Art and Politics in the Totalitarian Era"
(1945). The radicalism of the artistic effort, Marcuse says,
may promote our alienation, our total estrangement from
the world, "And this alienation may provide the art-ificial

-58-

79



80

basis for the remembrance of freedom in the totality of
oppression.'"10 Here, the anticipatory memory reappears in
the dialectical character of art. The function of art,
Marcuse writes, is the "awaking of memory, remembrance of
things past." Art, estranged from reality, nevertheless re-
minds us of what we have forgotten but may yet realize
in the future.l1

Marcuse's location of memory in art and, earlier,
in the "outcasts" of society reflected his effort to identify
a transcendent, critical locus or vantage point.
Critical thought had to draw its concepts from outside of the
affirmative culture if it was to preserve the conditions
for radical analysis and transformation. In the next decade,
Marcuse was to find a very different locus for the
critical task of memory.

In Eros and Civilization Marcuse subtly reform-
ulates Figaff's conception of the therapeutic role of memory.
He stresses --instead of repression-- the liberation which
remembrance of the identity of freedom and necessity makes
possible. Marcuse argues that "the unconscious, the deepest
and oldest layer of the mental personality, is the drive
for integral gratification, which is absence of want and
repression." As such, Marcuse says, the unconscious upholds
the equation of freedom and happiness:

Its truth, although repelled by con-
sciousness, continues to haunt the mind;
it preserves the memory of Rest ellies
of individual development at which integel
gratification is obtained. And the past
continues to claim the future: it
generates the wish that the paradise b0
re-created on the basis of the acnleve-
ments of civilization.12 [Emphasis added]

Thus, the therapeutic role of memory derives from its
"truth value," as a decisive mode of cognition. Marcuse notes
that this value lies in the specific function of memory "to
preserve promises and potentialities which are betrayed
and even outlawed by the mature, civilized individual, but
which had once been fulfilled in his dim past and which are
never entirely forgotten.13

This is clearly a psychological reformulation of the
concept of anticipatory memory which Marcuse had proposed in
his 1937 essay. But, as one critic observes, "now a content
and a context is provided: what is to be ze-membered,
re-collected, is the archaic infancy of the individual and the
genus under the unchallenged dominion of Eros."14

Yet, this memory is not available to ordinary
consciousness. With the growth of the individual and of civi-
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lization, memory becomes "rationalized." Marcuse notes a two
stage process: "Recalling the domain of the pleasure
principle, where freedom from want was a necessity, the id
carries the memory traces of this state forward into every
present future: it projects the past into the future." However,
the past also introduces a repressive element into this
libidinal relation:

. the superego, also unconscious,
rejects this instinctual claim on the
future, in the name of a past no
longer ogle of itiegral satisfaction
but one of bitter adjustment to a
punitive present. ... the memory traces
of the unity between freedom and
necessity become submerged in the
acceptance of unfreedom; rational and
rationalized, memory itself bows to
the reality principle.15

Memory can no longer re-cognize its "truth,* the
possibility of the identity of freedom and necessity. In this
condition, time becomes an ally in forgetting. "The flux
of time helps men to forget what was and what can be: it makes
them oblivious to the better past and the better future."16

This ability to forget is, admittedly, an indispensible
feature of our mental life without which "civilized life would
be unbearable." But, Marcuse argues,

it is also the mental faculty which
sustains submissiveness and renunciation.
To forget is also to forgive what
should not be forgiven if justice and
freedom are to prevail. Such for-
giveness reproduces tife conditions
which reproduce injusv:ice and
enslavement: to forget past suffering
is to forgive the forces that caused
it --without defeating those forces.17

Against this surrender to time, Marcuse urges "the
restoration of remembrance to ita rights, as a vehicle of liber-
ation."18 I will saggest in a moment that it is in this
project that the function of memory as argument is disclosed:
as a mode of dissociation of a-historical rationality.

In the view of some, however, Marcuse is not sufficiently
critical of Freud; he uses "mythopoetic evidence" or, worse,
iapses into "mysticism.* What, then, is restored in Marcuse's
recherche du temps perdu?

Much of the source of criticism stems from Marcuse's
reference to Freud's "phylogenetic" hypothesis on the origin
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of (repressive) civilization. Is Marcuse's "archaic"
memory of childhood experiences 21e-individual, generic? In
,Eros and Civilization, Marcuse writes, "This "memory of pre-

impulsei-Wiedeeds continues to haunt civilization:
the repressed material returns ... ."19 Even a sympathetic
Marcusean scholar as Kellner suggests that to utilize memory
and the aesthetic dimension as Marcuse intends, requires
"freeing these concepts from their Freudian significations and
developing them in another anthropological-psychological
framework --as Ernst Bloch does in The Principle of Hope."20

But Marcuse himself points to how we are to understand
his appropriation of Freud. In a passage not often cited from
Eros and Civilization, he explains: "We use Freud's
anthropological speculation only in this sense: for its symbolic
value." Though the archaic events may forever be beyond the
realm of verification, "the alleged consequences of these
events are historical facts; and their interpretation in the
light of Freud's hypothesis lends them a neglected significance
which points to their historical functio:,. "21

This interpretation is consistent with marcuse's remarks
on Hegel's use of Er- innerung (remembrance or recollection) as
"turning into oneself,' re-turn from externalization.22
In his later writings, Marcuse argues for a theory of knowledge
as recollection: "as the rediscovery of the true Forms
of things, distorted and denied in the established reality."23
Recollection is "not remembrance of a Golden Past (which never
existed), of childhood innocence, primitive man, et cetera.
Recollection as epistemological faculty rather is synthesis,
reassembling the bits and fragments which can be found in the
distorted humanity and distorted nature."24

The task of re-collecting these "fragments," therefore,
required "the interpretation of manifestations of deep instinc-
tual demands on the surface of modern life, and psycho-
analysis confirmed (Marcuse's] earlier inclinations to allow
the faculty of memory --'as a decisive mode of cognition'-- to
guide the analysis. "25

But what of argument? If memory recalls "the true
form of things," what is the relation of this truth to the
rationality of ordinary consciousness?

A MODE OF DISSOCIATION

"The psychoanalytic liberation of memory," Marcuse saysin Eros and Civilization, "explodes the rationality of the re-preii0 TRaividual. As cognition gives way to re-cognition,the forbidden images and impulses of childhood begin to tell
the truth that reason denies." Memory yields its own
critical standards which challenge the established reason.26
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As such, Marcuse's conception differs radically from
the conception of memory in rhetorical theory. In classical
rhetoric, memory comes after inventio, as a retrieval of the
products of consciousness. It releases its stored information
for purposes determined by criteria other than memory's own.
For Marcuse, however, the weight of the "discovery" of
memory's content shatters the framework of the one who searches
in memory. Recognition and the relation to past does not
end in its "reconciliation" with the present. "Against the
self-imposed restraint of the discoverer, the orientation on
the past tends toward an orientation on the future.
The recherche du temps perdu becomes the vehicle of future
liberation."27 (That such a conception clashes with the
traditional understanding of memory in epideitic speaking --as
a healing or reconciliation-- should also be obvious.)

Marcuse elaborates this function of memory in more
detail in what is probably his most widely known book, One
Dimensional Man (1964; 1966). It is in this context,
I suggest, tIEWE memory is able potentially to function as
diachronic argument: in its dissociation of the discourse
and mode of reasoning of one-dimensional society.

The operational language of this society;- Marcuse says,
is irreconcilably anti-critical and anti-historical:
"operational rationality has little room and little use for
historical reason."28 This "fight against history" is part of
the fight against faculties of the mind that "might hinder
the total coordination of the individual with the society."29

Against such language and mode of thinking, memoryposes a spectre: "Remembrance of the past may give rise to
dangerous insights." This is so because "Remembrance is a
mode of dissociation from the given LestaL a mode of
TWSiation' which breaks, for short moments, the omnipresent
power of the given facts."30

As diachronic argument; then, memory militates against
the "closing" of the universe of discourse. It renders
possible the invention of concepts which "de-stabilize and
transcend the closed universe by comprehending it as
historical universe." Memory-as-argument thus presents both
the cr teria for judgment and the basis for deliberation:

Far from necessitating an indifferent
relativism, it sea -rhea in the real history
of man for the criteria of truth and
falsehood ... . The mediation of the past
with the present discovers the factors
which made the facts ... it projects the
limits and the alternatives.31

And, as memory dissociates the "facts," it frees the
human imagination. In An Essay on Liberation (1969), Marcuse
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argues, "The imagination, unifying sensibility and reason,
becomes 'productive' as it becomes practical: a guiding force
in the reconstruction of reality ... ."32

But through what age-ncy? The notion of memory as a
"productive" force raises some very troublesome questions for
Marcuse concerning the relation of memory and practical
discourse.

AN UNSOLVED CONTRADICTION?

Marcuse believed that established reality sanctions
radical memory only in its estranged forms --in art or in the
anticipatory memory of social "outcasts." For this reason,
he devoted little attention in his later works to the realm of
rhetorical discourse. In his last book, The Aesthetic
Dimension (1978), he stressed that only as estrangement does
artfulfill 11 a cognitive function: it communicates truths
not communicable in any other language; it contradicts."33

Yet, art is inexorably invested with "guilt." Its
estrangement cannot cancel the reconciliatory element in art:
"The aesthetic form, however destructive it may be, stays
and brings to rest. ... all content becomes the object of
aesthetic gratification."34 Art cannot represent
the suffering of Auschwitz or My Lai "without subjecting it to
aesthetic form, and thereby to the mitigating catharsis,
to enjoyment." However, Marcuse argues, this does not release
art from the necesssity of

recalling again and again that which can
survive even Auschwitz and perhaps one day
make it impossible. If even this memory
were to be silenced, then the 'end of art'
would indeed have come. Authentic art
preserves this memory in spite of and against
Auschwitz; this memory is the ground in
which art has always originated --this
memory and the need to create images of the
possible 'other.'35

Memory redeems art, Marcuse believes, when its mimesis
termintes in a recognition: "the power of aesthetic form to
call fate by its name, to demystify its force to gim the
word to the victims --the power of recognition which gives the
Tigrvraual a modicum of freedom ... ."36 Thus, art's alien-
ation from reality does not produce "false" consciousness butrather "a counter-consciousness: negation of the realistic-
conformist mind."37 Such negation, however, is never simple
negation but "its transcending preservation (Aufhebung) in
which past and present cast their shadow on full Ilment. The
authentic utopia is grounded in recollection."38
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Still, Marcuse concedes, the effort to free the political
potential of art is blocked by an unsolved contradiction:
Art can express its radical potential only as art, "in its own
language and image, which invalidate the ordinary language,
the 'prose du monde.'" How then can art "be expressed so
that it can become a guide and element in the Praxis of change
Without ceasing to be art, without losing its nternal
subversive force?"39

Failing this, memory is "artistic and spurious; remem-
brance is no real weapon unless it is translated into historical
action."40 Indeed, it is at this juncture that Marcuse's
project has received its most severe criticism. Kellner
,complains that Marcuse fails to take account of the role of
columuntcation in human experience and to see the realm
of symbolic interaction as more and other than the projections
of desire and phantasy.41 And Aune notes the tendency
in Marcuse and the Frankfurt School generally to reject
strategic discourse or rhetoric as inherently manipulative.42

Thus, though Marcuse associates memory with the
critique of rationality, he does not identify its appearances
in ordinary discourse. What implications, if any, then,
does Marcuse's critical project offer a theory of argument as
amp...Ural discourse?

MEMORY AND PRACTICAL DISCOURSE

There is, I believe, at least one important area in
'which critics should pursue the idea of memory for practical
argument. As a mode of dissociation, memory discloses
a source of invention for what Toulmin has called "warrant-
establishing arguments."43 (Curiously, the concept has
received very little theoretical attention from argumentation
scholars.)

As opposed to "warrant-using," warrant-establishing
arguments seek to establish new premises or principles which,
in turn, provide support for an arguer's claims. I am
tempted at this point to cite Macintyre's observation that the
most striking f)ature of contemporary moral disagreement is
its interminable character.44 But this would be misleading.
For the issue is not the absence of "terminating" warrants
--or tha closure of further disagreement-- but preservation
of the eery possibility of argument.

As memory dissociates the "given" consciousness, it
discloses a locus or staring point for critical reflection on
received bases of judgment. Marcuse offers us an interesting
alms in this regard. In one of his few references to a
pr4.ctical language, he argues "Such a new language ... cannot
Fossibly be 'invented': it will necessarily depend on
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45
the subverting use of traditional material ... ." [Emphasis:iaaed]

This is, I suggest, a startlingly close description
of the argumentative practices of some feminist theologians
and environmentalists to establish "new" ethics. Ruether,
for example, speaks of "usable traditions" as a way of making
a more radical interpretation of religious paradigms to
encompass women's experience. "Usable interpretative patterns
are taken from Scripture and early community documents to set
the original tradition against its later corruption." By
allowing minority traditions to criticize dominant traditions,
"one begins to discover lost critical principles."46

And Attfield's effort to construct an environmental
ethic sifts the neglected aspects of our central traditions
to critique "the attitude and tradition of Despotism,
an interpretation of the Biblical belief in man's dominion
according to which everything is made for man ... ."47

Memory's dissociation thus seeks to recall sources
of judgment, not always "as they were," but in their promise,
as historical possibility. A diachronic sense of argument
guides us, in our attempts to establish the grounds of Reason,
to this anticipatory memory of what was and can still be.
In our remembrance of the temps perdu, we help to ensure that
the horizon of history remains open.
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THE COSMOLOGICAL EXIGENCE AND PRESOCRATIC PHILOSOPHY

Peter J. Marston
University of Southern California

... the end of all our exploring
Will be to arrive where we started
And to know the place for the first time.

--T. S. Eliot 1

One of the most important consequences cf the Einsteinian revolution in
physics is the reemergence of cosmology as a salient field of inquiry.2 Cosmological
concerns had been central to the scientific thought of the indents and continued to
guide scientific Inquiry until the establishment of Newtonian physics as the
"classical" model of science. Rather than examine the universe as a whole, Newton's
method sought to Isolate physical events which could then be studied
independently. As a result, cosmology "seemed destined to disappear gradually into
the mists of the unknowable:3 It was not until the rise of Einsteinian physics that
the universe has once again been conceived as an integrated system--a "physical
and geometric whole."4 As Jacques Maleau-Ponty observes: "Cosmology is again a
science possessing a specific and well-defined subject: the universe. "5

The renaissance of cosmology, however, extends beyond purely scientific
discourse. Stephen Toulmin notes the beginnings of a renewed dialogue bo1ween
science, philosophy, and theology which is based upon cosmological issues.6 lie
suggests that, in the development of "postmodern" science, cosmology has become a
common ground for these disciplines- -one which promises to increase in
significvnce.7 In popular discourse, Carl Sagan has brought a new cosmological
worldview to ageneral audience through the television series Cosmos; and his
popular book of the same title.6 In her analysis of the highly successful film Er,
Janice Rushing observes that contemporary science fiction and fantasy films
constitute a pervasive genre of popular cosmological rhetoric.9

Regardless of its form, cosmological rhetoric reflects a desire to reclaim the
Greek conception of COSMOS': an understanding of the universe as an Integrated
system In which "all things . . . share in a common 'good order.-19 It seeks to
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demonstrate not only the character of the universe as a whole, but also
humankind's role within that universe-10 grasp our place in the scheme of things
and to feel at home within it."I I As Toulmin suggests, the ultimate aim of such
rhetoric is to establish a "more coordinated view of the world, embracing both the
world of nature and the world of humanity--a view capable of integrating, not
merely aggregating, our scientific understanding, and capable of doing so with
practice in vlew."I2 Although cosmological rhetoric has its roots in scientific
thought, its implications clearly extend into other aspects of humanity. Indeed, in
its richest form, cosmological rhetoric seeks to embrace all aspects of
humanityphilosophical. religious, sociological, as well as scientific-- through its
understanding of the universe as an integrated system."

Given the scope of contemporary cosmological rhetoric, it is clear that the
cosmological exigence entails muse than the mere possibility of such rhetoric
which is implicit in Einsteinian physics. As Rushing observes, the cosmological
exigence is "'omnipotent' . . . both enduring and developing over time."14 It is
enduring in that humankind has always been and will continue to be separated
from its natural environment and the cosmos. Humankind, by its very use of
language, can never live a truly "natural" existence: its experience is forever and
irrevocably mediated." However, the cosmological exigence is also shaped by
historical developments. As noted above, the rise of Newtonian method was largely
responsible for the eclipse of cosmological rhetoric in the nineteenth century, just
as the Binstelnian revolution is, to some degree, responsible for its current
reemergence. The cosmological exigence is affected by changes not only in science,
but in technology as well. The development of nuclear technologies, advances in
medical treatments, and the continued discovery of toxic pollution in our air, water,
food, and lifestyles all serve to accentuate humankind's separation from nature.
These issues, among others, present difficult and pressing questions concerning the
nature of humankind and its relationship with the universe--questions which
demand cosmological consideration.

It is important to note that the movement to a new cosmology is, indeed, still
an emerging one. "By the early 1910.," writes Toulmin, "we have done little more
than reestablish the bare preconditions for the development of . . . a new
cosmology."16 There is no established psraditm which we eight term "the new
cosmology"--either in philosophy or science.17 Nonetheless, the reemergence of
cosmological rhetoric remains one of the most interesting developments in
contemporary thought.

In this essay, I will examine (1) the rhetorical tasks implicit in cosmological
argument and (2) the argumentative strategies employed in Presocratic
cosmological argument. Although cosmological rhetoric may manifest itself in forms
other than argument (such as myth), cosmological rsgument is more clearly aligned
with the both the ultimate aims and scientific roots of cosmological thought. As
Rushing observes, cosmological myth does not "deal with the nitty-gritty of
rhetorical contingency," and nor does it suggest .how humanity may find reunion
with the cosmos 15 Such concerns, however, are commonly addressed in
cosmological argument."

Given the reemergence of cosmological rhetoric, a 'return to the Presocratics
is Justified in two ways. First, an understanding of Presocratic cosmological
argument informs our understanding of the origins of cosmological argument.
Althought the poets of nonliterate cultures often provided narrative or mythic
cosmologies, the Presocratics were the first to address cosmological issues in
propositional language.20 Second, to the degree that the cosmological exigence is
enduring, a consideration of Presocratic cosmological argument will further our
understanding of possible responses to this exigence,.

The Rhetorical Tasks of Cosmoloskal Argument

There are essentially two rhetorical tasks of cosmological argument: (1) it
seeks to establish the unitary character of the universe--to articulate a conception
of the universe as an integrated system; and (2) it seeks to place the realm or
human action within the cosmological universe - -to establish cosmological
principles as aortnetive principles. Although these tasks are clearly Interrelated,
1 will, for the sake of clarity, consider each of them separately.

The need for integration is central to cosmological argument, for such
argument represents the most comprehensive ambition of scientific inquiry: "to
talk sense about the Universe es e whole."4 I As Toulmin observes, cosmological
.argument advances claims about the nature the universe "whose very generality
allows them to transcend the fragmented insights of electromagnetic theory, all
biology, neurophysiology, and the rest"--while at the same time, integrating such
insights into a more coordinated understanding of the universe 22

Burke discusses the task of cosmological integration .In terms of
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"transcendence" and "reduction." Transcendence is the adoption of a perspective or
language in which disjunctive categories cease to be disjunctive, and become
identified as instances of a common "essence."23 Burke illustrates the act of
transcendence in cosmological discourse: 'Males presumably was attaining la
triumph of transcendence) for himself when, looking at the Tour elements,' earth,
fire, water, and air, he decided that they were all In essence' water.24
Cosmological argument, in a sense, aspires to establish the ultimate
transcendence--a transcendence in which 8// the elements of the universe are
conceptualized as Instances of a common "nature."

Cosmological transcendence, however, also involves reduction. As Burke
suggests, "a cosmology ... is a reduction of the world to the dimensions of words; it
is the world in terms of words."25 Reduction is required In cosmological
argument in that "any generalization is necessarily a reduction (since) It selects a
group of things and gives them a property which makes it possible to consider
them as a single entity."26 It is important to note that transcendence and
reduction are, to some degree, interdependent, processes. Transcending terms
symbolically encourages reducing terms linguistically (since formerly disjunctive
categories may be replaced by n single term).27

The end of such transcendence and reduction, In Burke's terminology, is
consubstantiality: the identification of the common "substance" of all the elements
of the universe. Burke employs the term "substance" in two major senses: as
"essence" and as "context," both of which are germane to the task of cosmological
integration.28 One of the consequences of discussing the universe is s whole is
that distinctions between essence and context become difficult to maintain:
conclusions concerning the cosmological essence of the universe are, by their very
nature, conclusions about the cosmological context as well. As Merleau-Ponty
observes, cosmological argument Includes "In the same description both container
and content:29

The second rhetorical task of cosmological argument Is to place the realm of
human action within the universe, conceived as an integrated system. This task,
finding "a cosmic sanction for ethics, a 'natural foundation on which our human
superstructure of right and wrong may safely rest,' is an enduring one" in
cosmological argument." Indeed, it is this ambition which initially united
astronomy and astrotheology and transformed them into "a genuine cosmology":
"the conviction that the entire system of the world forms a single, integrated
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system united by universal principles.... that the universe or ourenos is 'Well
turned out "'31

In Burke's terminologY, this task raises the issue of scope in cosmological
argument. The concept of scope is central to Burke, for in any "systematic
placement, one must see things 'in terms of ....' And implicit in the terms chosen
are 'circumferences' of varying scope."32 Whereas the first task of cosmological
argument need only characterize the universe as a physical or chemical or
biological system ("motion" as conceived by Burke), the second task clearly
implicates human action.33 In this sense, the second task of cosmologicalargument
is aimed primarily at expanding the scope of the cosmological universe.

Of course, not every instance of cosmological discourse will address both
tasks. The distinction presented here concerning the rhetorical tasks of
cosmological argument is useful in distinguishing cosmological argument in Its
richest forms, and other cosmological argument which, although rightfully termed
"cosmological." Is somehow attenuated in Its ambitions.

Presocratic Cosmological Argument

Presocratic philosophy offers one of the clearest examples of "rich"
cosmological argument. It portrays the universe as an integrated, ordered system,
and employs the cosmological universe a a model for a social ethic. This is most
clearly apparent In the Presocratic conception of justice--one which depends upon
an identification between the Individual, the slate, and the cosmos. The term dike
is used in application to morals, politics, and the universe, without any clear
distinction in meaning, giving rise to a "cosmic justice": "a conception of nature at
large as a harmonious association, whose members observe, or are compelled to
observe, the law of the measure:34 In this way, the Presocratic conception of the
universe preserves "the link between man, society, and nature"--a link which was
lost during the rise of Newtonian method and Cartesian rationalism, and which is
only beginning to be restored in contemporary thought 35

In this analysis. I will focus on an examination of the cosmological argument
presented in the Heracliteso fragments. Heraclitus Is the most promising subject of
such an examination for three reasons. First, a sufficient number of Heraclituf
fragments wrist to give his argument context.36 Of the 129 reliable fragments
attributed to Heraclitus. 35 are directly cosmological; clearly, the largest body of
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cosmological argument of any Presocratic. Second, of those Presocratics who have
left a sizable body of fragments (namely, Heraclitus, Parmenides, and Empedodos),
Heraclltus offers the clearest example of a strictly cosmological, proposition2I
argument. Parmenides bases his arguments in a "theory of Being" which Is more
metaphysical than cosmological.37 Empedodes, on the other hand, is more closely
aligned with the pre-philosophic poets than the Presocratics in the presentation of
his cosmology. His fragments "tell stories" and are not contiguous with the general
Presocratic movement toward propositional argumenL38 Third, although Heraclitus
is particularly well-suited to the purposes of this analysis, he is also representative
of the Presocratics generally. As Havelock observes, "much of the language used by
Heraclitus, far from correcting or contradicting the pioneer efforts of Xenophanes,
seems designed to expand and carry forward a common enterprise."39

Before identifying the argumentative strategies employed in Heraclitus'
cosmological argument, it is necessary to briefly summarize his cosmology. The
Heraclitean conception of the universe as an integrated, ,Ndered system is reflected
in one of his most influential fragments: 'This ordered universe (cosmos). which is
the same for all, was not created by any one of the gods or of mankind, but it ever
was and is and shall be . 111 301.10 Within this universe, the opposition of
forces constitutes a natural "harmony": 'That which is in opposition is in concert,
and from things that differ comes the most beautiful harmony" IB 81; 'They do not
understand how that which differs with itself Is in agreement" IB 511.

For Heraclitus, the operating principles of the universe are the principles of
fire: "Fire steers the universe" IB 641; 'There is an exchange: all things for Fire and
Fire for all things" IB901. This is most clearly evident in his description of the
elements as stages in a chain of vaporization ("burning"): "Fire lives the death of
earth, and air lives the death of fire; water lives the death of air, earth that of
water" (B 761.

The operating principles of fire are timeless, for as Heraclitus states: "This
ordered universe (cosmos) . . . was ever and is and shall be ever-living Fire,
kindled in measure and quenched in measure" IB 301. As this fragment suggests,
the timeless nature of the principles of Fire are guaranteed by the law of the
measure. The Heraclitean cosmos, therefore is a tots/ order, "inclusive of its own
past, present, and future: . . . a self-subsistent entity"'1t Yet, this entity--the
cosmag the one order - -is also a process, dynamic rather than static.
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Further, Heraclitus' conception of the universe is a normative construct for
human action "One mud follow (the universal Law logos namely) that which i3
common (to all)" 111 21; "That which is wise is one: to understand the purpose that
steers all things" 01411; "Wisdom is to speak the truth and to act in accordance with
nature, paying heed (thereto)" IB 1121. However, the majority of humankind acts
without an understanding of the common logos: "But although the Law (logos
--the intelligible Law of the universe) is universal, the majority live as if they had
understanding peculiar to themselves" IB 21. Nonetheless, the logos remains a
normative basis for human laws (nomos): "If we speak with intelligence, we must
base our strength on that which is common to all (i.e., the logos) .... For all human
laws are nourished by one which is divine, For it governs as far as it will, and is
sufficient for all, and more than enough" IB 1141.

Gregory Vlastos summarizes the Heraclitean cosmos and its connection to
Wig ethics by noting Heraclitus' "doctrine of the 'common': truth is the 'common';
the world Is the 'common; and in the state, law is the 'common.' "42 As a result, the
state is conceived as "a community, united by a common stake in a common
justice "43 Although this conception is consistent with the democratic political
system of the time, its focus is on community rather than autonomy."

Argumentative Strategies in the liersclitean Fragments

As the foregoing summary demonstrates, Heraclitus addresses both
rhetorical tasks of cosmological argument. In response to the first task (establishing
the unitary character of the universe), Heraclitus employs three basic
argumentative strategies: symbolic extension, paradox; and figuration. In response
to the second task (placing human action within the cosmological universe), he
again employs figuration, this time in conjunction with an appeal to the impersonal
authority of the logos At this point, I will turn to the fragments for evidence of
these strategies.

Heraclitus was the first of the Presocratics to employ the term cosmos in
reference to the universe as a whole.43 It is this act of symbolic extension which
even allows the discussion of the universe as a single, integrated system.
Heraclitus borrows the term cosmos from the voct4.6131,r; Zhe epic posts who
employed it to describe the "orderly array of an army controlled by its 'orderer'
(cost/solo, )."46 The term is "stretched" or "extended" in its application to the
universe. Although. Heraclitus' extension is based upon the notion of "order"
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common to both his usage of the term cosmos and that of the epic poets, his usage
is more revolutionary than metaphorical. Rather than simply drawing a connection
between armies and the universe. Heraclitus is creating a "new" meaning for the
term--one which is intended to stand on its own.47

The symbolic extension of the term cosmos fulfills the Burkean function of
reduction. It does not. in itself, transcend disjunctive categories, but rather.
reduces what had previously been treated as "the many" or "all" to a singular
entity--the cosmos. This reduction not only provides Heraclitus with the language
necessary to discuss the universe as a whole, but also suggests the nature of the
universe as a self-contained system.

Three fragments demonstrate Heraclitus' use of paradox in establishing the
unitary character of the universe: "Night and day: for they are one" 1B 571; "For the
fuller's screw, the way, straight and crooked, is one and the same" 1B 59k "That
which is in opposition is in concert, and from things that differ comes the most
beautiful harmony" 1B 81. Like any instance of paradox, these statements present a
"symbolic problem." A paradox is a seemingly contradictory or absurd
statement--on which requires some sort of symbolic rethinking to make the
statement meaningful. A paradox derives its argumentative power through this
requisite rethinking: new understandings of terms and their relationships become
apparent as one "solves" the symbolic problem .48

The solution to the symbolic problems presented in these fragments requires
a new understanding of the disjunctive categories day/night, straight/crooked, in
opposition/in concert, as instances of the natural `harmony" of opposing forces. As
such, these statements are ak d at transcendence--the adoption ofa point of view
from which opposites "cease tc inn opposites."49 Taken alone, the statements offer a
rather weak form of transcenoence--one Burke might characterize as mere "verbal
paraphernalia."50 The statements require a conception of opposites as
"harmonious," but present no common basis for the "harmony" (that is, they offer
no "reason" to accept the transcendence).

To demonstrate a basis for the natural "harmony" of the logos Heraditus
turns to the operating principles of the universe. Here he develops an argument
based on figuration, as demonstrated by the following fragments: 'This ordered
universe (cosmos) . . . was ever and is and shall be ever-living Fire, kindled in
measure and quenched in measure" 1B 301; "Fire steers the universe" Ill 641; "Fire
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lives the death of earth, and air lives the death of fire; water lives the deathof air,
earth that of water" 1B 761.

To the modern reader, these statements are somewhat ambiguous: It is
unclear whether Heraclitus is speaking either literallyor metaphorically.5 I Clearly,
everything is not fire in our everyday, experiential sense of the term, and yet
Heraditus is surely intending something more than that everything is "like" fire.
Everything is fire, not in terms of attributes, but rather in terms of essence: as
elements in an enduring praxis of vaporization. In this sense, Heraditus is offering
fire as a figure (in the classical sense of figura) of the "universal Law."

A figure, or figung draws its argumentative force by presenting a formative
principle which not only accounts for "change amid the enduring essence" but also
establishes a strong identification between the formative archetype and its
manifestations.52 in the Heraclitean fragments, fire serves as the formative
principle of the cosmosan archetypal representation of the enduring universal
Law. Compare, for example, fragment II 126 ("Cold things grow La. hot things
grow cold; the wet dries, the parched 1.1 moistened") with B 76 ("Fire lives the &nth
of earth, and air lives the death of fire; water lives the death of air, earth that of
water"). The everyday. strictly empirical experiences described In the first
statement are given figuration as stages in the chain of vaporization in the second.
Fire (as figure) mediates our everyday experience and the universal Law by virtue
of a common essence.

Heraclitus' figuration offers a stronger form of transcendence than pis use of
paradox. His figuration not only asserts the integrated nature of the universe, but
further, grounds it in the articulation of a common substance--namely, the
formative principle of fire.

In establishing the cosmic logos as a normative construct for human action,
Heraclitus is fairly direct in his didactic exhortations: "One must follow (the
universal logoA namely) that which is common to all" Ill 21; "Wisdom is to speak
the truth and to act in accordance with nature, paying heed (thereto)" ID 1 121.
Heraclitus warrants these exhortations in two ways: (1) through an appeal to the
impersonal authority of the logos; and (2) through a further figuration.

Heraclitus grounds the authority of the logos not in his own arguments, but
rather in the nature of the logos itself: "When you have listened not to me, but to
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the Law (logos), It is wise to agree that all things are one" lb 501. In tb,s fragment,
Heraclitus not only suggests that the power of the logos is self-vaildaing, but also
denies that be is the peculiar 'voice" of the logos. As Julius Morte:rcsik observes,
the Heraclitean logos is not reliant on "sayings for which we cannot have direct
evidence."53 In this sense, the logos is very different than either prophecy or
eyewitness testimony. "It is impersonal . we need not accept someone's hidden
evidence."54

By characterizing the authority of the logos as impersonal, Heraclitus
asserts the incorrigibility of the universal Law. Heraditus, as an advocate, may be
subject to interrogation and correction; but the logos, as an Impersonal authority
13 not. One may question his or her actions in accordance with the universal Law,
but one cannot question the logos itself.

Heraclitus also employs figuration in relating human action to the
cosoological universe. As fire is a figure of the universal Law, air Is a figure of the
soul: 'To souls, it is death to become water; to water it is death to become earth.
From earth comes water, and from water, soul"IB 361; "A man, when hegets drunk,
is led stumbling along by an immature boy, not knowing where he is going, having
his soul wet" 113 1171; "A dry (dessicated) soul is the wisest and best" 11) I181. Given
the Heraclitean chain of vaporization. It Is clear that air, as a figure of the soul, is a
norms:lye construct. Air is not an element distinct from water and earth, but
rather a stage in a universal process. In this way, air represents the proper or
"natural" state of the soul, within the larger processes of fire.

Heraclitus' use of air as a figure of the soul broadens the scope of his
cosmology to include human action. As noted above, the Heraclitean cosmology
invites us to view the universe as fire (that is, In terms of fire). By choosing air
as the archtypal representation of the soul, Heraclitus also invites us to view
humanity in terms of fire (since air itself is a stage in the processes of fire). In this
way, he integrates humanity into the universe, suggesting that, indeed, all things
in the universe (including humanity) are guided and nourished by the universal
logos.

Conclusion: Cosmological Argument and Natural Theology

The nature of the Heraclitean cosmology and the argumentative strategies
employed in its presentation indicate that what Heraclitus offers is a sort of natural
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theology. As such, It shares an affinity with both the traditional alms of scientific
inquiry and the normative character of theological thought.55 In developing his
cosmology, Heraclitus is clearly concerned with describing and explaining natural
phenomena.56 Further, his thought demonstrates a strong empirical bias: "Those
things

11of which there is sight. hearing. knowledge: these are what I honor most" 1
551. Yet, his cosmology is also strongly normative, asserting humankind's proper
role in the universe, and calling for human deference to the natural logos.

The religious character of Heraclitus cosmology is also evidenced by the
argumentative strategies he employs. Paradox, figuration, appeal to an impersonal
authority - -each of these strategies is characteristic of religious argumentation.58
However. it would be misleading to suggest that this is entirely due to the enduring
nature of cosmological argument. Heraclitus' reliance on religious argument forms
is, to some degree, a result of his limited linguistic resources. As Havelock suggests,
the Presoaatics were working within a linguistic system which was essentially
pre-conceptual, derived primarily from the vocabulary of the epic poets, and rich
In its religious implications.59 Nonetheless, the Heraclitean fragments demonstrate
how such argument forms may function in cosmological argument.

Although the movement to a new cosmology In contemporary discourse is
still emerging, certain parallels may be drawn between the religious character of
the Heraclitean cosmology and contemporary cosmological rhetoric. Thomas Less!.
In his analysis of Carl Sagan's television series Cosmos, concludes that Sagan's
"presentation of science . . . serves for television audiences the same needs that
religious discourse has traditionally satisfied for churchgoers"--namely, the
"grounding loll faith in an unimpeachable body of knowledge."60 Further, as Less!
observes, two of Sagan's argumentative strategies are patently religious. Like
Heraclitus. Sagan legitimates the normative force of his cosmology by appealing to
an impersonal authority external to himself (in this case, by adopting the
perspective of a detached extraterrestrial observer)." In addition, Sagan employs
a "prophetic vision" In characterizing contemporary cosmological choices: one in
which humankind Is either redeemed through a new understanding of its "cosmic
citizenship," or destroyed in nuclear apocalypse.62

In her analysis of the film ET, Rushing observes that "space fiction or
fantasy Imay bel the most important contemporary genre for presenting and
responding to" the cosmological exigence in public discourse. She notes that BT., as
a representative example of this genre, addresses this exigence through
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A'paradoxical transcendence."63 LT., the fictional character, embodies a variety of
- paradoxical contradictions: he is childlike, and yet yen/ old; he can heal plants with
his touch, but cannot hold his liquor; he stumbles in our suburban tundra and yet
can fly a bicycle. As Rushing suggests, the paradoxical nature of E.T. encourages the
audience to transcend the conventional dichotomies of reason/emotion,
mind/matter, and nature/technology.64 Although the film 6.T. is mythic in form,
it shows some similarities to the cosmological argument presented in the
Heraclitean fragments.65 Both employ paradox as a way of transcending
disjunctive categories; and whereas Hersclitus offers fire as a figure of the
universal logat ET presents its protagonist as the personification of cosmic
consciousness. 66

Toulmin draws a more general connection between the new cosmological
movement and natural theology. He characterizes the recent reemergence of
cosmology in scientific and philosophical discourse as a reunion of natural science
and natural religion.67 Prior to the rise of Newtonian method and Cartesian
rationalism, natural science and natural religion were not only compatible
endeavors, they were the some endeavor. Toulmin argues that such an alliance is
once again salient: "Science and natural religion parted company . . . for reasons
that operated powerfully in the nineteenth and early twentieth centuries, but that
no longer have the same power today. "68 Indeed, Toulmin maintains, "there are in
fact . . some Indications that natural science and natural religion have already
resumed an irregular cohabitation -- indications which are manifested in
cosmological argument.69

Cosmological argument, with its roots in scientific inquiry and its tendency to
-adopt characteristics of religious discourse, seems to constititute an intermediate
symbolic form--one which is implicit In the rhetorical tasks of such argument. It
employs a vocabulary of abstraction in which it is possible to discuss, in a
systematic manner, the "nature" of the universe as a whole, and yet, retains an
affinity with more poetic farms of language such as paradox and figuration, which
have traditionally been associated with the normative force of religious discourse.
The extent to which the emergent "new cosmology" will embody an intermediate
symbolic form remains to be seen. However, the present analysis indicates that
such an intermediate form may play a central role in responding to the
cosmological exigenos, and further, that the origins of cosmological argument
constitute just such a response.
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ARGUMENTATION IN TIIE FIELD OP MIETORICAL COMMUNICATION

Norbert Gutenberg
Universitilt des Saarlandes

Speech communication claims 'argumentation', a
phenomenon in the field of rhetoric, to be a genuine subject
matter in as much as it occurs in processes of oral
communication. As far as I know, elaborations on the
concept of argumentation in speech communication confine
themselves to considerations on argumentation training
and, implicitly, refer to it as a part of 'rhetoric'.
I shall therefore endeavour to outline a definition of
'argumentation' Pmxithe perspective of contemporary Vilest German
ectammication theory.

The following concept is based on rhetorical writinga
of Ii. GelAner. Yet, for the purpose of keeping this
contribution as concise as possible, I am not giving
quotations each time reference is made to his writings
(for further reading, cf. list of literature).

'Argumentation' and 'rhetoric' cannot be separated
from each other. It is therefore necessary to define,
first of all, 'rhetorical'. I consider also this section
- at least partly - as a reformulation of present
concepts of rhetoric in speech communication.

What is "rhetorical"?

In order to answer the question as to what is
rhetorical the question as to what "rhetorical" means
has to be answered. I intend to formulate in ordinary
language characteristics of rhetoricity which, I think,
essentially reflects Geibner's aponxmh.

I would like to start with sonething that is familiar to all
of mi. If the starting point its everyday knowledge of every communi-
cator we may begin by the onilnary language explication of the or-
dinary language expression 'to speak'. He who says 'to speak', ex-
presses, no matter if he wants to Or not, an everyday theory about
'speaking' which is inherent to the semantic implications of the word:
to say 'speaking' always includes: someone speaking to or with at
least one other person, about soneshing, in one and the sane language;
he says something for whatever reason, with whatever intent/purpose,
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somewhere, some time, by means of language, oral ex-
pression, mimics, gestures and bodily expressions. The
ordinary language word 'to speak' already implies the
Lasswell model.

Structuring these elements we obtain the model of a
speech situation and a corresponding listening situation.
The following figure summarizes what has been said so far:

SPEECH SITUATION
HEARING SITUATION

where

when

About what :-7:"=al'

linguistic

oral/vocal

where when about whit

why tam.- 1 NOW nonoral.phonIc

mimic

gesture

-- )
for what purpose

to/with whom

-

bodily eapresslon
etc.

why for what
purpose

rm. whoa

These models serve to conceive the situation of speaker
and listener but the question as to the distinctive features
of both rhetorical and non-rhetorical communication remains
open.

It might he noteworthy that I am talking about
"rhetorical speaking" as well as about "rhetorical
listening". In so doing, 'listening' is under-
stood to he 'rhetorical' as soon as it becomes a 'listen-
ing to'. Making this distinction, we have reached the
point of elaborating one criterion of rhetoricity.

The 'to' characterizes directiveness, it turns
the listener's purely receiving behavior, which is
involuntary and automatic, into an act of listening, which
is voluntary and intentional. On the part of the speaker
it is his becoming aware of the "what for /purpose " -
category which renders his speech rhetorical. Because
of this awareness, his speech behavior - then involuntary
and automatic, directed by some objective situative
factors of which he is unconscious - turns into voluntary,
purposive speech-acting, which enables the speaker to
replace or at least supplement the objective-situativc
factors by his own intents. Or to put it in other words:
the turn-over into rhetorical speaking/listening takes
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place when subjective purposes/intents add to, respectively
shape, the "Why's", the motivations, inspirations, causes.

There are two other aspects which, I think, have to
be clarified. First, the notion 'intentional and subjective
purpose' is Limited to thoseaspects of the speech/listen-
ing acts of which the speaker/listener is truly aware
prior to the actual performance of speaking/listening.
It is not extended to things/events which are being
justified or reasoned subsequently to the actual acts.

Thus the following prerequisites are met if
the speech/Listening act is defined rhetorically: the
speaker/listener has to bear his definite purpose in mind
before he actually speaks/listens, and his speaking/
listening has to be purely oriented to achieving this
purpose.

Second, we shall bear in mind that this is the very
first step in defining rhetoricity; it determines - so
to speak - an everyday rhetoricity, a sort of naive
rhetoric, a rhetoricity in nuce.

Inspite of having a purpose, speech/listening acts
may still be involuntary acts/behavior, if the What that
someone intends to say is uttered completely automatically,
without planning, and/or if all the elements of oral
delivery or language are used entirely mechanically,
without any reflection.

These linguistic and/or vocal elements have to be
intentionally adjusted to the 'purpose', if the subsequent
step of rhetoritity is to be reached. In other words: if
the purpose-means relation ig made available to voluntary
disposition.

The following steps of rhetoricity result from the
first:

The means are not only oriented towards the purpose
but also towards the other determinants of the speech/
listening situation. In doing so an order of precedence
will have to be concretized in which the reflection on
the communication 'partner and on one's own role as speaker/
listener requires the highest degree of differentiation,
self-distance, self-abstraction and self-criticism.

- Not only do linguistic and vocal elements relate to
determinants but also the determinants themselves inter-
relate: the purpose is directed to speaker/listener, the
sreaker/listener is selected according to the purpose,
the subject - 'About What' -,'When', and 'Where' are
adapted to purpose and speaker/listener

.
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The explication of 'rhetorical' we have go far sketched,
refers to the distinction between 'rhetorical'. and
'phatic' communication which Geianer described
(Geillner, 1981)1'

- Phatic communication refers to conversations
which "by routine and convention establish and maintain
cor.acts; they are thematically limited to a certain
horizon and the purpose-means relation is pursued
unintentionally so that both the thematic and, particularly,
the personal dimensions are kept within the limits of
non-commitment."

"... if, however, the routinization is made the
subject and if the causes for the thematic limitations
are being discussed so that with the altered subject-
horizon model the purpose-means relation may be grasped
reflectively and intentionally, 'phatic' communication
turns into rhetorical communication."

The above outline has introduced some new aspects
into the discussion:

- The notion of 'rhetorical listening' determines
essential features of an emancipatory discourse education
and, consequently, influences the theoretical framework
of speech communication.

- The location of 'rhetoric' within a dynamic and
historical process ought to have essential methodological
consequences:

I) With regard to the definition of rhetorical forms
and to the distinction between rhetorical and non-rhetorical
communication; a typological scale used as an order of
precedence replaces the rigid classification which caused
methodological problems in the past.

2) This scale introduces the historical dimension,
and in so doing, enables us to grasp the process of gradual
Or abrupt rhetorization of ne-rhetorical forms and vice versa.
Rhetorical education is the ag-Zhod of rhetorization of
phatic communication.
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II. What is "argumentation"?

I shall try to de fine 'artomentatical in relation
to the following dimensions:

- rhetorical discourses, talks, and/or speeches in
which argumentation occurs

- the determinative and determined factors of the
speaking/listening situation

- the categories 'persuading' and 'convincing'
("Obezeugen" vs. "Oberreden").

'Argumentation' in everyday language and asa technical
term designates a specific type of verbal acts (oral or
written) which, in reality, do not occur as isolated
actions. The common feature of 'discourse!, 'debate',
'public address' etc. is precisely the occurrence of
'argumentation' besides the many other specific features
distinguishing them from each other.

So 'argumentation' cannot be considered a type of
verbal act occurring completely independently but it is
rather embedded in a more complex type of verbal acts.
The question as to whether 'argumentation'occurs in
non-verbal acts, whether arguments may be built up by
pictures, gestures, buildings, films, actions, shall not
be investigated here.

In my dissertation (Gutenberg, 1981, p. 223) I haVe
described the more complex types of verbal acts (discourses,
speeches, correspondence, scientific communication in books,
treatises etc.) as "typifications on the macro level".
In contrast to these are the typifications on the micro
level, that is, 'speech acts' like questions, reproaches,
assertions etc.). These speech acts construct in a specific
combination types of speech acts on the meso level, such
as phases and segments of discourses, speeches, letters
etc. Similarly to the types on the micro level they occur
in more than one macro level type. So, empirical research
of argumentation focuses on quostons pertaining to the
micro types which build up 'argumentation' and on the
macro types in which 'argumentation' occurs. I shall
presently follow these questions, yet only reconstructively
and not empirically. Besides, since it has become clear
that 'argumentation' also occurs in written communication,

wish to confine myself to oral communication. Inferences
in the field of oral communication may well be transferred
to written communication considering the way in which writing
can be deduced from speaking historically and reconstructive-
ly: overcoming the dimensions of space and time, trans-
ferring the verbal construct out of its transitory existence
ins rermanency, and thus making it available and multi-
plia,lo also in identical wording.
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Besides this relatively formal definition of 'argumen-
tation', a more extensive determination may be obtained
by asking for the function which 'argumentation' fulfills
in the macro types of speech acts. If 'argumentation' - as
is contended - is constituent of these macro types the
meaning of the question as to its function corresponds to
that'referring to the function of these macro types.

The range of speech act types producing 'argumentation'
reaches from public house conversations to summit meetings.
Everyday knowledge as well as scientific knowledge bear
witness to the fact that though in all cases, argumentation
is required by rule, this rule is violated systematically.
The most general expression/Common language uses for these
macro types is 'discussion'. The most general definition of
the functions attributed to these macro types is:

- during their course, problems (or questions or topics)
which may be either theoretical or practical arc being
dealt with, that is, analyzed;

- solutions to analyzed problems are sought and the
proposed solutions are analyzed;

- decisions arc made with reference to the investigated
(that is discussed, analyzed) proposals to solve the
problem.

(cf. Gutenberg, 1979; GeiBner, 1982)

All three phases or forms have one thing in common:
the participants may be of different opinions regarding the
assessment of the problem, the judgement of the solution, and
the proposal for decision:

- two or more analyses of the problem may be contradictory
to each other - the participants have to find out which
of them is the more appropriate or whether they can be
be substituted by a third, even more appropriate,
analysis;

- two or more solutions may be in opposition to each
other - the more appropriate solution to the problem
has to be found;

- when solutions dIv,:ge but are considered to be
equally approorlW ) (starting from the assessment of
the problem) i...A.'cipants have to decide which proposal
is to be put into practice.

In all three phases or forms the different opinions result
in controversial positions. The process of settling this
controversy may lead to different aims:
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- compromise: different positions are settled by
reducing them to a common denominatsr;

- justified dissent: the dispute remains unsettled,
but the process reveals the reasons for tho
controversial standpoints and also why the contro-
versy remains unsettled;

- consensus: in the sense that one of the different
positions has been generally accepted;

- consensus: in the sense that by disputing on the
controversy a new position develops which is
generally accepted.

The process legOng to these aims Is called 'argumentation
in general and scientific terms. The point of friction
characterized by controversial positions is defined as
'the point of dispute', that is the possibility of not
only differing but, above all, contradictory opinions,
which is founded inthe facts and their interpretation
and is subjectified in discourse (cf. Geianer, 1985).

So far 'argumentation' has been defined only partially;
it has been attributed by its function to the more complex
speech acts. Defining its functions, its goals are determined,
too. Yet, the question as to how the process of argumentation
leads to the defined goal remains open.

The category of goal leads us back to the starting point
of these considerations: the structure of the speaking/
listening situation or the determinants of the goal or
WHAT FOR.

The complemental moment of the speaking/listening
situation and the above concept of the function of 'argument-
ation' substantiate the conclusion that the GOAL/WHAT FOR

be common to speaker and listener if the process of argument-
ation Is to be successful. At the same time, it is only
consistent to conclude that the WHAT FORs of listener and
spc.ker he at least different, if not contradictory, to
make argumentation necessary at all. This is only seemingly
paradoxical: the common WHAT FOR is the GOAL to settle the
'point of dispute', that is, to elucidate the problem,to
gather solutions, and to make the decision for action.

GeiDner pointed out that the personal experiences of
the communicators provide the background for questions
and possibilities of reply (Geianer, 198S)'. The field of
possible replies of both listener and speaker is also the
field of the differing or even contradictory WHAT FOR out
of which the respective communicator selects his answer
to the issue and for which he seeks approval by ail other
participants to render it into the reply which is generally
accepted.

The previous definition of 'argumentation' has been
reformulated in terms or categories pertaining to the
speaking /listening situation. So far, the categories
WHAT FOR and WHO have been discussed. For further determina-
tion the categories WHAT and HOW are taken into consideration.

Following the model of the speaking/listening situation
the category WHAT receives its final determination by all
other factors, including WHO. Thus, we may characterize:
the WHAT of a process aimed at settling something disputable
is, first of all, the wording of the speaker's proposal of
solution and, then, something which renders this proposal
acceptable to the listener. Regarding the latter two possibili-
ties are given: the acceptable-rendering WHAT can be something
which conveys its factual and logical relationship to the
proposal and which allows the deduction of the proposal from it.
If the proposed solution is understood as 'assertion', the
WHAT so conceived provides the grounds for this assertion:
the whole complex, the "justified assertion" is the "argument"
(cf. Geillner, 19115).

On the other hand, the acceptable-rendering WHAT may
be put forth without displaying a factual and logical relation-
ship to the proposal and still is suitable to motivate the
listener to accept the proposal. Here it is a matter of
simply pretending a factual and logical relationship or,
without presenting such a relationship in any way whatsoever,
of evoking acceptance within the listener with the intention
of transferring this acceptance to the proposal. In neither
case the complex is considered an argument - neither in
everyday language nor in scientific terms. 'Argument' solely
refers to a WHAT composed of proposal and elements rendering
it acceptable whereby the two parts relate to each other on
a factual and logical basis. This may he seen as a pre-
condition to the status 'argument'.

The second condition stems from the common WHAT FOR
and the speaker's reflexion on his listener's proper character-
istics: It is not sufficient to combine factually and logically
the proposal to its justification, but the proposal as well as
the justification have to he comprehensible and acceptable to
the listener, that is, adequate to his psychic, social and
mental structures. Yet, this again is subject to the following
presuppositions: First, o, basic contradiction between the
speaker's arguments and the listener's interests must not be
existent (this presupposition is also valid for the point of
dispute: a common answer, that is a consensus is rarely ever
possible if the communicator's interests are antagonistically
opposed. If this is the case, the only possible answer to
an issue will be a compromise4(cf. Gutenberg, 1979).
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The second presupposition is that the. 'argument' does
not evoke affective, cognitive, and volitional obstacles
within the listener, thus it has to be psycho-socially
comprehensible and acceptable (cf. Geiriner, 1969).
An argument which does not fulfill these basic requirements
in the process of settling a dispute cannot be considered
as such.

The wording 'factual and, logical' does not mean that
the term 'argument' refers to/the cognitive-rational para-
meter alone. But 'argument' is also a matter of emotions,
evaluations, and volition, provided however, thrt these are
not in contradiction to the factual matter or are even
presented as 'its window-dressing. This leads us to questions
referring to the types of argument mnd to the way of
finding arguments. Both are subject matters of the 'tonic'
which shall not be treated here. Equally, it is not my
concern to discuss questions of argumentative logic, i.e.
the syllogistical and enthymematical aspect of argumentation.
These aspects have primarily been treated by linguistics.

am concerned with the pragmatic aspect of argumentation
which has not been entirely elaborated (cf. Klein).

So far, the further determination of 'argumentation' is
limited to a theory of inventio, that is, It concerns the
finding and mental conceptualizing of arguments in general.
Quite logically, this concept has to he complemented by the
aspect of factual and logical disposition which is, at the
same time, oriented to the listener with respect to his
cognition, emotions, volition, and evaluation. The definition
as a theory of dispositio is precisely located at the
threshold between WHAT and HOW. On the one side, structuring
an argument belongs to the WHAT in as much as it reflects
the structure of the factual and logical relationship
between assertion and justification as well as the proportional
structure of the socio-psychological acceptance on the part
of the listenor. On the other side, structure demonstrates
the way an argument is presented, it is a tectonic 110W which
finds its realization in the verbal, oral and mimic/gestural
110W.

This brings to light that neither the verhal elaboration
- the classic 'elocutio' - nor oral expression nor facial or
bodily expression participate decisively in the process of
determining 'argumentation'. These parameters do not add
anything essential to the connection of justification and
assertion or to the orientation towards the listener. The
linguistic shape and oral expression are the formulation of
the mental concept 'argument', but they are not properly
'argumentative'. This does not mean that they are without
any significance to argumentation. Factual, logical and
psychological orientation to the listener requires the
appropriate verbal and oral expression. With regard to the
typological aspect, 'argumentation' assumes a specific type
of verbal style and, in the actual performance, a specific
oral style.

11°
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The verbal and oral styles arc precisely those
parameters which vest the mental concept of an argument
and its mental tectonics with efficacious power (or
deprives it of this power). This is how they constitute
determinants of the successful process of argumentation
but not of its concept. They are rhetorical devices aiming
at efficacy which admittedly may impart to manipulative
communication the appearance of being argumentative. Rhetorical
devices which support, hinder argumentation or dissimulate
the lack of it, arc all other factors oriented towards the
rhetorical goal and are seizable within the frame of the
speaking/listening situation (e.g., selection of time,
room, composition of group, organisation of the process of
discourse aiming at emotions etc.).

As rhetorical-offective devices they all may decisively
influence the success of argumentation, but do not constitute
the concept. 'Argumentation' itself represents a rhetorical-
effective device which - subject to the above described
conditions - is functional and occurs canonically with the
other devices.

Above we have used the notion 'manipulative' in contrast
to 'argumentative'. Closely connected to this opposite pair
is the opposition 'to convince' vs. 'to persuade' - 'Ober-
zeugen' vs. 41berreden'. I shall now define 'argumentation'
with reference to these two categories and also the notion
of 'rhetorical listening'. Several authors have argued
against the differentiation between 'convince' and
'persuade' by defining it as a merely linguistic character-
istic of the German language which would not correspond to
the factual matrter, and furthermore would not be in analogy
to any other languages. Against the second argument we may
hold that English as well as French distinguish between
'persuade' and 'convince' or 'persuader' and 'convaincre'.
So the second argument will not be substantial at all, since
the first can be refuted.

GeiBner has defined 'convincing' as influencing the
listener by activating "concomitantly his cognitive,
affective, and voluntative forces" (GelOnor 1969, p. 54 1.).
"Persuading is Influencing the listener by producing a short
circuit from his affects/emotions to his valencies (above
all prejudices) and eliminating or misleading his cognitive
ability."

First, arguments alone do not effectuate 'convincing',
but the concurrence of all other effective devices is
necessary to vest the argument with its effective power. It
is true that argumentation orients itself to cognitions, but
it also aims at emotions and attitudes. If argumentation aims
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at generating or changing attitudes as a precondition to
action, then it is the question of reaching the entire
psychic complex (cf. Geillner, 1973).

Though we may define 'convincing' as something which
does not come about if the cognitive-rational moment is
eliminated by the prevailing moment of affect and prejudice,
arguments are conveyed to the listener in a process of oral
delivery. Consequently, language, oral, facial and bodily
expressions etc. are considered means which effectuate
the power or the argument or hinder its becoming effective.
Thus, 'convincing' does not seem possible if the remaining
effective devices occurring in the speech act 'argumentation'
do not verbally and orally support the argument, i.e. convey
it effectively to the listener. furthermore, 'persuading'
is produced but not 'convincing' if these other devices
substitute argumentation or conceal its errors and lacks,
respectively, pretend verbally the existence of argumentation.

This way of using effective devices is possible when
the second condition is missing: the speaker himself is not
convinced of the quality of his arguments, he accepts breaches
in logic, inaccuracies etc. or even uses them voluntarily.

In so doing 'truthfulness' but not 'truth' becomes the
criterion of 'convincing'. This implies that truthful is
also who bases his arguments upon prejudices without knowing
it. So 'convincing' also-refers to a process of influencing
truthfully with prejudiced opinions. The term 'prejudice'
is understood as firmly incorporated attitudes which are
no longer reflected critically and which are maintained
inspite of a possible 'better knowledge'. The problematic
essence of the criterion 'truthfulness' would disappear
If it were not the speaker's own convincement which judges
the rightfulness of his arguments, but if this convincement
be exposed to reflection on its prejudiced content and, with
this reservation, he brought into argumentation and bebe
questioned and potentially revised in such a process.

This presupposes that the process of argumentation is
open with regard to two aspects: First, all opponents are
prepared to listen to each other's opinion and are open
for being convinced. Second, opinions which harmonize
with neither position but which are generated in the process
of argumentation are admitted.

At the beginning, the concept of 'rhetorical listening'
was introduced as 'listening action' in analogy to
rhetorical speaking. Similarly, rhetorical listening reaches
intentionally for at least the determinant of the WHAT FOR/
COAL.
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Following the definition of argumentation so far
developed, argumentative-rhetorical speaking may be situated
on the previously mentioned rhetorical scale as follows:

- intentional pursuing of a common WHAT FOR; decision
on the point of dispute -

- intentional pursuing of an individual WHAT FOR to
render one's own proposal acceptable to the listeners

- intentional shaping of the WHAT (inventio and dispositio
of the argument) and the tectonic 110W with respect to
the factual matter, logical and psychological conditions.

Accordingly, rhetorical listening in an argumentative
process is considered a listening which is intentionally
oriented towards examining auditive-cognitively whether or
not the argumentative contribution follows the common WHAT
FOR, whether the proposal for decision is acceptable from the
factual, logical, and psychological point of view. Since we
have defined the possibility of reflecting on the prejudiced
content of one's argument as the criterion of convincement
on the part of the speaker, the same should be applied to
the listener's prejudices when he decides,_enthe acceptability
of the argument he listened to. Rhetoricaf-listening is thus
prerequisite to convincing in the process of establishing a
consensus, based on the proposal generally agreed upon. At
the same time, it is prerequisite to a consensus which has
been established in the process of arguing, hosed on a
solution which has been developed in such a process and which
has been generally agreed upon.

Persuading, as has been defined above, excludes rhetorical
listening. As a consequence, it prevents the listener, who
subsequently has become the speaker, from pursuing his intention-
al goals and from putting forth a WHAT by means of an argument.
Thus, persuasion not only eliminates the possibility of
establishing a justifiable consensus but also prevents any
sensible compromise or justified dissension. Though the
reasons for this might originate in the individual deficiencies
of communicators to perform argumentation, persuasion is mostly
characterized by antagonistic interests of communicators.
These antagonistic interests represent an obstacle to establish-
ing a common WHAT FOR and an obstacle which principally does
not allow accepting the WHAT FOR of other communicators. The
maintenance of pseudo-argumentation offers itself as a
manipulative solution. If communicators holding antagonistic
positions start a discourse because this seems to be more
useful than the application of authoritarian instruments,
the point of dispute consists in the question as to how the
compromise has to look like to be accepted by both. The
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argumentative procass of negoti, '..ions consists in
convincing one's partner that one's own proposal of
compromise accords with his interests.

Here, too, persuasion means trying to prevent
rhetorical listening. Here, too, it prevents a new compro-
mise - that is, a compromise which supersedes former
proposals - from coming about. The feasible consequences
of compromises which have been made manipulatively (legal
settlements, trials of manipulation on the part of the
manipulated, impossibility of negotiating anew with the
manipulated party, etc.) display that argumentation is the
appropriate procedure. With reference to communicators
representing non-antagonistic interests and their decision-
making processes, argumentation is the procedure which offers
the best opportunity of obtaining an optimal result. In both
cases, the communicative procedure 'argumentation' not
only represents the more 'moral' one but first of all the
more 'rational' one. The reciprocal relationship of
'argumentation', 'convincing', and 'rhetorical listening'
situates this concept in proximity to categories like
'criticism' and 'mental majority'.

The concepts of factual matters as conceived by
everyday consciousness can he taken for concepts "which
the matters conceive of themselves", whereby their potential
content of prejudices, denseness, and ideology is assumed
unquestioned. Criticism means, "to conceive what the
factual matters might be" and following its immanent
theoretically constructible possibilities, "confront this
with what it actually is" (Adorno, 1974). The standards of
this criticism can be obtained by reflecting on possibilities
which, though inherent to the matter, are not being realized,
"the possibility of being different provides the norms for
being so" (Aristoteles, Nik. Ethik).

As is the case with social conditions on which Adorno
deliberates, arguments in a process of disputing can he
such factual matters which may he subjected to critique by
rhetorical listening. So far, rhetorical listening - at least
latently - is always critical listening. Argumentation is
critical in as much as it aims at convincing, reflects on
its proper prejudiced content, and exposes itself to rhetorical
listening as well as it exposes the individual proposal to be
examined as to its general acceptability and its compatibility
with the common WHAT FOR. In addition. it remains open to
consensus and proposals which are being produced in precisely
this reciprocal process of criticism. "Mentally major is who
talks for himself after having thought for himself" (Adorno).
Argumentation does not try to obstruct this by performing a
short circuit from affect to prejudice. Only by grasping
intentionally the relationship between the common WHAT FOR,
individual proposal, and the backing arguments can argumenta-
tion be performed. Therefore, argumentation presupposes
mental majority as well as it makes it possible.
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Because of the hierarchical structure'of society and
due to the reflection thereof in the characteristics of
individuals and patterns of action and behavior, disputable
problems and matters are tackled imperatively and mani-
pulatively rather than by arguments. Thus, argumentation
becomes an instrument of critical-mental majority because
it enables those who do not objectively need to employ
hierarchical structures - since a basic antagonistic
contradiction does not exist between them - to formulate
and solve problems by consensus. At the same time, it
becomes an instrument of critical- mental majority for
those who are dominated by social authorities, since it
enables them to level their interests against their dominators
and in search of an acceptable compromise, answer argumentative-
ly for their interests. This however, presupposes that both
sides renounce using violence as a means of resistance
to authority and as a means of executing authority - violence
which is the basis of all domination. Those who execute
authority are given by argumentation - as an instrument of
critical-mental majority - the means of legitimating domina-
tion there where it is objectively indispensable due to
the lasting permanence of the production conditions, even
if no argumentation whatsoever may legitimate the permanence
of these production conditions.
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PROPOSITIONS OF FACT, VALUE, AND POLICY:
A SEMIOTIC AUGMENTATION OF ARGUMENTATION

Richard Fiordo
University of Calgary

This paper augments the traditional 5nd conventional notions of
propositions or questions of fact, value, and policy. After examining the
explanation and development these propositions usually enjoy, an analysis
and amplification of them from semiotic perspective is undertaken. The
semiotic perspective employed is primarily that of Charles Morris with
supporting development from the pragmatic tradition in American philosophy.
For specialists in argumentation, Morris' semiotic perspective should add
practical insight to their understanding of argumentative propositions.
Since Morris' aemiotic is behaviorally based, it should benefit
argumentation specialists concerned with spoken debate in their use of
evidence, counter-evidence, and analysis.

Background

In their 1930 text with the short title of A Case Rook in Discussion,
Frank McKinney, a lawyer and former English professor, and Mary McKinney,
an English professor, explain that proposition "should be stated in a
simple, declarative sentence; should be properly limited; should not state

self-evident truth (truth and well known facts are not debatable) and
should contain, as far as risible, words which are well underdstood and
which need no definition." These authors offer no classification of
propositions in terms of fact, value, or policy. Rather, they explain what
is meant by a proposition and suggest procedures for proving and supporting
the proposition once it is stated clearly and logically.

Russel Wagner, in his 1938 text entitled Handbook of Argumentation,
explains that propositions of fact op those which are "concerned only with
the truth or falsity of assertions." Propositions of value are those which

hat something is or is not beneficial" and call for "approval or
disapproval of a belief or an idea." And, propositions of

3
policy are those

which "propose a change of policy, which call for action." While Wagner's
treatment is clear, there is little development beyond what is presented
here.

Moving toward the present, Halbert Gulley' Essentials of Discussion
and Debate from his 1955 account of questions and propositions of fact,
value, and policy reads like a photocopy of Wagner's. He cover, the three
cl f propositions in one page: (1) a proposition of fact deals with
the "truth or falsity of a condition or event, past or present": (2)
proposition of value involves an "evaluation or judgment"; and (3) a
proposition of policy asserts "what future action ought to be taken in the
best interests of everyone concerned." With even leas development,
Harold Zelko's Successful Conference and Discussion Techniques only
mentions the three questions and explains them by example, offering not
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even a brief definition of them (Zelko,32). 5 It may be that Zelko assumes
in his text that the reader knows these from other sources.

Covering the three forms of propositions, Hugo Hellman and Joseph
Staudacher more recently explain the three in a manner almost identical to
Wagner's with the exception of the proposition of fact. They expand on
this proposition or "problem" by creating two subdivisions: problems of
speculation and problems of degree. A proposition of speculation ariaes
when the "question concern. whether something is or is not what it is
assumed to be." A propositiog of degree arises when there is a question
of the "extent of something." Looking at a popular textbook by Judy
Pearso9 and Paul Nelson, brief qersions of Wagner's definitions appear once
again. One possible implication being that enough has been maid elsewhere
on this item. Another popular text by John laird, Jr. and Sanford Weinberg
discusses the three propositions under the titles of declarative, evalua-
tive, and actuative questions. Their discussion is brief; and, for the
most part, they put old wine in new bottles. Their account of the
propositions resembles earlier accounts, apart from Baird and Weinberg'
adding of futurity to declarative questions: "Such questions ask whether a
certain state of affairs has existed (past), does exist (present), or or
will exist (future)."

In a contemporary text with the short title of Argumentation and
Debate, Austin Freeley explains propositions of value or "judgment" and
policy at some length and with reasonable development, while discussing
propositions of fact indirectly. His account of propositions of judgment
and policy aims specifically to improve debating skills. Freeley expounds
on these propositigns with reference to determining issues and supplying
relevant evidence. Freeley's exposition and advice are useful indeed.
yet they do not offer the more fundamental insights of Morris' semiotic.

An examination of contribution. from the superb Argumentation
Proceedings shows that, although argumentation studies are flourishing and
progressing with amazing speed and sophistication the particular item this
paper add has not been covered. While Lyn:: concerns hinself with
semiotic consistency and inconsistency in argumentation, he doss not deal
specifically with thliapplicatiyy of semiotics to aisumentativy4
proposigona. Fisher , Nation , Thomas and Fryer , Rowland and
Dudczak give extensive treatment to propositions of value. They develop
their thoughts productively in a firection similar to that of Freeley, only
in far greater detail. Hingstman views argumentatiobfrom the
perspective of ordinary language philosophy and Parson views
argumentation through a paradigm of metaphor. While both are worthwhile
extensions to knowledge in the field of argumentation, neither advance
knowledge in the area of argumentative propositions specifically. Selected
contributions from the pragmatic tradition of philosophy shall follow.

Pragmatic Roots of Argumentative Propositions

Since Norris emerged primarily from the pragmatic tradition of Charles
Peirce, John Dewey, and George Mead, some background statements will help
place Morris in this historical context with reference to propositions of
fact, value, and policy. Norris explains that "Peirce recognized three
kinds of interpretants of symbols: the emotional, the energetic, and the
logical." He then asks whether these might be "regarded as possible bases
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for the "regarded as possible bases for the differences of meaning of
judgments of value, of obligation, and of fact" set forth by John Dewey.'
Although the terminology varies, the import o the terminology is
relatively close: propositions of fact bring synonymous with logical
interpretants - an interpretant being the 'disposition in an interpreter to
responl, because of the sign, by response-Sequence of some behavior-
family - and judgments of fact, propositions of value being synonymous
with emotional interpretants and judgments of value, and propositions of
policy being synonymous with energetic interpretants and judgments of
obligation.

Although seldom acknowledged, the history behind propositions of fact,
value, and policy is rich and sophisticated, coming out of some of the
finer thinkers of this century. Morris recollects that while "Dewey was
greatly influenced by Mead's treatment of language," Mead "did not
specifically deal with value terms." Even though "Dewey became
increasingly influenced by Peirce," Peirce "had not explicitly applied
the pragmatic maxim to value terms." Consequently. Dewey went about thy°
"analysis of specifically value terms and judgments in his own manner."
Furthermore, Dewey said of Peirce that the pragmatic method which Peirce
developed "'plies only to a very narrow and limited universe of
discourse." Since Peirce state. the "nature of pragmatism in a way
almost identical with Dewey's," Norris is not sill that Peirce's
"pragmatic maxim cannot cover Dewey's analysis." Because Peirce
explains that pragmatism is the "principle that every theoretical judgment
expressible in a sentence in the indicative mood is a confused form of
thought whose only meaning, if it has any, lies in its tendency to enforce
a corresponding practical maxim expressible 23 conditional sentence
having its apodosis in the imperative mood." Morris concludes that whet
Peirce did not "specifically develop in detail" in his general semiotic,
Dewey made ;lomewhat more explicit fin) the meaning of value terms and
judgments."

More specifically, Dewey eees a judgment of practice as "relating to
agenda - to things to do or be done, judgments of a situation as damandine
action." For example, propositions of this form Dewey would "denote
practical": so and so "should do thus and so; it is better, wiser, more
prudygt, right, advisable, opportune, expedient, etc., to act thus and
so." In short, a judgment of practice is "made with respect to a
situation in which the problem is what to do." And, while Dewey regards a
"judgment of value as an instrument for a judgment of practice," he even
suggest, that all judgments of fact - descriptive as well 2g scientific
statements - are "inseperable from judgments of practic." Finally, if
the "basic empirical phenomenon of value is located in relation to such
behavior as prizing or enjoying," value might be defined in the "widest
senae as anything insofar as it is prized or enjoyed." Moving in thin
direction, Wilily James saw the essence of value as being "simply to
satisfy demand." Ralph Barton Perry found 'ieneric value in "any object
of any interest." Yet, Dewey favored applying the term value not to
everything prized but "only to those cases yyere something is prized after
envisaging the consequences of prizing it." Morris' semiotic
contribution shall be presented next.

Semiotic Development of Argumentative Propositions
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Placing propositions of fact, value, and policy in the context of
Morris' semiotic establishes the sign as the frame of reference for
propositional adequacy, belief, and knowledge determined pragmaslically
and behaviorally. As the study or science of semiosis or signs Morris'
semiotic offers a grounding for argumentative propositions in his notions
of semiotic adequacy, belief, and knowledge. A proposition as a sign
would be "adequate to the degree to which it achieves the purpose for
which it is used." Propositional signs "adequate for some purposes may be
inadequate for others." To have adequacy, a proposition must reach a "goal
in a particular occasion" or generally facilitate the "attainment of a
certain goal." In addition, the kinds of adequacy which propositional
signs have depend on an understanding of the uses to which they are put.

For present purposes, these uses are the informative, the valuative,
and the incitive. Informative adequacy results in convincingness: an
interpreter (that la, a reader or listener) acting, as a conseqqqnce of
steno, "as if a certain situation has certain characteristics."

Valuative adequacy results in effectiveness: due to signs, an /interpreter
shows" preferential bnavior to certain objects, needs, preferences,
responses, or signs." And, incitive adequacy results in persuasiveness:
caused by signs, an interpreter produces "more or less specific
responses." In sum, informative signs imply propositions of fact.
valuative signs propositions of value, and incitive signs propositions of
policy. In principle, incitive propositions aim to "direct behavior into
definite channels, and not merely to give information or to determine the
preferential status of something or seer," as do informative and
valuative propositions respectively.

The convincingness of a proposition is not "the same as its truth or
reliability"; the effectiveness of proposition ay not "give preferen-
tial status to objects which actually satisfy the needs of its
interpreter"; and the persuasiveness of a proposition may "incite behavior
which does not in fact efficaciously reach the goals of its intetpreter."
The components of truth and reliability of propositions underlie the
adequacy of propositions as do the factors of belief and knowledge. While
propositions may be "true or reliable without being believed to be true or
reliable and without being known to be true or reliable," they may be
"believed to be true or reliable without being true or reliable." Given
that belief and knowledge about propositions is a "matter of degree,"
there may be a "low degree of knowledge and a high degree of belief."
Furthermore, a "high degree of kngledge will normally, but not always,
strengthen the degree of belief."

In short, "just as belief in respect to a sign is a matter of degree,
so knowledge of signs, when defined in terms of degree of evidence tht a
sign denotes, or is reliable, or is adequate, is a matter of degree"
Important to add is that Morris' notion of denotation is referential.
While all signs signify. not all signs denote. A sign or sign-complex
such as a proposition denotes a denotatum - that is, anything permitting
the "completion of the respow-sequences to which en interpreter is
disposed because of a sign." So, likewise in dealing with propositions,
all propositions signify. Not all propositions denote. Similarly, once a
proposition signifies, it signifies in degrees of adequacy, reliability,
belief, and knowledge as well.
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Whether signs designate, appraise, or prescribe, they may be used to
inform convincingly, to evaluate effectively, or to incite persuasively.
This suggests that any statement of a propositon of fact, value, or
policy may not be stated in purely designative or descriptive terms,
appraisive or judgmental terms, or prescriptive or imperative terms.
However, for propositions of fact, designative terms are the most
functional kinds of terms to use; for propositions of value, appraisive

terms are the most functional kinds of terms to use; and for propositions
of pflicy, prescriptive terms are the most functional kinds of terms to
use. Given designative terms producing an informative proposition,
Morris declares a designative inquiry should logically follow. Given
appraisive terms producing a valuative proposition, en appraisive inquiry
should logically follow. And, given prescriptive terms producing an
incitive proposition, a prescriptive inquiry should logically follow.
More semantic dimensions are now added to the basic three argumentative
propositions. Rather than the limited, although useful, conceitions of
the propositions handed down from Wagner, the wider framework of semiotic
becomes available for the practiciontr of argumentation.

Morris has some especially useful comments pertinent to the three
propositions. With reference to the argumentative propositions, Morris
suggests that while the "relation between 'good!' and 'is' is not
identical with the relation between 'ought' end! 'is'," there are
similarities.

d
Generally, appraisive terms accompany designative terms,

and prescriptive terms accompany appraisive terms. For example,
"religions, in prescribing how one should act, rest their case upon
appraisals as to what is good, and these in turn all made in the light of
statements as to the nature of man and the world." This is familiar to
argumentation specialists in their recommendation of propositions of
policy for debate and discussion (especially public) because they
logiclily entsil propositions of value which include propositions of
fact. As regards public debate, broader issues are entailed by
propositions of policy than those of fact. Subsequently, more can be
debated under propositions of policy than those of fact. In addition, a
wider base for proof is demanded with propositions of policy than for
those of fact.

When dealing with informative propositions, as in natural science,
the support for such propositions is "guided by norms or standards (such
as whet is to count as admissible evidence)," thereby blurring simplistic
distinctions between informative and valuative propositions. In other
words, norms or standards may he seen as unproblematic values in both
designative and appraisive inquiries. 'Furthermore, although Morris
distinguishes between "inquiries into what is good and what ought to be
done," he recognises "considerable independence of the two types of
inquiry." since signifying something as good does not necessarily signify
that something ought to be done to " bring this object into existence or
maintain its existence." But. the distinction can blur due to some
philosophies and religions that hold "ought" or valuative propositions se
primary; that is, "the good is what we collet to bring about. and hot
simply what in fact is found desirable." Although propositions of
policy may presuppose propositions of value, "there is no purely

.

theoretical reason why this should be the case." Morris would therefore
regard propositions of value and policy as "theoretically independent
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dimension, of signification. "44

Similarly. with informative or "is" propositions and "ought"
propositions, while they may be d as theoretically independent, there
is dynamic interaction and mutual influence between these two as well.
Dealing with both "what is and what will be under certain conditions," in a
style similar to Baird and Weinberg's questions of fact mentioned earlier.
"is" propositions serve as merely one factor determining "what ought to be"
- even though admittedly, there is no way to.Zgetermine what ought to be
done solely by determining what is the case.

In 1;um, although the three types of argumentative propositions may
essentially overlap, they may be d sep ly by (I) defining their
significtions in terms of designations, appraisals, or prescriptions; (II)
specifying the type of inquiry needed to support the propositions -
designative, appreisive, or prescriptive; and (Ill) deciding what problems
have to be solved in relation to the proposition - problems pertaining to
"what has happened, in happening, or will happen"; problems Rertaining to
what to appreciate; or, problems pertaining to "what to do."

Morrialperspective of objective relativism augments the argumentative
propositions in this way. Objective relativism is Norris' solution to the
limitations of absolutist and relativist perspectives in philosophy. While
absolutists would believe that some "questions could be given definitive
answers" and relativists would believe that "no such definitive answers
could be given" to some questions, objective relativists would believe that
for some questions "objective anewers could be given but oRpt in relation
to specific contexts with their own unproblematic values." The
determination of support for propositions and adaptation of various
arguments and evidence invokes an objectively relative choice that is
"always made in a context."

To interpret propositions in an objectively relative manner would
yield these rhetorical results. Assuming the following propositions are
debatable, the next step will be to interpret them in an objectively
relative way:

I. The earth is five billion years old.
II. Rock music is batter than Country and Western music.
III. Blood substitutes rather than blood should be transfused to

accident victims.

Interpreting them accordingly, the following results with benefits to
comprehension and proof requirements:

IA. In relation to Carbon 14 dating techniques, the earth is five
billion years old.

I1A. Relative to residents of Toronto, rock music is better than
Country and Western music.

IIIA. Relative to Jehovah's Witnesses, blood subetitules rather than
blood should be transfused to accident victims.

Consistent with the operationalisms of science" an objectively
relative perspective could play a significant role in interpreting,
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explaining, understanding, defending, and attacking, propositions of fact,
value, and policy. This perspective can allow arguers in debates and
discussions to cut through verbal quandaries and get to the substantial
issues quickly and rationally.

Suess

After tracing briefly the accounts of propositions of fact, value.
and policy through various meritorious debate, discussion, and speech
communication sources, the limitations of these sources were noted in
light of their contributions. The next step in the paper wall s concise
depiction of the pragmatic roots of these propositions in such valuable
sources as Peirce, Dewey, and Mead. Following this was discussion of

1 of Morris' semiotic and philosophisAl contributions; propositions
of fact, value, and policy were augmented. The discussion covered a
selection of material from Morris' thought, since an entire presentation
of his material relevant to these propositions would involve a book or
monograph. In particular, the items discussed included Morris' notion of
the sign and its uses, dimensions or modes, degrees of adequacy, degrees
of truth, degrees of reliability, degrees of belief, and degrees of
knowledge. The paper looked at these with reference to the argumentative
propositions. It also examined the relationships between and among the
propositions, the interdependence and independence of the propositions,
the special relationships between "is" and "ought" propositions, and
Norris' ex ly useful perspective of objective relativism.
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IN DEFENSE OF THE FALLACY

Walter Ulrich
Vanderbilt University

The fallacy has always been a maligned type of argument. Ever since the
time of Aristotle scholars have viewed fallacies as undesirable forms of
argument that should be avoided by all rational arguers and condemned by the
enlightened critic. Those foolish enough to present such an argument were to be
chastised and quickly corrected. This view is still held today by the majority
of argumentation scholars. Textbooks frequently define a fallacy as an invalid
type of argument or an argument that seems to be valid without being so.
Toulmin, Rieke and Janik define fallacies as arguments that can seem persuasive
despite being unsound."(1) Govier suggests a fallacy is a mistake in reasoning,
a mistake which occurs with some frequency in real arguments and which is
characteristically deceptive.°121 Many textbooks in argumentation have attempted
to develop a list of season fallacies in an attempt to identify the nature of
inadequate argument. Unfortunately, these treatments of the fallacy have often
been superficial, often merely consisting of a few examples of the fallacy being
described with little explanation of what it is about the argument that makes it
fallacious.

In the past few decades Hamblin13I and others(4) have attempted to develop
detailed standards to guide our evaluation of fallacious arguments. This
approach to argument has had only limited success, however, since many of these
scholars have disagreed, not only about what are the essential characteristics
of a fallacy, but whether some traditional fallacies are, in reality,
fallacies. Hamblin argues:

The truth is that nobody, these days, is particularly satisfied
with this corner of logic. The traditional treatment is too
unsystematic for modern tastes. Yet to dispense with it, as some
writers do, is to leave a gap that no one knows how to fill. We
have no theory of fallacy at all, in the sense in which we have
theories o correct reasoning or inference.(51

While recent works have attempted to develop a systemic approach to the study of
the fallacy, there has not yet been a totally satisfactory treatment of
fallacies. woods amildalton observe:

-110-

12.9



At the present level of theory, an allegation of fallacy is
more of a warning than a conclusive indication that an incorrect
argument has been advanced, identified and cancelled. If the person
accused is able to dispute the point - or if he or she has a
defender - the allegation can be too easily dispatched. Merely
identifying that the argument seems intuitively wrong by calling it
a fallacy, or perhaps by tagging it with a Latin name, is not much
use In arriving at some reasonable resolution of the dispute.
Reasonable procedures for appealing to or constructing guidelines
for argument are needed. In short, what we really need is a theory
of the fallacies.(6)

Past approaches to the fallacy have begun with the assumption that a
fallacy lacks any utility as an argument. This essay will attempt to develop an
alternative view of fallacies. Rather than assuming that all (or meet)
fallacies are inadequate arguments, it will be suggested that many fallacies
play a positive, if limited, function in argument. A fallacy should be viewed
as an argument, supporting a degree of probability for a conclusion, that
suffers from a generic weakness. This weakness need not be fatal for those
types of argument where probability, rather than truth is the goal of the
advocate. One implication of this view of fallacies is that, rather than
arbitrarily rejecting all arguments that have been traditionally labeled
fallacies, we need to develop standards for determining under what conditions
fallacies can be useful, as well as determining how much weight should be given
to these arguments. Factors such as the nature of the decision being made, the
nature of conflicting arguments, and the presence of other supporting arguments
would be relevant to such calculations.

It is not the position of this paper to suggest that all arguments should
be given some weight by a critic of argument; there are undoubtedly numerous
examples of arguments that do nothing to support the position being defended.
However, many of those arguments that have traditionally been labeled as a
fallacy do, in some situations, provide limited support for conclusions. In
addition, viewing fallacies as partially legitimate arguments with a generic
weakness may more accurately reflect the nature of this type of argument.

THE STANDARD TREATMENT

Many textbooks in logic and/or argumentation include a section on formal
and informal fallacies. This section will usually include a brief discussion of
several of the better known fallacies, including some examples 9f these
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fallacies. The discussion of the fallacy in these textbooks often does little
to increase our understanding of the nature of the fallacy. The "standard"
treatment of the fallacy frequently consists merely of

a general definition of the concept of a fallacy, a description
of various practices which are categorized as fallacies, a
classification of fallacies into various groups, and an illustration
of the descriptions of fallacies with examples.(7]

Few people have been entirely satisfied with this approach to the study of
fallacies. A few theorists, including Lambert and Ulrich(8) and Massey(9) have
gone so far as to imply that the concept of the fallacy is outdated. Even those
who support the concept of the fallacy see several weaknesses in the standard
treatment of the fallacy. Woods and Walton note:

. . . current texts too often aoquierce in the 'standard
treatment,' offering little by way of explanation of the fallacies
other than supposedly illustrative examples. Yet, on closer
inspection, many of the examples turn out either to be arguments
that are not fallacious at all, or arguments in which guidelines are
so lacking that a non-arbitrary sorting of the correct from the
fallacious cases seems highly problematic or impossible.(10(

The main problem with the standard treatment of fallacies is that the
discussion of many fallacies in current argumentation textbooks is often
extremely simplistic. Texts argue that an appeal to authority, for example, is
fallacious, for example, while noting that sometimes an appeal to authority
might be valid (but not explaining how one could tell when such an appeal was
warranted). The ad hominem argument is included as a fallacy, yet a version of
that argument is acceptable in a court of law. The definition of many specific
fallacies is often so broad as to include a wide range of legitimate
arguments.(111 Unfortunately, a detailed discussion of what makes an argument
fallacious, as well as a discussion of the conditions that make similar
arguments acceptable is rarely provided. In addition, several theorists note
that the examples used to support fallacies were often inadequate. Some of the
examples of fallacies are so weak that they were unlikely to be presented
seriously by any advocate. Other examples do not fit neatly into traditional
categoriee.(121

Despite these problems, the standard view of the fallacy has remained the
dominant one in our textbooks, perhaps following the line of reasoning of one
author:

If only by dint of the inertia of a tradition in which there is
some wisdom, it (the circumstantial ad hominem) should not be turfed
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Out too haatily.(13)

The appeal to craditicn dies hard.

THE FALLACY FORMALIZED

In response to the growing concern with the adequacy of the "standard view"
of the fallacy, scholars began re-evaluating the nature of the fallacy. The
publication of HaMblins Fallacies in 1970 and the critical reaction to that
work played a major role re- evaluation of the theory of the fallacies.
In the years following its publication, numerous theorists began to systemically
study specific fallacies.

This new era in the study of fallacies is still in its infancy, with a few
fallacies such as the petitio rinci ii (begging the question) and the ad
hominem receiving a great des of attention while others have remainedneglected. Johnson and Blair observe:

Of no informal fallacy can it now be claimed that we now
possess a widely accepted theoretical account, and many of the
important fallacies have not yet been investigated in a theoretical
way at all: e.g., straw man and two wrongs. Indeed, by any
standard, one of the most important fallacies is irrelevant reason
("non sequitur"), yet an adequate analysis of the concept of
relevance has yet to be carried out.(14)

While the recent work by Woods and Walton has done such to clarify the nature
several individual fallacies, such remains to be done.

of

This approach to these types of fallacies has resulted in the development
of some specific guidelines for determining when an argument is a fallacy as
well as determining when no fallacy has been committed. Rarely, however, hasthere been a claim that the resulting guidelines were comprehensive. In
addition, the study of specific fallacies

has frequently resulted in fewer and
fewer arguments being classified as fallacious. A few examples illustrate this
trend.

The ad hominem fallacy is one of the most extensively studied fallacies.
Ironically, the vast majority of these

essays suggest either that the number or
irrelevant ad hominem arguments is quite small, or that we should consider
abandoning the concept.(15) Gerber, for example, suggests that:

Since Locke it has been taken for granted by a large consensus

-113-

13?

of writers on the subject that at least some varieties of argumentum
ad hominem are fallacious. . . . it is only by neglecting an
Tijoortant class of ad hominem statements that this thesis Can' be
maintained, and the qualifications which would save the view are so
serious as to render the chance of developing even a restricted
version rather poor.(16)

Gerber suggests that the to quoque, a form of the ad hominem, may sometimes be alegitimate argement.(17) Other forms of ad hominem arguments have also beendefended as being legitimate arguments. TfirsTia761 the ad hominem may not besurprising; there are a number of cases where we approve Oritaaragainst the
speaker. In a court of law, attacking the credibility of a witness is widelyrecognized as a legitimate tactic. We encourage students to evaluate thestrength of evidence by examining the source 1 credibility. In political
campaigns, some (although not all) arguments relating to the character of acandidate are held to be relevant. Character attacks can be legitimate; the
distinction drawn by those supporting the utility of this type of a fallacy isto unwarranted or irrelevant attacks. This standard, however is unclear; those
making the art hominem attack may often argue that the attack is, in fact,relevant. Wfiither an argument is a legitimate or illegitimate argument depends
on a factual judgement (of relevance) independent of the form of the argument.

Similar problems arise when examining the slippery slope argument. Goviersuggests that there are at least some slippery slope arguments that are
legitimate.(18) She concludes that "slippery slope arguments may contain many
mistakes but need not, as such, contain any."(19) There are numerous examples
where this type of argument may be very sound. There are cases where a single
decision may commit an individual to subsequent action. This type of argument
is heard in law courts, where an individual case may in fact create a precedent
for latter decisions. Some literature in philosophy suggests that the slipperyslope argument may play a role in the rule-utilitarian philosophical
systems;(20) after all if individual decisions are based on general rules, an
individual act can be justified only if it does not commit us to a class of
similar acts. The question becomes whether the immediate decision can be
distinguished from later decisions. The legitimacy of individual decisions
needs to he determined using neutral principles that go beyond the immediate
case; the slippery slope argument can illustrate the logical result of accepting
a specific decision rule in the immediate case.(21)

Those who argue that to permit individual violation of rights may lead, one
step at a time, to future violations can defend that position by pointing to
historical examples where such fears were realized. Those who fight any new
programs on the grounds that to permit one new spending program will make it
easier to support a second program, then a third, and so on until the budget
ceiling is meaningless may be arguing based upon an analysis of political
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reality. An alcoholic refusing a drink because, once the first drink is taken,
others will follow may be acting based upon experience. All of these arguments
are examples of slippery slope arguments yet most, if not all, would seem to
have some utility. Whether or not a slippery slope argument is valid depends
upon at least two factual issues: whether the initial act, in fact, will lead to
additional action, and whether the present action be distinguished from other
actions in a manner that justifies taking this single action, but not future
harmful actions.

Woods and Walton have examined the ad verecundiam (appeal to authority) and
admit that it, too has some utility.112.1 This conclusion also makes sense;
everyday we resort to experts to tell us if we are nick or well, for information
about the economy, scientific and technical matters, and so on. It is often
impossible for individuals to know enough about a topic to make independent
decisions, so authorities are frequently used to resolve disputes. Woods and
Walton note:

In the case of the ad verecundiam, whether or not to charge
that a fallacy has been conmdtted is often obscured by the pialin
fact that sometimes an appeal to authority is perfectly sound.1221

The problem with the fallacy is, in part, that individuals overstate the degree
of confidence in the conclusion based on an authol1ty.1241 In addition, Woods
and Walton suggest specific guidelines for evidence,(251 but, as we will see,
even these standards nay not assist in evaluating when an zmpeal to authority is
warranted.1261

The ad baculum, or appeal to force, has received less attention.127J Again,
there are miiiii=stances where the appeal to force may be legitimate.1281 For
example, any discussion of our nuclear weapons policy will contain an implicit
appeal to force: for example, the argument that if we do not freeze development
of nuclear weapons the result will be a nuclear war could technically be such a
fallacy. This type of argument is obviously a useful one. It might be argued
that an appeal to fear is fallacious only if the arguer is the instrument of
force, but this distinction may not be helpful. Initially, it means that
whether or not an argument is fallacious depends on who makes the argument, not
the substance of the argument, a position that further increases the number of
legitimate ad hominem arguments. In addition, it often unclear when the arguer
becomes the instrument of force. Por example, if a Soviet leader argues that
the deployment of the cruise missile in Europe might cause a war because radar
errors may cause a misjudgement on the part of the Soviet leadership, is that a
fallacy? What about an arguer Who suggests that if an action takes place, he
or she might become violent, even though this violence might be unintentional
(e.g., the individual knows he/she has trouble controlling her or his temper).
In these cases, the use of force might be the inevitable effect of a policy,
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independent of the argument.

I will discuss sane other fallacies in the next section, but it is worth
noting that theorists have argued that many other common fallacies may, in
numerous situations, be legitimate arguments. Both Barker(291 Sanford(301
agree that in some cases begging the question may be legitimate. Others have
suggested that some versions of the fallacy of many questions are legitima:e
arguments.1311 Even the two wrongs make a right"1321 and the fallacies of
composition and division1331 have their supporters.

/t should be clear that the broad categories employed by the traditional
view of the fallacy results in numerous arguments being labeled as fallacies
that are, in fact, legitimate arguments. TOulmin, Rieke and Janik concede tha:

Most. disturbingly to some people, arguments that are fallacious
in one context may turn out to be sound in another context.
Therefore, we shall not be able to identify any intrinsically
fallacious forma of arguing.1341

The question becomes, how can We best distinguish between legitimate types of
"fallacies" and illegitimate arguments.

A REFORMULATION OF THE FALLACY

Traditional treatments of fallacy have begun with the assumption that a
fallacy is an illegitimate type of argument. After examining the specific
fallacies, in a number of cases it has become clear that arguments initially
considered fallacious have turned out to be legitimate arguments. It might be
useful to approach fallacies from the opposite viewpoint, assuming they are
legitimate unless they share certain characteristics. From this perspective, a
fallacy could be viewed as an argument, supporting a degree of probability for a
claim, and with a generic weakness. This has two implications for the study of
fallacies: the view of fallacies as establishing probability and the emphasis on
the fallacy's generic weakness. Both of these implications will be examined in
this section of this essay.(35]

Fallacies and Probability

That many arguments are based on probability has been developed by a number
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of authors.(36) We often are forced to make judgements based upon inadequate
information. Often we have incomplete information about a problem, or we are
forced to act before additional information can be gathered. In other cases we
may lack the time to gather and asainulate all available information. In short,
we are forced to act based on probabilities, not certainties.

In addition, there are a number of arguments studied by students of
argument (in a favorable light) that do not establish certainty. A typical
textbook will contain sections on induction, even though perfect induction is
rare. Argument based on causality, while an important part of argument, is, at
best based on probability. Vie strength of even good sign reasoning is well
below certainty. While many arguments seek to establish certainty, at best they
can establish a certain level of probability for a conclusion.

If a fallacy is viewed as establishing certainty, it most certainly will be
viewed as an inadequate argunent. Once one lowers the standard for argument
below the level of certainty, however, the door is opened for the utilization of
a number of arguments that have traditionally been viewed as being fallacious.
While these arguments may be fallacious if they are claimed to demonstrate
certainty, they may be legitimate if they are viewed as demonstrating
probability (or less).

To illustrate this concept, consider a type of argument, that has been
neglected by many theorists. In the previous section I indicated that several
theorists began with the traditional concept of the fallacy, only to discover
that some of these traditional fallacies might be legitimate after all. What
does it mean, however, to say that these arguments are not fallacious? For
example, some appeals to authority are legitimate arguments. Does that mean
they demonstrate certainty? For example, it is unlikely that Woods and Walton
would suggest that even if an appeal to authority net all of their five
standards it would demonstrate certainty. Similarly in malt' cases ad hominem
arguments may be useful arguments, but they are not conclusive arguments. In
short, the 'lost fallacy* arguments, those arguments that initially seem to be
fallacies but are not, do not demonstrate certainty; they merely establish some
level of probability.

Other fallacies may function in ,a similar, tholigh perhaps not as useful,
manner. Many fallacious arguments add something to our knowledge, even if they
might not add significant amounts to our knowledge. How such credibility should
be given to a fallacious argument should be determined by weighing it against
other available evidence. Where no counter-evidence or arguments exist, even
weak fallacious arguments might be useful; where there is strong counts..
evidence, even the 'lost fallacies' may not be sufficient to alter our belfefs.
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For example, an appeal to authority may not be considered fallacious for
Woods and walton if the authority is an expert. However, if I am also an expertin the field with access to other

information, such an appeal should not bestrong, even if the other experts are very reputable. Presumably I should relyon my own reasoning, rather than defering to others. If there are moreObjective ways to determine the truth of a position, even a strong appeal toauthority would be of little use. On the other hand, if I have no informationon a subject except the testimony of
a sometimes unreliable source, I might haveto act on that information because it is all that is available. In short, while

stronger evidence increases the confidence I may have in a decision, the weight
given to the evidence might depend

on the availability of other evidence.

In addition, the question of.whether
a specific argument falls into the'clearly fallacious' category or into the 'lost fallacy' category is rarelyclear. The revised view of the fallacy assumes some type of a threshold;

arguments above this threshold have
some utility, those below this threshold canbe termed fallacious. In reality, however, this threshold is, at best,unclear. At what point is an authority enough of an expert so that the adverecundiam is not committed? How
many examples must be given to avoid a hastyTigtiiiiiiiiiaaon? The dividing line is not clear; instead there is a grey areablurring the distinction between the two types of fallacies. Nor is it clearthat the fallacies that do not meet this standard have no utility.

Rather than waiting for the perfect argument, we should recognize that wefrequently must rely on imperfect argument. The test for a fallacy should notbe whether it demonstrates truth, but whether it adds to something ourunderstanding of the problem. From this perspective, many traditionalfallacies, even weak ones, may be useful. While the strength of the argument
may vary, most fallacies may add something

to our understanding of the world,
even if this is not enough to produce a certain conclusion. Viewed from thisperspective, many traditional fallacies might be useful arguments. Rather thandeveloping a threshold for when a fallacy is a legitimate argument in isolation,
it might be wiser to draw the line between fallacious and nonfallacious types ofarguments based on the nature of the decision and the availability of otherevidence. Better still, it might be wise to focus on what weight should begiven to these arguments.

The appeal to tradition, for example, is frequently cited as beingundesirable; after all, traditions can be wrong, and changing conditions mayrequire new actions. At the same time, virtually every debate textbook defendsthe concept of presumption; that
we should remain with the present system untilit is shown to be inadequate.(371 While there may be a question about the nature
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of presumption as an argument, it is clear that, in the absence of any evidence
on a topic, many theorists would sanction the use of this fallacy to guide an
audience. *ether an argument is a fallacy or a legitimate use of presumption
should not depend on the section of the textbook mentioning it.

The appeal to ignorance may also be useful in some arguments. Bobinsoni381
concedes that at least some of these appeals are legitimate, even if other
appeals to ignorance may be suspect. In a court of law, for example, it would
be legitimate to note that there is no information that a client is guilty to
support the conclusion that the client is innocent. While the argument does not
prove the conclusion, it does help support the position. This is particularly
clear when there is no evidence supporting a position when there should be such
evidence. If I suggest that New York City was not destroyed yesielaiT, because
there is no evidence that New York City has vanished, that would seem to be a
powerful argument. In addition, combined with other fallacies, the appeal to
ignorance might be useful. For example. I might argue that many people are
eating at a certain diner, and since there is no reason to believe the food is
bad, I might assume the food will be good. This conclusion might not be
certain, but it is strong enough to warrant eating at the establishment.

The hasty generalization rases other problems. Here the question is one of
a threshold: at what point do we have enough examples to act? Wes with very
few examples, however, we do have some information about the conclusion. If I
know one member of a family I know more about that family than if I knew no
family members. While I may not be able to reach a perfect conclusion about the
family, I can reach sane tentative, even if not totally reliable, conclusions.
Even in social science theorists are working on ways of understanding reality
by examining only a few cases[39L In addition, sometimes there are only a few
examples relevant to the argument, and therefore we must rely on those few
examples. How many Vietnamb must the United States be involved in before we
decide intervention is undesirable? One is reminded of the social. psychology
journals that refused to publish articles about the holocaust because they were
not replicable; this hardly suggests that we cannot learn somethinq about the
world by examining a few examples.

This same principle may apply even to formal fallacies. For example,
affirming the consequent is commonly termed a formal fallacy. Consider thefollowing example:
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All basketball players are over nix feet tall.
Fred is over six feet tall.
(so) Fred is a basketball player.
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Obviously this argument is invalid; the conclusion does not necessarily follow
from the first two premises. Bowyer, I do think that the first two premises doadd to our knowledge concerning the conclusion. Until we know the second
premise, the odds against Fred being a basketball player may be very remote.
Once we learn the minor premise, while we may not know the conclusion is
certaine the probability of the conclusion is much greater that it would be
without knowing the two premises. (Without the second premise, the odds of Fredbeing a basketball player are 1/(all

individuals concerned), while with the
second premise the odds are 1/(those individuals over 6 feet tall); a much lower
number.]

The strength of a fallacy should be viewed compared to alternative evidence
and arguments on the topic. The fact that a fallacy does not demonstratecertainty is not an indictment of the argument. The question is whether or not
the fallacy adds to our understanding of the issue being debated. By this lower
standard, many fallacious arguments can be viewed as useful. The arguments may
not be as strong as we wild like, but we must act on the information available
to us. Even is statistics, there are those who argue that we can learn a lot
from using methods that may not be perfect.(401 The critic is forced to weigh
weak arguments against each other. It should be realized, however, that whether
action is warranted may require the meeting of a threshold in some cases.
Various presusptions in law and public policy have been developed to set minimum
standards for evidence and argument; many fallacies may not meet thesestandards. That does not mean, however, that these arguments are of no use for
those arguments where the ricks involved are low and no alternative evidence
exists.

Fallacies and Generic Weaknesses

There should be a second component of a revised view of fallacies; the
weakness of a fallacy should be viewed as gengELE. By this I mean that to call
an argument a certain type of fallacy is to Bay that the argument tends to have
a certain type of weakness. This type of weakness can suggest certain types of
counterarguments that might be made against the.fallacy. These weaknesses might
act as topoi for the critic of argument. There is a tendency of many critics to
attach the label fallacy to an argument when the accuracy of that label
depends upon a factual asaumption that is, at best, debatable. For example, a
critic may dismiss an argument as being a hasty generalization when the advocate
believes both that a sufficient numbers of

examples have been presented and that
the examples are typical. In short, the labeling of the argument may be done to
prematurely dismiss arguments, rather than to promote an analysis of the
strength of the argument.
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For example, an argument dismissed as a false dilemma may be legitimate if
the arguer can explain why the other alternatravcan also be dismissed
(presumably in most debates the advocates do not have time to discuss all
alternatives; or they might think it "obvious" why the alternatives left out
were undersirable). Fallacies relating to causality are frequently so labeled
because the critic makes an assumption about the subject being argued. A critic
that suggests there is a third cause that produces both the cause and the effect
might make such a claim prematurely. The advocate might be able to deny the
factual assumption made by the critic. Causality is a couples field of study,
and many attacks on causal studies may assume too rigorous a standard;
other attacks may turn out to be in error. In almost all cases the criticism
involves an attack that is compelling only if one assumes the truth of other
elements in the causal relationship.(41)

The fallacy of suppressed evidence makes the factual assumption that the
evidence left out is relevant to the conclusion. To label an argument as a
slippery slope requires assuming that the slope is not slippery, which as
previously indicated is not always the case. Rowland gives the example of a
false analogy that amperes U.S. and British gun control laws,(42) yet a case
can be made that, in the critical areas being compared,

these countries might be
analogous (and the strength of Rowland's attacks may depend upon the nature of
the conclusions being drawn). Even if Rowland is accurate in this specific
instance, it is only because his attack can withstand counterattack.(431 After
all, no analogy is perfect; the adequacy of the analogy depends upon how well
the analogy can be defended against attacks.

Understanding the theory of fallacies may be useful in assisting speakers
to isolate weaknesses in arguments, such as preparing debaters to argue generic
arguments helps them prepare for a debate. In neither case is the preparation
of the attack conclusive; given the opportunity the initial advocate may be able
to easily dismiss the attack. In some cases the generic weakness may be fatal;
in others it will be of little consequence. This determination should be made
in the open market place of ideas, not by an individual critic who does not have
access to the defense of the fallacy

Some theorists have suggested the use of a principle of charit (441 inevaluating fallacies: the critic should formulate the argument (supplyingmissing premises, etc.) in a manner that produces the strongest possibleargument. Even these theorists, however, disagree about how this can be done.
In addition, this does not solve the problem when the criticism concerns the
factual truth of the missing premise, nor does it address the inability of the
arguer to defend the argument against the criticism of the individual labeling
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the argument as a fallacy.

By viewing the fallacy as an argument establishing probability with a
generic weakness we emphasize the contribution that even fallacious arguments
might make to our understanding;; while noting the limitations of thosearguments. Now serious these limitation,: are will depend on the specific
argument and the nature of other arguments available. Many times the criticism
may be fatal for an argument. In other cases the importance of the decision
might dictate a high standard for argument that the fallacy cannot meet. Thisdoes not deny that in some cases the fallacy might be an acceptable type of
argument.

CONCLUSION

All argument cannot have truth as its goal. Often we must act based upon
evidence that may not be conclusive. In other cases perfect evidence and/or
arguments are not available. In still other situations the effort required to
discover anything approximating the truth is too difficult. Frequently the
deciatons involved may be so trivial that absolute truth is an unnecessary
goal.

`Ate fallacy has always been a misunderstood argument. Even those theorists
working in informal logic will concede that there are many examples of arguments
erroneously labeled as fallacious. In fact, in those arguments where
probability (or even lower levels of understanding) is the goal, we may be
forced to rely on fallacious argument. In the absence of stronger arguments to
the contrary, the fallacy may have a legitimate role in argument. To
prematurely discount an argument as being fallacious emphasizes the argument's
weaknesses while at the name time ignoring any positive contributions such an
argument might have to our understanding of the world. Given that few "perfect"
arguments can be found in ordinary discourse, such a strategy is unwise. At the
same tins, it is important to understand the nature of the weaknesses of these
types c' arguments, if for no other reason than to avoid placing undue weight to
these arguments. The objections to fallacies may act as topoi for a critic of
argument; suggesting potential arguments against an advocate; in some cases
these attacks will prove successful, in others not. The fallacy may have only a
limited function in argument, but that function should not be ignored.
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WHAT CAN SPEECH ACTS DO FOR ARGUMENTATION THEORY?

Sally Jackson
University of Oklahoma

For the past seven years, Scott Jacobs and I have given thought from
time to time to thc application of speech acts theory in analysis of
ordinary argument. We have both been convinced that the insights into
communication offered by speech acts theory could make a very fundamental
contribution to the study of argument, and we have tried to point out
some of the possibilities in the essays we've written on argument and
persuasion in conversation. Our efforts, however, have been limited, and
we have not produced any systematic, comprehensive analysis of the role
of speech acts in ordinary argument. In Speech Acts in Argumentative
Discussion, van Eemeren and Grootendorst have attempted a systemaiTFand
comprehensive analysis.2 I approached this book (and their other recent
English-language publications) with genuine enthusiasm and optimism.' I

found much that is promising in this work, but I also found a number of
disappointments. My purpose in this essay is to offer a summary evaluation
of the work represented in Speech Acts in Argumentative Discussion, with
focus on the use made of speech acts theory. I will begin by reviewing
some central themes in the theory of speech acts, and then I will comment
on what I see as the significant insights and the apparent shortcomings
of van Eemeren and Grootendorst's analysis.

Two Central Themes in Speech Acts Theory

Without attempting a systematic summary of speech acts theory,4 I

would like to highlight aspects of speech acts which have special relevance
to argumentation theory and to an understanding of van Eemeren and
Grootendorst's work. For brevity and focus, I will simply mention two
central themes.

Force and Content

In speech acts theory, a distinction is drawn between the illocutionary
force of a speech act (the kind of act it is, such as requesting, promising,
or asserting) and the propositional content of the act (what is requested,
promised, or asserted). Propositional content, especially of acts like
asserting or stating, corresponds closely to the sort of thing one
ordinarily thinks of as the substance of an argument: statements about
states of affairs, about properties of objects, about attributes or actions
of persons, and so on. Speech acts are not reducible to propositional
content, even for the sorts of acts (like asserting and stating) most
closely identified with their prepositional contents. Beyond propositional
content, any speech act also has some illocutionary force, and any given
proposition may appear in acts of widely varying force. Thus, the propo-
sition "Charlie will serve tongue sandwiches" may be the content of a
request, a promise, an assertion, an offer, a threat, and so on. For any
given force, there are categorical restrictions on the propositional
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content of the act (e.g., requests take propositions about a future act
by the addressee, promises propositions about a future act by the speaker),
but any given proposition will not be restricted to some single force.

Without a distinction between force and content, it is not clear
what need there would be for a theory of speech acts. We take an interest
in the force of an utterance precisely because descriptions of utterances
in terms of their propositional contents do not allow us to understand
communication very well. The distinction between force and content, though
familiar to most communication scholars, bears mention here because of a
subtle confusion between the force and content of an assertion, to be
discussed later.

Felicity Conditions

In terms of the philosophical puzzles motivating the development of
speech acts theory, the idea that there are specific conditions governing
the appropriate performance of speech acts is truly a central theme.
Given that some statements cannot be evaluated in terms of exact criteria
for the truth or falsity of their propositional contents, how can such
statements be challenged, justified, or criticized? The simplified
answer is that they are to be evaluated not in terms of the truth of a
proposition but in terms of the rational and conventional prerequisites
for the performance of a Speech act. These prerequisites, which differ
from act type to act type, are termed felicity conditions. The .felicity
conditions for a request include a desire by the speaker that the listener
do the act requested, a belief by the speaker that the listener is able
and willing (in principle) to do the act, and a belief by the speaker that
the listener would not do the act as a matter of course. The felicity
conditions for a promise include an intention by the speaker to do the
act promised, a belief by the speaker that the listener wants the speaker
to do the act, and a belief by the speaker that the speaker is able to
do the act.

The primary appeal of speech acts theory for argumentation analysis
has always seemed to me to follow from the idea of felicity conditions.
Recognition of differing rational characteristics attached to different
kinds of conversational acts allows for analysis of the attack and defense
of such acts which does not depend on reducing them to a series of
propositions. Speaking from experience in empirical analysis of conver-
sational argument, the single most useful contribution of speech acts
theory is in explaining how certain things come to be at issue in an
argument. In the theory of speech acts, the performance of any act is
seen as committing the speaker, in principle, to the set of beliefs and
intentions embodied in the felicity conditons. Thus, the performance of
a request, promise, or other act carries with it a package of commitments,
expressible as propositions, and representing the beliefs associated with
felicitous acts of that type. The speaker does not advance this series
of subordinate propositions on their own merits, but incurs responsibility
for them by virtue of performing an act for which they are rational or
conventional prerequisites. Conversational argument is full of bizarre
little interludes whose bearing on what might be called the issue can
only be understood as depending on the preconditions of some superordinate
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speech act. For later clarity, we will wish to distinguish between the
propositional content of a speech act (as discussed above) and the bundle
of subordinate propositions carried along when the act is performed.

Van Eemeren and Grootendorst make use of the theory of speech acts
in three ways: first, they provide an analysis of makingLan argument as
a complex illocutionary act composed of elementary assertions; second,
they comtemplate the conventional aspects of the perlocutionary act of
convincing, but come to no firm conclusions; and third, they offer a
"code of conduct" for rational discussions based on a delimitation of
allowable illocutionary acts and a set of more general conversational
principles. The remainder of my essay will consist of discussion of the
first and third of these contributions.

The Illocutionary Act of Making an Argument

Van Eemeren and Grootendorst's idea that making an argument is a
complex illocutionary act is an appea'.4ng one. As O'Keefe has pointed
out, an argumenthis not properly considered a speech act, but making an
argument may be.5 The usefulness of this notion depends on the analyst's
ability to formulate a set of felicity conditions for making an argument
parallel to the conditions for requesting, promising, asserting, and so
on. Van Eemeren and Grootendorst provide a candidate analysis of the
felicity conditions for making an argument. According to their analysis,
a speaker has properly performed the speech act of making an argument if:

(0) the speaker has put forward an expressed opinion 0 and a series
of assertions Si, 52, .

(1) SI, 52, . . S. are assertives in which propositions are
expressed (propaitional content condition);

(2) advancing gi. S2, . . Sn counts as an attempt by S to justify
0 to L's satisfaction (essential condition);

(3) S believes that: (a) L does not (or may not) accept 0; and (b)
L does (or will) accept SI, . . Sn; and (c) L will accept the
set of statements as a justification of 0 (preparatory conditions):

(4) S believes: (a) that 0 is acceptable; and (b) that Si. . . Sn
are acceptable; and (c) that the set of statements justify 0
(sincerity conditions).0

Two features of this analysis bear special mention. First, the
conditions find equal applicability to single acts by a speaker or to
multiple acts interrupted by the acts of an interlocutor. A speaker may
be said to have made an argument any time actual or expectable disagreement
is met with a defense, whether the defense is presented as a neat package
accompanying the expressed opinion, or as a series of ad hoc reactions to
demands by the interlocutor. Requesting and promising do not come about
in this way, so far as has been established in the literature. Speakers
set out to make a promise or to make a request, while making an argument
may hiimposed on the speaker by an interlocutor who calls out the
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argument through a series of direct conversational demands. Making an
argument may be a collaborative speech act in the blunt sense that it may
come about through the subordinate speech acts of two or more speakers./

A second noteworthy feature of these conditions is that they are
audience-centered. This feature is typical of practically all recent
analyses of speech acts in natural discourse; the consensus nowadays is
to treat felicity conditions as strong or weak mutual belief conditions.8
But for argumentation theory, the audience-centeredness of the conditions
is particularly crucial, because it underscores the cooperative nature of
argument in ordinary discourse. A justification for an assertion weed notbe sufficient to satisfy a generalized or idealized skeptic, but only to
answer the actualized skepticism of a particular interlocutor. Argument
is in principle open-ended, as is suggested by van Eemeren and GrootendevWs
formulations of the conditions: an interlocutor my query the initiating
act, first on one ground, then on another, and so on; further, the answer
to any query may itself be queried, so that arguments can expand to
incorporate an unlimited number of subordinate propositions. This open-
endedness might be construed, from the perspective of an idealized skeptic,
to allow for infinite regress. From the dialogic perspective outlined by
van Eemeren and Grootendorst, the open-endedness of argument has the same
sort of status as have certain grammatical principles which may be recur-
sively applied without limit: in practice, interlocutors work out
cooperatively how far an argument must be expanded to satisfy both parties
or to discourage them from continuing, even though in principle they could
go on forever.

Now, these two insights are appreciable, and they point to precisely
what I see as the advantage of a process-based approach over a product-
based approach to the study of argument. However, as a contribution to
either the theory of speech acts or to argumentation theory, the conditions
as formulated by van Eemeren and Grootendorst have some obvious weaknesses.
There may be nothing inherently objectionable about the idea of an illo-
cutionary act complex composed of elementary illocutionary acts, but when
we get down to cases, the problems involved in analyzing such complexes
look very tough. With full appreciation for the difficulty of the task
van Eemeren and Grootendorst have set themselves, I wish to point out
some places where they seem to me to have gone wrong.

Reduction of Argument to Propositions in the Guise of Assertions

Van Eemeren and Grootendorst seemingly want to analyze arguments as
constellations of propositions, but propositions are not speech acts, so
instead, it is proposed that argument is compos,d of a series of assertions
in which propositions are put forward. In trying to analyze argument this
way, van Eemeren and Grootendorst at once sacrifice most of the potential
utility of speech acts theory. Jacobs and I have tried to demonstrate in
our own research that arguments can be offered in favor of or in opposi-
tion to any type of speech act whatsoever: requests, complaints, even
compliments! Van Eemeren and Grootendorst assert instead that for argu-
mentation to occur, the speaker must make one or more assertions in support
of an expressed opinion conveyed by an initial act which also has the
force of an assertive. According to their reasoning, an argument apparently
originating with a speech act such as a directive is in fact concerned
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not with the performance of that act, but with the performance of some
Wirectly conveyed act of asserting. They point out, for example, that
it would be wrong to analyze "Let's take an umbrella, or do you want to
get wet?" as involving an expressed opinion conveyed by a directive and
argumentation conveyed by a question. Instead, they formulate the
expressed opinion as "It is advisable to take an umbrella," and assert
that the apparent directive actually has the force of an assertive. The
rationale for these claims is not clear to me.

Between two analytic positions, van Eemeren and Grootendorst have
chosen a middle ground which has the advantages of neither extreme. One
might plausibly attempt analysis of ordinary argument in terms of the
propositions conveyed by speech acts, and claim that argument involves
rendering such propositions explicit and subjecting them to critique.
Since the performance of speech acts is known to commit the speaker to
belief in a package of propositions, and since argument quite often does
single out one of these propositions for scrutiny, this position is not
without strengths. It has problems, though, accounting for certain
obvious features of ordinary argument, such as the fact that subarguments
on a series of these propositions inexplicably cling

together, and the
fact that losing an argument is as likely to require the outright with-
drawal of a speech act as the repudiation of a particular proposition.
Van Eemeren and Grootendorst do not analyze arguments as constellations
of propositions, but approximate this approach by analyzing arguments as
constellations of assertions.

To the left of van Eemeren and Grootendorst's postion is the other
extreme, typified by my own work with Jacobs. Acknowledging that argument
is over acts rather than over propositions, there is no obvious reason to
try to reduce the myriad acts people argue for or against to what van
Eemeren and Grootendorst term assertives. Van Eemeren and Grootendorst
would presumably agree that the following exchange involves argumentation,
and that the argumentation is directed at something conveyed by the first
utterance (an act of complaining, or as they would have it, of asserting).

1 A: This car is the worst hunk of junk I ever owned!

2 B: Now what's wrong?

3 A: The door handle is busted. It won't open from inside.

4 B: That sounds easy enough to fix.

5 A: Each thing by itself is easy enough to fix. If you don't
mind having your car in and out of the shop once or twice
a week.

6 B: When did you ever have the car in the shop twice in one week?

7 A: Stop nitpicking me. You get my point all right.

8 0: I sure do. Your point is bitch, bitch, bitth. That's all
you ever do these days.

9 A: Look, I only said what we've both been saying for months,
that this car sucks.

10 B: So it sucks. Does that mean you have to make a big production
out of every little thing that doesn't go your way?

11 A: You're the one making a big production of it. I just said
what I think.

12 8: Repeat after me: I must not think bad thoughts.

13 I (laughs) I guess I shouldn't really complain about all these
little problems--sorry I've been so difficult lately.

Following the suggestion van Eemeren and Grootendorst make about
"Let's take an umbrella," we might try interpreting turn 1 as an assertion
conveying the proposition "This car is bad." This works well, since
the complaint is after all indirect rather than direct. The next five
turns would then be considered as requests for supporting argumentation
by B and responses by A. Treating these five turns this way doesn't give
much satisfaction, but we can do it if we must. By turn 8, however, we
definitely bog down, since A and B are obviously not talking about the
bad car anymore, but they aren't working on a whole new argument, either.
What B is doing in turn 8 is the same thing B was doing in turns 2, 4, and
6: challenging the sincerity of A's complaint by implying that A complains
whether or not anything is really wrong. B has "refuted" A's complaint,
not in the sense of denying the propositional content of the complaint,
but in the sense of showing that A complained improperly. B challenged
the act of complaining, not the act of asserting or the propositional
confiff of either the complaint or the assertion. A, likewise, first
defended the act of complaining, then withdrew the act in response to B's
challenges. What advantage might come from imposing the force of an
assertion on every arguable act and every supporting act is not clear,
especially when we stop short of simply analyzing each utterances as one
or more elementary propositions.

Inadequately Developed Conditions

A second troublespot in van Eemeren and Grootendorst's theory is the
set of felicity conditions they have proposed. Nothing good can come of
regarding argumentation as an illocutionary act if the felicity conditions
for the act cannot be formulated in an empirically defensible way.
Although van Eemeren and Grootendorst are to be commended for attempting
the formulation, progress toward a viable speech acts analysis of argument
depends upon revisions to account for counterexamples such as the following,
representing apparent violations of the preparatory conditions, the sin-
cerity conditions, and the essential condition, respectively.

1. S offers a basis for 0 known to be unacceptable to L, expecting
that L will challenge this in turn, or perhaps hoping that L will simply
decide that it isn't worth pursuing. A strategic variation of this theme
might involve S offering an argument known to be unacceptable to L as a
kind of gambit, to call out a conflict previously implicit or concealed.
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no guarantee of that.

in any visible way. S need not even accept responsibility for the qualityof the supporting proposition: ordinary language provides nuerous
devices speakers can use to distance themselves from a premise even while
using it to promote a conclusion ("By your own logic . . .," "Even yourown witness agrees . . .," "If you really believe that

. . .," and so on).

3. S may construct an argument not for the sake of L but for the
sake of some audience, either real or imagined. S may make an argument
with no expectation or intention

of convincing L. contrary to what is
claimed in van Eemeren and Grootendorst's

essential condition. Forexample, Jacobs' research on witnessing and heckling concerns an argument-ative exchange in which at least one party (Preacher Jed) is alleged to
be making arguments as a demonstration of Christian commitment ratherthan in an attempt to gain converts. Perhaps there is something defective
about the arguments made with this goal (though I an not granting that).
But unquestionably the arguments are recognizable as arguments. The
essential condition for a speech act is not merely a correctness condition,but is, as van Eemeren and

Grootendorst point out, a recognizability
condition: a speaker who violates the essential condition should not be
understood as making an argument at all. To put this point another way.there is nothing nonsensical about

a speaker who claims to be making anargument, but who denies any interest in convincing L: "What you believeabout x is up to you, but I happen to know that I'm right because of . . ."or "I wouldn't expect this to be convincing to you, but the argument goeslike this." In part, the difficulties with the essential condition mayresult from the partly masked focus on propositions discussed above: onlyif argument is over the truth or falsity of propositions is it necessaryto see the goal of argument as convincing one's interlocutor.

What damage do these counterexamples do? To say that a particular
belief or intention is a felicity condition for the performance of acertain kind of speech act means, as van Eemeren and Grootendorst
that the performance of an act of that type commits the speaker to ,moldingand defending the belief or intention. For example, in making a request,
speakers commit themselves to believing that their listeners are able to
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In constructing alternative sets of conditions for argumentation, itseems likely to me that a major change
in the substance of the conditionswill be necessary. The counter-examples I have described come about

through van Eemeren and Grootendorst's
over-reliance on what a listener

will accept--with no clear analysis, even, of acceptability. From an
argumentation theorist's point of view, the kind of conditions offered
by van Eemeren and Grootendorst

offer no obviaii advance in either descrip-tive or normative theorizing.
The analysis currently offered says thatS makes an argument by offering
supporting propositions for an expressed

opinion, and that the argument is a good one if the supporting propositions
are acceptable to both S and L. What is lacking is any substantive
suggestion about what it means for one act (or proposition) to supportanother act (or proposition).

I have no candidate analysis to offer inplace of van Eemeren and
Grootendorst's--as I've said, the formulationof conditions for making an argument is likely to be very difficult.

Ican only remark that the analysis available so far is a very small return
for the heavy conceptual investment

in speech acts, and that the claimthat argumentation may be regarded as an illocutionary act complex remainsto be redeemed.

Rules for Rational Discussion

Van Eemeren and Grootendorst offer a set of rules, putatively speech
acts-based, for the conduct of rational discussion: a kind of Roberts'Rules for conversation.

The rules specify what kinds of speech acts mayplay a part in discussion,
which participants. may perform which acts, andhow acts are to be distributed

across the stages of a discussion. Althoughportions of their analysis
are descriptive (having the force of assertives),the code of conduct is clearly and openly normative (having the force ofa recommendation). They argue that argumentation should take place

according to the rules they have formulated, not airif does take placein this way.
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Developing usable recommendations from descriptive theory is a fine
objective, one which the field should support. Some recent investigations
of my own have convinced me that if people knew better how to make argu-
ments, they would find themselves less frequently having arguMiliff. A
survey of conversational arguments and the frequent y unpleasant relational
consequences associated with them offers great opportunity for the norma- .

tive theorist with an interest in ordinary argument.

Van Eemeren and Grootendorst's recommendations reflect the contemporary
trend away from a product-based conception of rationality and toward a
procedure-based conception of rationality. To argue soundly and well,
according to van Eemeren and Grootendorst, is not to produce arguments
meeting critical standards imposed post hoc, but to participate in a
procedure which guarantees a full and fair examination of ideas. Although
there are some limits on the relevance of their code for ordinary argument,
there are also obvious applications which might do much to improve the
conduct of interpersonal argument. For example, when van Eemeren and
Grootendorst's code is compared to the sorts of things people actually do
in arguments, it is plain that most of us concentrate far too much on the
expression of disagreement and far too little on the substantive sources
of our disagreement. Whether or not people could profit from
the code of conduct is open to question, but I see no real reason to doubt
that advantages would come from learning less disagreeable ways of dis-
agreeing.

my enthusiasm for the code of conduct offered by van Eemeren and
Grootendorst is tempered by what I see as an unnecessary limitation in
the scope of the rules. The code apparently applies to the conduct of
only a narrow class of very special arguments--a class of arguments
unlikely to occur in the interactions of ordinary people. van Eemeren
and Grootendorst present their work as an analysis of ordinary argument
and their code of conduct as a guide to ordinary discussion. I do not
challenge their right to describe their work in this way. But there are
two quite different things people mean by "ordinary" argument, and one
of these meanings promises no relevance to ordinary interaction. To some
theorists, like me, ordinary argument means "mundane arguments such as
occur in ordinary discourse," while to other theorists, like van Eemeren
and Grootendorst, ordinary argument means "logical argumentation cast in
ordinary (colloquial) language." This distinction is important, because
theorists whose interest is in the analysis of arguments cast in ordinary
language are typically aiming for analysis of what I would consider to
be extra-ordinary arguments--specifically, arguments conducted as a form
of intellectual game, exercise, or contest. Extra-ordinary arguments are
interesting, but they do not happen very often in the ordinary interactions
of ordinary people.

Wenzel's useful partitioning of three perspectives on argument
includes a contrast between argument as process (the rhetorical perspective)
and argument as procedure (the dialectical perspective).10 Van Eemeran and
Grootendorst explicitly align themselves with the dialectical perspective,
but it is not perfectly clear that they appreciate the limitation in scope
this entails. As Wenzel outlines the dialectical perspective and as van
Eemeren and Grootendorst embody it, the approach has relevance to only a
very specific sort of argumentation with a special sort of goal and a e
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special separateness from practical affairs. Van r, .aeren and Grootendorst's
code is designed to facilitate the sort of discussion in which two people
set out, self-consdiously and deliberately, to cooperatively test an idea.

Van Eemeren and Grootendorst seem at some points to wish to say
something about mundane argument. Their examples are certainly mundane
enough ("Let's take an umbrella"). But mundane argument is not about the
testing of ideas, and there is every reason to believe that mundane argu-
ment would be impeded rather than improved by rules for efficient idea-
testing. Mundane argument is, for the most part, about "getting my way."
It comes about as repair of specific unanticipated problems--conflicts of
actions--and it is organized to cope with this disagreement as minimally
as possible so as to get on with the main business of the exchange.
Mundane argument comes about as a Ilide issue to the performance of speech
acts of all stripes. The propositions expressed in such acts--their
ideational content--are hardly ever of primary concern to the participants.
For most of the sorts of disagreements people have to resolve, the dialec-
tic recommended by van Eemeren and Grootendorst could only be a sort of
diversion or digression.

As a single, simple example, consider the case of a parent/child
dispute in which the child wants the parent to do something (e.g., go
to see Conan the Destroyer at the movies) and the parent does not want to
do it. The child's proposal having been refused, there is a disagreement
to explore. The child may offer arguments for the desirability of seeing
the movie or may demand from the patient reasons why seeing the movie would
not be desirable. Let ub suppose that the parent has no reason for
refusing to go beyond just not wanting to see that particular movie. Van
Eemeren and Grootendorst would have the parent and child enter into
discussion of the underlying ideational content: possibly, what principled
grounds there might be for evaluation of movies as good or bad, suitable
or unsuitable, and so on. But having completed the discussion, nothing
is really changed, for the disagreement came about through a clash of
actions and not through opposite positions on a proposition. The child
will surely still want to see the movie (perhaps more than before!) and
the parent will still want to avoid it. The discussion might be intrin-
sically worthwhile, but it is an activity apart from the practical context
of the mundane argument over whether or not the parent and child will go
see Conan.

I think it likely that a code of conduct could be developed for
mundane argument, similar to the code van Eemeren and Grootendorst offer
for extra-ordinary argument. Such a code would explicate what it is to
argue fairly in ordinary discourse. Van Eemeren and Grootendorst provide
useful starting points in rules which guarantee all participants the
right to challenge the expressed opinions of others and to express opinions
of their own. Similar insights could be readily incorporated into a code
which also respects the function of argument in ordinary affairs: to
repair disagreement over the formance of speech acts.
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TOWARD A NORMATIVE THEORY OT ARGUMENTATION:
VAN EEMEREN AND GROOTENDORST'S CODE OF CONDUCT

FOR RATIONAL DISCUSSIONS

Joseph W. Wenzel
University of Illinois

Argumentation, although a vigorous discipline, is one
that seems to make progress in small stages: journal articles,
seminars, and conference papers are the usual vehicles for our
research and theory. So, the appearance of a substantial book
addressing substantial theoretical issues is always an event
to be noticed. Large works call our attention to large
issues. This is the case with Speech Acts in Argumentative
Discussions by Frans H. van Eemeren and Rob Grootendorst.1
Their impressive analysis invites us to consider from a fresh
perspective the whole question of a normative theory of
argumentation: what can such a theory hope to do? what
should such a theory be like? and how should it be grounded?

I would like to use this occasion, not only to discuss
selectively some of the features of this work, but also to
consider how scholars in argumentation might proceed to build
on the foundations established by the authors. Thus, my paper
has two parts. (1) First, I Want to take the authors' purpose
at face value, and consider how well it is served by their
analysis of speech acts in argumentative discussions and
by the resulting code of conduct for rational discussants.
(2) Second, I want to suggest a broader purpose as a project
for the field, and consider what further developments might
extend the work initiated b; Van Eemeren and Grootendorst.
In both sections, I will employ as organizing topoi some
criteria or desiderata that seem fundamentally relevant to the
assessment or the design of a normative theory of argument.
The criteria I invoke are certainly not the only considera-
tions that might be brought to bear, but they are important
and useful starting points.

One final limitation by way of preliminary: like Van
Eemeren and Grootendorstis book, this paper is concerned with
a normative theory of argumentation in the dialectical sense.
A complete normative theory of argument would presumably
include a logic for analysis and criticism of particular
arguments as well as, perhaps, a rhetorical account of good
reasons. The focus here, however, is restricted for the most
part to dialectical norms, i.e. those procedural matters that
are intended to promote candid and critical decision-making.

I

American scholars in our field are accustomed to think of
argumentation as a pervasive feature of social life and to
concern themselves with arguments in contexts of every
conceivable kind. Van Eemeren, Grootendoret and Kruiger
express a similarly broad view in their general textbook,2
but in the present work a narrower definition is stipulated to
focus on a particular kind of argumentative discussion.3 An
argumentative discussion is conceived here as a cooperative
exchange of appropriate speech acts by discussants who are
motivated to resolve a dispute about an expressed opinion
(pp. 1-2). The discussants, furthermore, are presumed to be
governed by a norm of rationality:

A language user taking part in an argumentative discussion
is a rational langauge user if in the course of the discus-
sion he performs only speech acts which accord with a system
of rules acceptable to all discussants which furthers the
creation of a dialectic which can lad to a resolution of
the dispute at the centre of the discussion (p. 18).

Van Eemeren and Grootendorst's purpose is to provide an
analysis of speech acts and other structural/procedural
features of argumentative discussions of that kind, only, and
on the basis of that analysis to explicate a code of conduct
that will enforce the norm of rationality.

I will begin my review of their work with reference to a
first criterion for theory building cri' this kind:

Desideratum 1. A normative theory of argumentation
(a code of conduct) should be trised on the best
available theoretical account of the case(s) it
seeks to govern.

Measured against this criterion, Van Eemeren and Grooten-
dorst'e work is a notable accomplishment, for they have
created an entirely original and insightful analysis of the
nature and functions of speech acts in argumentative discuss-
ions. Beginning with a set of useful assumptions about the
study of argument, they identify specific analytical and
theoretical problems that must be resolved before establishing
norms. The problems are clearly stated and the solutions are
rigorously worked out. The following is a brief summary of
the major lines of development as they relate to the first
criterion.

The authors' assumptive framework is expressed in terms
of the stress they place on the externalization, functionaliz-
ation, socialization, and dialectification of argumentation.
First, argumentation must concern itself with verbal means of
resolving disputes rather than with mental states (pp. 5-7).
The functional approach calls attention to the character of
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argumentation as one form of language-in-use (a complex of
speech acts). in contrast to the product-oriented conception
of argument common to logical theory (pp. 7-9). Socialization
refers to the communicative and interactive character of
argument. The dialectical view of argument ("a Popperian
critical-rationalist standpoint") is positioned against
justificationism (p. 16) and prefaces the need for a normative
theory: an argumentative interaction "will only be able to
lead to a resolution of the dispute . . . If the discussion
itself is adequately regimented. This means that in a
dialectical theory of argumentation it will be necessary to
propose rules for the conduct of argumentative discussions"
(P. 17).

Noting the absence of any satisfactory account of arguing
as an illocutionary act in speech act theory, the authors take
as their first aim "to clarify what sort of speech act is
being performed when argumentation is advanced and what
conditions may be deemed to have been fulfilled if that speech
act is performed" (p. 4). Drawing on the work of Austin and
Searle, Van Eemeren and Orootendorst develop a conception of
argumentation as "an illocutionary act complex . . . composed
of elementary illocutions which belong to the category of the
assertive, and which at the sentence level maintain a
one-to-one ratio with (grammatical) sentences" (p. 34). They
support their interpretation cogently while reviewing alterna-
tive conceptions, and conclude with a straightforward account
of the essential, correctness, preparatory and sincerity
conditions for the happy performance of the illocutionary act
complex of argumentation.

In a somewhat problematic section (chapter 3), Van
Eemeren and Orootendorst next undertake "to clarify the
relation between the performance of the speech act argumesta-
tion and the perlocutionary effect that the listener accepts
or does not accept a particular expressed opinion" (p. 47).
Their first line of argument concludes tentatively that

. . . the perlocution convince may be regarded as
conventional in the sense that in the attempt to achieve
the perlocutionary effect of the listener being convinced
. . . argumentation schemata are employed which meet all
three of the .stated conditions for conventionality.
These argumentation schemata do, after all, constitute
regularities in the usage of language users trying
together to resolve a dispute, the language users expect
these argumentation schemata to be used and they would
prefer to resolve disputes with their help. (p. 68).

The hypothesized conventionality of argumentation schema is
an interesting topic, in itself, one deserving further
attention, but it does not, I think, establish a necessary
connectioin between the illocution argue and the perlocution
convince. Another move is required.
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Van Eemeren and Orootendorst make a more persuasive case
for the connection when they give an account of "a happy
illocutionary perlocution of arguing/convincing" (pp. 69ff).
If I have understood them correctly, the point may be brought
out as follows. The perlocutionary effect associated with
the illocution arguing is commonly said to be convincing.
which other writers have often taken to refer to a mental
state in the listener. Now, while inducing a psychological
conviction may the optimum perlocutionary effect of the speech
act arguing, it is not the fundamental effect. More fundamen-
tal is the speaker's objective of securing from the listener
the performance of a coamissive speech act indicating accept-
ance or rejection of the speaker's claim. Thus, there is a
limited perlocutionary effect that is inherently (and conven-
tionally) bound to the speech act complex of argumentation; it
has to do with eliciting a response from a listener. So,
perhaps the illocutionary perlocution should not be named
arguing/convincing, but something like arguing/securing
acceptance or resection. On this view, it is not merely the
argumentation schemata used that are conventional, but the
perlocutionary effect itself. The pattern "argument--re-
sponse" is a reguioritv among language users that they
expect and prefer becatme it is useful in managing disputes.
This analysis of perlocutionary effect serves Van Eemeren and
Grootendorst's overall project of explaining now the proposi-
tional contents and the commitments of discussants are
expressed and made available for critical examination.

The third main problem, addressed in chapters 4 and 5,
is to "draw up guidelines for the analysis of argumentative
discussions" which requires "an insight into the moves that
have to be made for the resolution of disputes and into the
nature of the speech acts that may play a part in this"
(p. 75). The authors proceed to analyze argumentative
discussions with regard to their simplicity/complexity, the
stages through which they develop, the kinds of speech acts
that are appropriate at each stage and who may perform them,
and some problems of interpretation (i.e. assigning illocu-
tionary force to statements in colloquial speech). The
crucial feature of this analysis is the rigorous specification
of the kinds of speech acts that may legitimately be used,
which discussant (protagonist or antagonist) may use them, and
in which stages of discussion they are permissible. Only
those speech acts are permitted which can make a contribution
to the resolution of the dispute: assertives, commissives,
directives, and usage declaratives. Ruled out of the analysis
are such speech acts as expressives and declaratives bound to
institutional authority (p. 106).

Now the reader may be unsure about how to take what
appears to be rigorous prescription for the performance of
specific speech acts, by specific actors, at specific stages.
Certainly, the whole rhetorical tradition suggests that any
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and all uses of language are potentially valuable in an
argumentative discussion. Do the authors truly mean to
prescribe language behavior? They speak of the "performance"
of speech acts in a way that gives that impression. Neverthe-
less, it is not their intention--at this etage--to limit what
arguers can actually do. They note the possibility of arguers
performing other kinds of speech acts le.g. telling anecdotes
or jokes) that may be beneficial in a discussion, but these
"do not constitute part of the process of resolving the
dispute. . . . they can be disregarded in our attempt at an
analytical reconstruction" and ". . . our reconstruction is
in no way intended to prohibit these or similar speech acts in
argumentative discussions" (p. 196, note 39). So, we may set
aside the problem of prescribing conduct, planning to return-
to it in connection with the code of conduct which is frankly
prescriptive.

We may understand Van Eemeren and Grootendorst's accomp-
lishment up to this point, perhaps, as akin to the "rational
reconstruction" that Haberman explains as the basis of his
universal pragmatics, a method of systematically reconstruc-
ting the intuitive knowledge of competent subjects.4 Just
as Habermas reconstructs the intuitive knowledge of competent
communicators oriented to achieving understanding, uo Van
Eemeren and Grootendorst reconstruct the intuitive knowledge
of competent arguers striving to resolve a dispute. Their
analysis provides a theoretical foundation for a code of
conduct for rational discussions.

I will address the next part of Van Eemeren and Grooten-
dorst's work with reference to a second criterion for norma-
tive theory building:

Desideratum 2. A normative theory of argumentation
should provide clear procedural directions inr accomp-
lishing the purpose(s) of the activity.

The purpose that Van Eemeren and Grootendorst envision as the
animating principle of argumentation is the resciution of
disputes. In theory, this is accomplished best in a dialectic
subject to appropriate rules that promote candid and critical
discussion. So, their normative principles should presumably
include rules and routines for bringing into clear view the
propositions at issue and the commitments of the discussants
with respect to those propositions. As a corollary, the
system of norms should not contain any directives that inhibit
the candid expression of beliefs, attitudes and values by the
discussants.

Not surprisingly, in light of the authors' objectives,
the book is full of insightful observations about how to make
argumentative discussions more candid. My comments, of
necessity selective, will touch on three aspects of this
advice. To begin with, the first five chapters, which I have

just reviewed, stand independently as an analytical recon-
struction of the rational foundations of critical discussion.
They may, thus, be considered implicit norms for arguers. For
example, to the extent that arguers understand how it is that
certain kinds of speech acts are inherently necessary for
resolution of disputes, they will presumably be likely to
produce those speech acts.

A second major contribution is the analysis of unexpress-
ed premises and guidelines for explicating them (chapter 6).
In a review of the literature from informal logic, where this
subject has been explored most systematically, Van Eemeren andGrootendorst point to unresolved problems, including theshortcomings of the principle of charity. Their solution
makes use of Grice's conversational maxims and cooperative
principle to explain how unexpressed premises can be treated
as conversational implicaturee. Rather than committing the
interlocutor to the task of figuring out the beliefs of the
initial arguer relevant to the incomplete argument, this
approach is more likely to identify the premise to which the
initial arguer is committed and, thus, what he is in principle
obliged two defend (p. 141).

This brings us to Van Eemeren and Grootendorst's third,
and most direct, contribution to procedural norms. They
introduce their system as follows:

The rules that we formulate here have to do with the
conduct of language users who wish to resolve a dispute
about an expressed opinion by means of an argumentative
discussion. Because they together constitute a dialect-
ical system which enables language users to conduct
themselves in a manner conducive to the resolution of
disputes, they may together be regarded as a dialectical
code of condIct for rational discussants (p. 152).

The code is presented in seventeen rules, some divided into
sub-rules, covering the performance of speech acts and other
obligations of protagonist and antagonist at each stage of the
discussion. Some features of the code are highly problematic,
in my opinion, because, contrary to the authors' intention,
some of the rules could have the effect of inhibiting a candid
exchange of views. Nothing could be more at odds with their
purpose. To further "an optimal externalization of disputes"
they insist that "the discussants must be able to advance
every point of view and must be able to cast doubt on every
point of view." This to be guaranteed by "expressly granting
each language user the unconditional right to advance or cast
doubt on any point of view" (p. 154). How, then, could a code
conceived in this spirit possibly be inhibiting? In general,
I think the authors may have taken an unduly restrictive view
of the kinds of language behavior that can make a contribution
to the resolution of disputes. 4
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Now, I must acknowledge that I could be dead wrong in my
interpretation of how Van Eemeren and Grootendorst want their
code of conduct to be understood. But I am trying to take
them literally and I think many other readers will do like-
wise, with similar results. In any case, if I am mistaken,
they will no doubt set me (and other readers) straight, and
achieving that clarification will be worth the effort. My
uncertainty stems from the same kind of ambigui'cy noted in
their analytic reconstruction of the occurrence of speech acts
in the stages of argumentative discussions. There they
eschewed any attempt at empirical description or behavioral
prescription; the point of that section was to give an
account, in the abstract, of just those speech acts that can
be held to contribute directly to the resolution of disputes.
In contrast, the code of conduct seems to be meant to apply to
the actual behaviors of discussants. Virtually all the rules
are stated as commandments governing actions that are requir-
ed, permitted, or forbidden. The following passage leaves
little room for doubt that they mean to prescribe what actual
arguers may or may not do:

Since the behavior to which the rules relate is deliber-
ate conduct for which the discussants bear a certain
responsibility, the code relates to the acts performed by
language users in discussions about expressed opinions
(p. 152).

In the spirit of a friendly interlocutor, then (for I share
Van Eemeren and Grootendorst's general goals), let me suggest
some places where I think the rules go too far.

To begin with a major objective claimed for the code, I
want to take exception to the notion that a set of dialectical
rules can or should be designed for the purpose of "preventing
fallacies" (p. 151). This objective is set forth early an:
"In particular, the rules must ensure that no fallacies occur
in the discussion" (p. 4). The importance of this objective
becomes clear in the final chapter of the book which is
devoted to fallacies. Van Eemeren and Grootendorst offer an
account of fallacies based on their speech act analysis,
concluding that "fallacies have to do with many more aspects
of the (argumentative) discussion than one would think from
the traditional definition of the fallacy as an invalidargument" (p. 188). They prefer a definition of a fallacy as
"any violation of any of the the rules of the code of conduct"
(p. 189). From Van Eemeren and Grootendorat's discussion it
is clear that many fallacies can be understood as types of
language behavior that violate the code of conduct, and
perhaps all fallacies could be subsumed under the rules.
Nevertheless, one may still doubt if this is the most effec-
tive treatment of the several ways in which arguments and
arguing can go wrong. Certainly, soap fallacies, especially
those involving some problem of logical form, can be identi-
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fled by other criteria, and the invocation of those criteria
may be the most parsimonious means of exposing errors (e.g.
undistributed middle, affirming the consequent, etc). In the
absence of widespread disciplinary agreement on the nature and
classification of fallacies, it seems unwise to treat them all
from one perspective alone.

On a more basic level, I suggest that one purpose of a
system of dialectical rules should be almost the opposite of
"preventing fallacies." The objective should be to facilitate
the overt expression of fallacies and their subsequent
exposure. This manner of stating the objective is consistent
with a long tradition that regards argumentation as a method
of correction.B John Stuart Mill said it nicely:

The whole strength and value then of human judgement
depending on the one property, that it can be set right
when it is wrong, reliance can be placed on it only when
the means of setting it right are kept constantly at
hand.6

I think Van Eemeren and Grootendorst share this view in fact,
for they have written, "A dispute . . . may be able to make a
(more or less modest) contribution to intellectual progress"
and "the resolution of disputes has no definite character but
is an intermediate state (which is by definition temporary or
provisional in nature) in a continuous process of intellectual
growth" (pp. 1-2). Thus, the way to make progress is not by
trying to prevent error, but by bringing it into the open and
exposing it. Of course, I do not mean to suggest that there
is any basis for deciding absolutely what is error and what
is truth. And we might add to this whole discussion the
observation that, in the course of intellectual striving,
today's fallacy may be tomorrow's truth.

My most serious reservation about the code of conduct
concerns the rigid specification of which speech acts may be
performed, at which stage of the discussion, by which partici-
pant, and for what purposes. Several rules embody these
restrictions; here is an example:

Rule 1.1
Assertives and illocutionary negations or repetitions of
assertives may be performed exclusively
a. by language user 1 at the confrontation stage and at

the concluding stage in order to express, maintain or
retract his point of view in respect of the initial
expressed opinion, and at the argumentation stage in
order to perform the illocutionary act complex of
argumentation;

b. by language users 1 and 2 together at the concluding
stage in order to establish the result of the discus-
sion.
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Several consideration lead me to question the wisdom of this
particular approach to regulating the behavior of arguers in
disputes.

First, in the present state of speech act theory, it is
premature to restrict the performance of speech acts on the
basis of any particular classification, for no extant classi-
fication of speech acts can be accorded more than provisional
status. There are useful classifications, to be sure, but no
one has been so well established that we can feel confident in
saying these speech acts contribute to the rational settlement
of disputes, that they contribute in just the wave, and no
other speech acts of whatever kind make a contribution. Van
Eemeren and Grootendorst follow Searle's functional classifi-
cation, with reservations, expressing confidence that "lang-
uage can fulfill a finite and determinate number of functions"
(pp. 22-23). But what remains uncertain is just what those
finite and determinate functions are, how they can be classi-
fied and described, and how they may contribute to rational
discourse. In this state of affairs, it would be wise to
avoid excessive restrictions on arguers as a matter of rule.
For analytic purposes, it is entirely appropriate to employ
some scheme of speech acts; one must have some system for
description. But it does not follow that tentatively held
classifications should be used as a basis for imposing
restrictions on arguers. To do so may turn out to have the
unintended effect of inhibiting Candid expression and critical
discussion.

As a rhetorician, perhaps I can be forgiven for elaborat-
ing this point in another way. The ancient traditions of
rhetoric gave wide latitude to the speaker in the invention
and presentation of arguments, and modern theorists go even
further in revealing how every conceivable resource of
language can be used in the making and criticizing of argu-
ments. Perelman and Olbrechts-Tyteca, for example, discuss
the argumentative functions of figures of speech, contrary to
the view that figures are mere embellishment.? Conley,
likewise, has described how the old (and somewhat discredited)
rhetorical technique of ggpia, the piling up of abundant words
and matter, can be used to argumentative purposes.8 The
anecdote, the homily, and indeed all manner of narratives can
function as argument.9 To conclude with an apposite example,
I call attention to that masterpiece of dialectical composi-
tion, Plato's Phaedrus. where the allegorical depiction of the
non-lover, the evil lover, and the noble lover convey profound
arguments at several levels.10 In summary, to prohibit the
performance of speech acts of any kind might deny arguers the
use of important resources for--and perhaps half the fun of --
invention and presentation of arguments.

For the sake of a final comment on the code of conduct, I
propose another criterion:

Desideratum 3. A code of conduct for argumentation
should be parsimonious.

Van Eemeren and Grootendorst are to be credited with a
careful, rigorous and explicit development of their system of
rules for a successful dialectic, but one cannot help wonder-
ing if the system truly needs such elaboration. Generally
speaking. codes of conduct are successful to the extent that
they are easy to learn and remember, and that suggests
brevity. Perhaps the authors of this code would agree to a
principle of parsimony: assuming the attainment of desired
effects, the fewer rules the better. A well built normative
theory may be compared to a sailing ship, its theoretical base
like a well designed hull, its rules like masts, spars and
rigging--just enough to carry the optimum canvas. As my
earlier review of the analytic section of their work should
make clear, I think Van Eemeren and Grootendorst have designed
a sleek hull with a steady keel; but they may be trying to
carry more canvas on more rigging than the state of the art
warrants.

As I noted earlier, the restrictions on the performance
of speech acts seem excessive and premature. Moreover, there
is a parsimonious rule ready to hand in a normative theory
that shares many of the objectives and suppositions of the
system under discussion. I mean, of course, Habermas' design
of the ideal speech situation which, although not intended as
an actual prescription for conduct, does establish a basis for
any number of rules of conduct. With respect to the perform-
ance of speech acts, the rule derived from the ideal speech
situation is: all participants must have the right to
initiate ggeech acts of any kind at any stage of the discus-
siolT.TY- Substituting such a rule for the several regulations
on speech acts in Van Eemeren and Grootendorst's code would
avoid the danger of inhibiting speakers with no sacrifice of
rigor; other rules in the code would still insure opportun-
ities for clarification, attack and defense.

Perhaps the superstructure of this vessel could be
streamlined somewhat by differentiating functionally among the
several parts. Some spars and rigging have to be in place at
all times, others are to be used in a supplementary way only
at certain times. To leave that figure for another, I have in
mind the possibility of recasting the code into a system of
"three R's:" rules, recommendationa, and reminders. in other
words, it might be possible to achieve greater parsimony by
reducing the rules to a smaller number of truly essential
principles, supplemented by useful recommendations and hints
for better performance. Consider the following illustration
in respect to performance of speech acts:
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Rule: All discussants are free to perform speech acts of
any kind at any stage of the discussion.

Recommendation: A speaker who does not secure uptake of
the illocution intended should produce a speech act of a
more explicit kind.

Reminder: Assertives are generally the most efficacious
speech acts for conveying propositional content.

Now, this is all highly speculative, of course, and the
approach illustrated here is but one of many ways of achieving
greater parsimony. By whatever means, however, I do believe
that the reduction of the number of rules in a code of conduct
has much to recommend it.

So far I have tried to review the main lines of work
represented in Speech Acts in Argumentative Discussions, at
least in a general way, and I have considered them in light of
some general criteria for the design of a normative system. I
have raised some questions about particular features of the
code of conduct that I hope may lead to further consideration
and clarification. Certainly, one must acknowledge Van
Eemeren and Grootendorst's work as an important contribution
to one historically sanctioned project of our field, namely,
providing guidance for the resolution of disputes.

II

One hopes that other scholars will see this book as a
challenge to join in the historic project and to continue the
elaboration of normative principles. Van Eemeren and Grooten-
dorst's code, as we saw, is designed to cover one particular
kind of argumentative encounter, but argumentation theory in
general seeks to encompass a wider territory. As we seek to
extend analytic and regulatory principles, therefore, addi-
tional criteria come into play.

Desideratum 4. A general normative theory of argumenta-
tion should be applicable to argumentative situations of
all kinds.

Perhaps the danger in stipulating this criterion is that it
demands so much. Arguments are everywhere, or as Brockriede
says, arguments are wherever people construe them to be.l2
Certainly our critical and descriptive studies of argument
cover a wide variety of situations, from interpersonal
disagreements, through public debates, to institutional forums
such as courts and legislatures. There is no necessary reason
why our normative work cannot aspire to equally broad applica-
tion.
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There are many works in our literature already that deal
with the ethics of rhetoric, of public advocacy, and of .::

debate. Perhaps some of Van Eemeren and Grootendorst's
insights and analytic methods could be used to effect a better
integration of those works. Or, we might begin with the
"simple" rhetorical situation in which all arguments origi-
nate: in the face of some exigence, a speaker seeks to effect
change by influencing others through speech.13 What would an
argumentative/speech act theory have to say about the obliga-
tions of the rhetor? What might we say about the transforma-
tion of such monological situations into dialogical ones?
Under what conditions is transformation of a simple rhetorical
situation into a full fledged debate desirable? What are the
means for bringing about such a transformation? And so on.

Another approach might be to apply some of Van Eemeren
and Grootendorst's apparatus to well-defined and familiar
argumentative situations different from theirs. Our favorite
paradigm for argumentation used to be debate, whether a
match between two teams before a judge or a political contest
between two speakers before a public audience. One might, for
example, take Cronen's description of the function's of the
debater as orator, critic and pedagogue, and inquire into the
unique speech act obligations of the advocate as teacher.14
For another example, consider presidential debates. If
Theodore White is right in saying that Americans choose their
leaders "not out of reason, but out of instinct and trust," it
may be wise to reconsider the role of expressive speech acts
in this form of critical decision-making.15 There are,
perhaps, limitless forms of argumentation to which a speech
act analysis might be applied for normative purposes.

The contemplation of varied argumentative situations also
points up the fact that there are purposes served by argument-
ation other than the resolution of disputes. Willard suggests
that the broadest conception of the function of argument is
captured by the phrase "management of disagreement. "16
Sometimes this may mean no more than "keeping the conversation
going." Sometimes,the function of argumentation must he
viewed as Aristotle viewed the function of rhetoric, by
analogy with medicine: ". . . not simply to succeed in
persuading, but rather to discover the means of coming as near
such success as the circumstances of each particular case
allow."17 In short, each unique function that may be ascribed
to argumentation may call for an analysis of speech acts that
are especially relevant to that function.

As one reads Speech Acts in Argumentative Discussions,
the temptation occurs frequently to take from the shelf other
works, including textbooks in argumentation and debate. There
are many points at which Van Eemeren and Grootendorst's
discussion parallels the "conventional wisdom" of the field,
and cross comparisons may often be instructive. Moreover, the
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benefits can flow both ways. This suggests a final criterion
for normative theory building:

Desideratum 5. A normative theory should strive to
integrate the beet work from all sources.

Van Eemeren and Grootendorst draw on some continental theories
of argument that are for the most part, I think it fair to
say, virtually unknown among American scholars. Their list of
references directs attention to a wealth of material in need
of study. Likewise, there are lines of work on this side of
the ocean that could contribute to the resolution of some
problems they explore. Two brief illustrations will make the
point.

In their chapter on the explicitization of unexpressed
premises, Van Eemeren and Grootendorst raise the question of
how to determine the context within which to interpret an
incompletely stated argument, but without a full resolution.
Here is an instance where the current work in field theory,
and especially the analysis of particular fields of argument,
could help to flesh out their treatment of contextualizing
arguments.18 In addition, Burleson suggests how Toulmin's
notion of field dependence and his analytic diagram can be
applied to an interpretation of the substantive context of an
argument:

The substantive context . . . provides critics and
theorists with important clues as to how ideas, concepts,
propositions, and arguments are interpreted and utilized
within a given community. . . . substantive contexts are
relatively stable and enduring. Insofar as the critic or
theorist is sensitive to this latter context, he avoids
being forced to "arbitrarily" assign meaning to proposi-
tional elements.19

In another instance, Van Eemeren and Grootendorst posit a
decision rule that runs directly counter to the prevailing
theory in American circles. Their rule 12 awards victory to
the protagonist if, among other things, "he has sufficiently
defended all subordinate points of view; in all other cases
the antagonist has sufficiently attacked the initial point of
view" (p. 171). On the face of it, it does not seem reason-
able to hold the protagonist to defense of every subordinate
point, if one presumes that some points may stand as separable
reasons supporting the initial expressed opinion. American
debaters would call attention here to the idea of the "alter-
native justification case." And, as Freeley explains, this is
a concept applicable to argument at large, not just to contest
debating:

Alternative Justification Case. This variation is an
ancient technique useful with broad propositions, in
which the affirmative offers a multiplicity of

.
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independent reasons for adopting the resolution. For
example, the attorneys of the House Judiciary Committee
initially submitted twenty-nine articles of impeachment
against President Nixon.20

In general, the concept of the "case" as an elaborate con-
struction of arguments for a point of view does not appear to
play a part in Van Eemeren and Grootendorst's analysis. Its
centrality to American pedagogy in argumentation recommends it
to their attention.

In concluding, I want to remark that this review in no
way does justice to the richness and subtlety of Van Eemeren
and Grootendorst's book. Other readers will very likely find
other points of particular value. Sharing the authors'
interest in a dialectical approach to argumentation, I have
tried in this paper to focus on selective features of their
work that may stimulate further discussion as we get on with
the business of normative theory building.
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RESPONSE OF FRANS H. VAN EEMEREN

University of Amsterdam

[Editor's Note: Professor Van Eemeren's and Professor Grootendorst's
remarks, which followed papers by Professors Kline, Jackson, and Wenzel,
have been assembled from notes and transcription.]

Reminding ourselves of the old preacher's proverb "After twenty
minutes no more souls are saved", Rob and I will try to say a few things
in response to the comments on our book made by Susan Kline, Sally Jackson
and Joe Wenzel, and we'll try to be brief.

It's difficult to respond "a capella" as it was called earlier. Of
course we would have liked to respond in greater detail but first we'll
have to think on those things being said today.

First of all, I must apologize for our English. We are taught English
at school, but we don't speak it very often, so we lack practice.
[To speak offhandedly is--of course -- especially difficult.] That's why we
scribbled down a few notes in advance and we will be adding some comments
on the contributions of Susan Kline, Joseph Wenzel and Sally Jackson while
talking. We can talk about a great variety of subjects, but in view of
the time available a choice has to be made. We're anxious to discuss
other topics at the Amsterdam Conference next year.

Rob Grootendorst and I are most pleased with the attention given to
our book and we are pleasantly surprised at the degree of agreement
between American scholars and ourselves. In our opinion there appears to
be no substantial differences of opinion on the main issues between Kline,
Jackson and Wenzel, and ourselves. Therefore, we would like to seize the
opportunity to stress some points we consider of particular importance
with regard to Speech Acts in Argumentative Discussions and we would like
to offer you some information Obit our research scheme and the current
state of affairs in our research. As a matter of fact we finished the
work on Soech Acts in Argumentative Discussions in 1991 and we have done
quite a great deal of research as a follow-up, mostly published in Dutch.
By no means did we mean the book to be an all-embracing and everlasting
complete whole. It was meant to be a starting-point for further
research. And so it proved to be. S.eech Acts in Argumentative
Discussions provided the basis for several kinds of publications and
continued research in the Netherlands.

I shall now tell you briefly what happened after we finished Speech
Acts in Argumentative Discussions, leaving out the particulars. Later on,
lob Grootendorst will tell you something more about our opinion on some
topics which are specially relevant in view of the remarks made esrlier.
Apart from sketching an overall picture 0 the development in our
research, I may be mentioning (if time permits) some often overlooked
characteristics of dialectical analysis which we consider of great
importance.
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In our study, argumentation theory is linked to speech communication,
although we dropped the speech communication part in the English
translation (because it was very much adjusted to the circumstances in The
Netherlands). We try to connect problems frcia argumentation theory as
well as formal dialectics with speech act theory and with the Gricean
ideas about implicatures and with discourse analysis.

The intention behind Speech Acts in Argumentative Discussions is to
make a contribution to the theoretical analysis of argumentation conducted
for the purpose of resolving disputes, by formulating a code of conduct
for rational discussants. Such analysis is necessary if one is to be able
to make sensible suggestions for the improvement of the practice of
discussion, one of the objects of the study of speech communication.
Answering Professor Joe Wenzel, we can assure him that the model is not
meant in this form to be an exemplar model for real discussants. It is,
in our opinion, of crucial importance for public life that people be
critical of argumentation; so, we would like to create a frame of mind
(and of reference) which furthers a critical attitude toward
argumentation--politicsl or otherwise, but political in particular. We
are trying to develop instruments for letting people know in a systematic
way what to look for in a discussion or a speech. We would want oir
system to be important for someone not primarily interested in rhetoolc
but in the issue which is at stake. An adequate approach to argumentctive
language usage that will accord with the starting points for speech
communication research preferred by Rob Grootendorst and myself is only
possible if the subject of investigation is functionalized, externalized,
socialized and dialectified.

Functionalization means that argumentation is treated as a purposive
language usage activity. Externalization means that argumentation is
linked to the verbal expression of attitudes, viewpoints and opinions.
Socialization means that argumentation is regarded as a component of a
dialogue with a language user who reacts to the arguaintatig,, and
dialectification means that argumentation is placed in the context of a
critical discussion in which both pro- and contra-argumentation can be
advanced so that a regimented interaction of speech acts takes place.

A language user is rational if during the discussion he performs only
speech acts which are compatible with a system of rules acceptable to all
discussants which furthers the creation of a dialectic capable of leading
to a resolution of the dispute at the center of the discussion. It is
obvious that the rational language user postulated in Speech Acts in
Argumentative Discussions and the model which is outlined for a rational
discussion represent an (deal attuned to the resolution of disputes with agreat deal of abstraction and even deviation from reality. Generally
speaking, all research efforts from our part after finishing Speech Acts
in Argumentative Discussions have been aimed at finding ways teral7iii3Or
at least narrow, the gap between normative theoretical insights and
empirical argumentative practice. This has been tried in various ways.
Here I can only touch on some salient examples.

To begin with, I return to the required functionalization of the
subject of investigation. The starting point here is the standard version
of Searle's speech act theory, various points of which are in Speech Acts
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in Argumentative Discussions amended and augmented. A distinction is made
between conaunicational and interactional aspects of language use.
Communicative aspects relate to the illocutionary effect that the listener
understands the performed speech act and interactional aspects relate to
the perlocutionary effect that the listener

is
the speech act and

acts accordingly. This perlocutionary effec s part of the conventional
speech act itself, as distinct from any other possible consequences.

In 1983 we published a book--it's written in Dutch--in which we used
these theoretical concepts to develop a normative pragmatic frame of
reference for a general introduction to speech communication and
argumentative analysis. Anyone familiar with the problems facing somebody
who tries to apply the Searlean speech act theory to analyse real life
everyday discourse, will understand that quite a few adaptations have to
be provided to make it work. I do think we certainly made a lot of
progress in this respect, although it is perfectly obvious that much more
research is yet required. So far we have done a bit of conversational
analysis, related to the work of Jacobs and Jackson, and we have carried
out several pencil and paper tests and psycholinguistic experiments
concerning the identification of arguments and suppressed premises,
profiting from research such as Johnson - Lairds, Van Dijk and Kintsch's,
etc.

Our 1983 book is a textbook of use in university classes, so we also
had to pay a lot of attention to the didactics and we had to add a number
of practical exercises, adequately reflecting the critical rationalistic
approach we would like to advocate.

The 1983 book is the first of a series of three books. It provides
the necessary equipment for analyzing expository texts and argumentative
discussions. Topics discussed are, for example, argumentation structure,

argument identification and the,explicitization of suppressed premises.

The second book of this series, to be published this year, deals with
fallacies. Just as in Acts in Argumentative Discussions fallacies
are being treated as v ola ions of a code of conduct for rational
discussants. Rob Grootendorst will tell you more about it.

The third and last book of the series, to be published next year,
deals with argumentation schemata. It is comparable in a way with, for
instance, Windes and Hastings. In it several types of arguments are
distinguished. Each type, in our opinion, is characterized by a certain
argumentation schema, implying certain critical questions.

All these books are a result of our scientific research, often carried
out in co-operation with other members of our staff, and the results of
these surveys have been published or will be published in the Dutch
Journal of Speech Communication. Maybe we can publish some of the results
in English as well. Finally, I would like to mention another project of
ours. That is the study of argumentation in the context of law. We are
employed in the Faculty of Arts, but in co-operation with judicial experts
we are exploring the characteristics of argumentation and argument
evaluation in a well-defined and restricted institutional context in which
the settlement of disputes is of central importance and is guided by
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written and unwritten rules which in some sense link up with our code of
conduct. But don't let me dwell too long on this subject. I'd better say
something in response to the members of the panel.

In response to some comments mady by Sally Jackson- -which are, by the
way, very interesting and we hope to get the opportunity to react in a
more appropriate way on paper after we have actually read her contribution.

In response to her comments on our way of analyzing non-assertive
speech acts (which aro part of argumentation) as if they were meant to be
assertive, I would like to remark first that our way of analyz ng nas
exactly the same advantages and is in the same way realistic as when one
analyses all other kinds of direct speech acts as indirect speech acts
instead of taking them at face value. Real peOpTeITTeilT discourse (by
which I don't want to suggest that we are not real) are also acting
appropriately when they act this way. They won't answer the question,
"Do you know what time it is?" simply by saying "Yes I do" and leave it at
that.

Of course we agree with Sally that argumentation, in principle, may
consist of all kinds of speech acts and not just of assertives, but in our
book we present it as a useful device for analyzing argumentation to
proceed as if it consisted of assertives. So in the analysis you'll have
to traniTiti-Other kinds of speech acts (remember the umbrella example) in
terms of land as if they were) assertives. So it's a way of analyzing
speech acts which aren't at face value. Assertives (which are actually
not assertive) are analyzed as if they were. We still think this is a
useful way to proceed in view of the commitments undertaken by people
presenting. speech acts as argumentative.

A dialectical analysis of argumentative discourse, in our opinion, has
to make precisely explicit all these commitments of the language users
involved in the dispute. This may be the occasion to assess briefly some
of the differences between dialectical analysis and the so called "pure
description" of argumentative discourse.

In view of the idealization involved in Speech Acts in Argumentative
Discussions a comparison between dialectal analysis and pure description
of argumentative discourse may be illuminating.

For the sake of clarity. I would like to stress from the outset that,
in our opinion, for all practical purposes, it is necessary that a
complete theory of verbal communication and interaction which purports to
be of importance for discussants, be normative as well as descriptive. In
order to comment constructively on a particular specimen of language use
one has to know what purpose is served by the verbal utterances and to
what extent the verbal behavior is adequate to this purpose.
Characteristic of the normative conception we advocate is that, as a
matter of principle, every argumentation is considered part of a critical
discussion aimed at resolving a dispute, regardless of whether the dispute
and the discussion are externalized or not.

In our opinion, this dialectical approach needs to be allied (among
other allies) to the functionalist speech act approach, in so-called
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normative pragmatics. Dialectical analysis of an argumentative discourse
clearly differs from so called "pure" description. I could have
illustrated this by way of an analysis of the confrontation stage of a
specimen of political discourse as I have done in a paper completed
earlier this year, but for the sake of brevity I shall not do this and
confine myself to mentioning the most striking difference. Bearing in
mind that even a "pure' description, if it is to be of any significance,
has to be theoretically motivated, one must realize that the difference is
not just between theory-loaded and not theory-loaded. It's rather a
difference between a descriptive record and a normative reconstruction,
both equally based on theoretical considerations. The normative
perspective, however, as it manifests itself in the dialectical approach
to argumentation, by its very nature, has its own characteristic impact.
A comparison between dialectical analysis and pure description may shw
what this distinctive impact leads to.

The first difference between a nonnative reconstruction and a
descriptive recording is one of selection. Depending on the criterio= of
relevance supplied by the theorefiarTikemork serving as a starting
point, some data are deemed worth noting while other data are left asile
as immaterial. This doesn't mean that they aren't there, but they are
left aside, This means that all redundance is removed, so that the
discourse can be reported in the dialectical garb or a dialogical
tableau, This removal of redundance is why the transformation which has
taken place can also be called deletion.

The second noticeable difference is one of completion. This is partly
a question of making arguments explicit (externalizing implicit elements
which are required to fill the dialectical gaps) as when by contradicting
a standpoint, somebody implicitly expresses his doubt about that
standpoint. Completion is also partly a question of adding elements whose
presence in a full-fledged dispute has to be assumed, as when somebody
defends his position without any attacks being made. Because of this
supplementary character, this transformation may also be called addition.
In compliance with the dialectical theory adhered to, in certain-TOR-the
addition may even involve assigning an argumentative communicative force
to a constellation of speech acts which seems to lack such force in its
literal utterance.

The third difference between dialectical analysis and pure description
to be mentioned here, is one of arrangement. In contrast to the procedure
in a descriptive recording, the Normative reconstruction of a dispute need
not directly reflect the linear course of events in the sequential order
of their actual occurrence. In the dialectical analysis, the arrangement
is organized in order to bring out the composition of the dispute as well
as possible, the reported facts corresponding to dialectically relevant
factors. Because of the alterations it may bring about, this
transformation may also be called permutation.

The fourth and last difference I will mention is one of notation. It
is completely in line with the points just made to provide for an adequate
notation of the analysis. It is best that the findings be reported in
such a way that the thing which are theoretically noteworthy are expressed
clearly. Similar cases need to be recognizable as similar. Dialectically
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relevant distinctions need to be easily identifiable, and so on. In order
for a comparison to be possible, it is necessary to create a notation
system and reformulate the various contributions to the dispute it its
terms. In consequence of this procedure diffuse and ambiguous wordings
have to be replaced by standard formulations. For this mason, this
transformation can also be called substitution. Different ways of
expression, which, dialectically speaking, amount to the same thing, are
given one and the same substitute, so that identical cases are treated
alike. In a purely descriptive notation, differences of expression are
maintained, and dialectical similarities may easily escape attention.
That's what I wanted to say in a hurry, as she [Sally Jackson] mentioned.
And Rob will continue with some other points, I think.

RESPONSE OF ROO GROOTENDORST

University of Amsterdam

Professor Wenzel seems to be rather satisfied with our treatment of
unexpressed premises. In fact, he seems to be more satisfied than we are
ourselves. Surely, we have no complaints about thAt. In addition we are
grateful for his helpful suggestions on clarifying the role of the context
in explicating unexpressed premises with the help of field theory.
Besides this we feel there are a number of other problems to be solved and
a number of other things to be worked out.

In talking about unexpressed premises with other people and in
continued reflecting on the subject, we have learned that our treatment of
unexpressed premises in Chapter Six of our book can raise the following
questions:

(1) Does there in fact exist such a thing as an 'indeterminate
context"?

(2) Uoes the "conversational minimum" hold always in every other
(specific) context than an indeterminate context?
(3) Do the guidelines formulated in Chapter Six automatically
lead to the explicitization of the unexpressed premise in a given
context?
(4) Is it justified to assume that the speaker always has the
intention to use deductively valid arguments?

No doubt there are many other questions which could be asked about the
explicitization of unexpressed premises. The questions mentioned,
however, are essential to our theoretical approach. I will confine myself
therefore to some short remarks concerning these questions, without
claiming to give any definitive answers.

(1) Of course every piece of real-life argumentation occurs always in
some concrete context which is never indeterminate nor neutral. We use
the concept of an indeterminate context as a starting point for the
explicitization of unexpressed premises, and not as an indication of an
existing entity. For us it is just a heuristic device.
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(2) The term "minimum" may suggest that the explicitization of an
unexpressed premise by means of the conversational minimum is supposed to
stand in all possible contexts. This is not our intention. In our
opinion the useful role of the conversational minimum has to do with the
fact that it enables us to formulate a plausible initial hypothesis with
respect to the deleted premise in question. In our example the initial
expliticizations also hold in most specific contexts, but one can imagine
a context in which they don't. And, of course, one can think of examples
other than the (quasi - )syllogistic type we used, in which the initial
hypothesis has to be altered rather drastically in a more specific context.

(3) in view of the foregoing it will be clear that it would be an
illusion to think that the proposed guidelines automatically could lead to
the unexpressed premise in a specific case. The only thing one can expect
1s `he formulation of a plausible possiblity. Much more work is to be
done to elaborate and improve the theoretical framework. But even with
the help of more detailed and advanced guidelines it would be impossible
to claim that one has found the only possible solution.

(4) Although we are aware of the theoretical and practical problems
with the assumption that speakers want their arguments to be deductively

jvalid, we still think that in most cases it is justified, in particular in
the absence of clear and univocal indications to the contrary. Anyway, it
is useful as a heuristic device. It will be clear that I don't think that
we have spoken the final words on the subject of unexpressed premises in
our bock. Apart from the points just mentioned I see the following
problems to be solved in the future:

(1) In what way should one distinguish between the unexpressed elements in
argumentative discourse which really serve as oarts of the
argumentation on the one hand and other tacit background knowledge?

fl) In what way does the theoretical framework relate to the process
language users go through in explicitizing unexpressed premises? In
connection with this question one also has to deal with the question
whether there is intersubjective agreement among language users when
confronted with a specific case of argumentation in which a premise is
unstated. Both questions lead to a different kind of research than
the normative approach elaborated in our book. What is needed will be
some sort of empirical research in which experiments are not
performed - -and so far to our knowledge they are not - -all empirical
claims are premature.

As regards Professor Wenzel's comment on the relationship between our
code of conduct and the fallacies, we would like to make two short remarks.
First, Professor Wenzel casts doubt on the claim that the code of conduct
provides the most effective treatment of all fallacies. He points out,
for example, that the so-called formal fallacies can be better analyzed by
means of logical criteria of formal validity. But it was not our
intention to offer an alternative for formal criteria. In fact, these
formal criteria are part of what we call the intersubjective reasoning
procedure which has to be called upon in the argumentation stage. So no
orisinality is claimed here.

What we consider as one of the main advantage of our model as a tooll 79
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for identifying and analyzing fallaties is that it offers a possibility to

account for the large group of so- called informal fallacies which always

, give serious trouble in what Hamblin called the "standard treatment."
because in some informal fallacies, as in for example many questions,
straw man appeal to force or appeal to pity, there is in fact no question
of an argument at all. And in some other cases (like, for example,
begging the question, ad hominem, or appeal to authority) there is no
question of an invalid argument or, when it seems, nevertheless, to be the
case the argumeiraieasily be made valid by adding the appropriate
suppressed premise. We claim that these and other notorious problems can
be satisfactorily analyzed by broadening the scope from the invalidity of
arguments to the discussion as a whole and then finding out what way and
to what extent a fallacy may hinder the solution of the dispute, as we
have tried to show in our book. I must confess immediately, however, that
our discussion of the fallacies in the book still is very sketchy. In

another book (on identifying fallacies as already mentioned by Frans) we
have elaborated on this, and have tried to give a full treatment of many
other fallacies. Unfortunately the book is in Dutch, so you have to take
my word for that.

Finally, very short, we agree with Professor Wenzel that the purpose
of the code of conduct is not so much to prevent fallacies but rather to
provide a tool for detecting them, to pin them down, so to speak, in a
systematic way. We don't have the illusion that our model can actually
prevent anything at all. Idealized models like ours never can. So we
agree completely with Professor Wenzel on this matter and that is a nice
conclusion to end with, I think.

100
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SPECULATIONS ON THE SIR WALTER RALEGH TREASON TRIAL:
SIR EDWARD COKE AS ADVOCATE

L. Raymond Camp
North Carolina State University

[Coke] shewed himselfe too clownish and
bitter in his carriage to Sir Walter Ralegh
at his triall, where he sayes, thou
traytor, at every word, and thou lyest like
a traytor.

-John Aubrey, Aubrey'a Brief Lives, ca. 1680

The charge was treason and Sir Walter Raleghl was the
defendant. The year was 1603 and the prosecuting attorney
for the government was the indomitable Sir Edward Coke, noted
throughout the kingdom for his advocacy skills. From his box
Coke rose, pointed his finger at Ralegh and bombastically
declared the wealthy gentleman- explorer to be a "traitor,
monster, viper and spider of Hell." Ralegh interrupted to
protest that the issue before the court was treason, not name-
calling, and the judges agreed by ordering Coke to stay his
tongue.

Later in the trial, Coke again directed his epithet at
Ralegh. This time, however, Ralegh was ready for his
adversary:

Coke: Thou art the moat vile and execrable
traitor that ever lived!

Ralegh: You speak indiscreetly, barbarously, and
uncivilly.

Coke: I want words to express thy viperous
treasons!

Ralegh: I think you want words indeed for you have
spoken one thing a dozen times.

Coke: Thou art an odious fellow. Thy name is
hateful in all the realm of England for thy
pride!

Ralegh: It will go near to prove a measuring cast
between you and me, Mr. Attorney.'
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Because of his vilification of Ralegh, historians have
negatively judged Coke's courtroom advocacy conduct. In 1775
James Granger contended that Coke was guilty of "insolence and
excessive anger," and in 1849 John Lord Campbell believed that
the attorney had brought "permanent disgrace uppn himself and
upon the English bar" by his "brutal conduct." In 1919 Sir
Harry L. Stephen concluded that Coke's vituperative rhetoric
was an "unparalleled example of forensic brutality." ° In 1924
the distinguished legal historian, Sir William Searle
Holdsworth, blamed the advocate for being "uncritical in his
use of evidence to the point of misrepresentation' daring the
trial. In 1974 Ralegh's biographer, Rolaert Lacey, severely
criticized Coke for his abusive language.'

Critics of legal argumentation frequently must assess
certain dimensions of an advocate's communication ethics such
as the problem of falsified evidence or appeals to intolerance
as a short-term means of achieving success. In the Ralegh
trial the problem is different because Coke developed his
presentations with clarity, appropriate testimonial evidence
and the utilization of statute materials. Because the
attorney had a reasonable case against Ralegh, he could easily
have chosen not to abuse the defendant's personal rights, and
it is pros-able he would have secured a guilty verdict.
Instead, r verbally abused Ralegh beyond the expectations of
the roya:Lsts who witnessed the trial in loyalty to Coke and
James I, whom the attorney represented. At the conclusion of
the trial, some who supported His Majesty regarded Ralegh as a
victim of Coke's unethical advocacy.

Thus, the critical problem in this essay is to analyze
Coke's vilification of Ralegh as a violation of rhetorical
ethics and to assess the impact of that violation upon the
advocate who utilized it. In this case study of the Sir
Walter Ralegh treason trial, my conclusion is that Coke's
advocacy reputation was irreparably damaged because of his
abusiveness and that his unethical behavior of the defendant
contributed to the attorney's dismissal as Chief Justice of
the Kings Bench by James I.

My interpretation of Coke's dialectical abuse, however,
considers the highly charged rhetorical situation in which
Coke's discourse can be evaluated as purposed towards arousing
favorable public reaction for the monarchy during a period of
violent social upheaval which threatened the stability of the
government. Thus, Coke's behaviors, while unethical, might
appear more appropriate than has often been judged by critics.

An alternate interpretation of Coke's dialectical
behavior is needed, though before turning to it we should
examine his argumentation record in politics, council and
court. The purpose of this description is twofold. Firet, to
acquaint the reader with certain major influences upon Coke,
and second, to illustrate that Coke developed his public
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career constructively without resorting to vilification to
achieve his advocacy success.

As a speaker in court, council and parliament, Coke could
be clearly heard, having learned to project his voice in
grammar school and at Trinity College while practicing
declamation and disputation.° When he spoke with
deliberation, his voice was calm; but when he was excited,
Coke's vocal inflection rose with emotion. Imposing in his
rich robes and gown, Sir Edward was an active speaker, moving
around from counsel box to judicial bench, pointing with index
finger, raising a fist to emphasize a point, and lowering his
eye gaze to stare at defendants he disliked. Because of his
appearance and position, neither judges nor defendants could
avoid he distinguished leader's imposing presence wherever he
spoke.'

Coke began his political career in 1593 with election to
Parliament from County Norfolk, and he was simultaneRusly
appointed Speaker of the House by Queen Elizabeth I. He
overstepped his rhetorical liberties that same year, however,
for in the presence of Queen Elizabeth and Parliament, Coke
audaciously asserted that parliamentary privileges included
the right of free speech. The queen rebuked him for his
challenge Or she was unwilling to concede such a
prerogative." Elizabeth's rebuff of Coke was sufficiently
strong that the politician delayed additional public discourse
oz.. the free speech issue, but he returned to the controversy
thirty-three years later as a member of the parliamentary
circle that forced the "Petition of Right" upon King Charles
I. For his reward in the struggle, Charles imprisoned Coke in
the Tower of London.

Neither Coke's parliamentary career nor his privy,Council
deliberations were marked by vitriolic rhetoric." Appointed
by James I to the council, Coke took a constructive role in an
advisory body that was influential because of the wide
latitude of natiogel domestic policies and problems it
routinely discussed." The council also argued foreign policy
controversies, such as those involving the cloth,perchant
trade with the dutch, which vitally interested Coke. I' He was
an ardent advocate of a strong monetary policy and supported a
free trade positioNin the importation of cloth and cotton
from the continent.."

Critics have acclaimed Coke's judicial career, for as
Chief Justice of Common Pleas and Chief Justice of the King's
Bench for James I, he was a model of decorum and impartiality.
According to John Lord Campbell in his Lives of the Chief
Justices, Sir Edward was so superior a pi-an-al-rig jaTiCIEITIT
the duties of the 'Chief of Justice's1office have never

since been performer. so satiafactori ly."" As a judge, Coke
was orderly and mild-mannered of speech while on the bench.
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Coke was also a member of Star Chamber where he presented
a number of cases; available records show no evidence that

''was guilty of abusive rhetorical behavior as an advocate.
One instructive example regarding Coke's discourse is that
regarding the famous gold bullion case of 1618. James I sued
160 Dutch businessmen for illegally transporting seven million
pounds sterling of gold from England. Sir Edward argued for
the government aapinst the defendants, many of whom resided in
the London area." The case was extremely important to James.
His adviser, Francis Bacon, had persuaded His Majesty that the
evidence of guilt against the Dutch was overwhelming. A
favorable judicial decision was therefore expected, and he
counseled that the defendants' fines would consequently erase
"half the King's debts." Unfortunately, James's hopes were
dashed because Ws barristers had "great difficulties in
finding proofs. According to the Stets Papers, "the case
(was) postponed for want of legal proof." Apparently, Coke
was unsuccessful as an advocate because he failed to present
convincing evidence of the defendants' guilt; however, the
court records do not indicate that kae attorney used unethical
language while presenting his case.

Coke's immediate dialectical objective in the Ralegh
trial was to secure a guilty verdict, which mandated a death
sentence. Simply because of his successful advocacy record,
Coke was expected to win. From 1601 to 1605 the advocate was
the government's prosecuting attorney in three Oyer and
Terminer trials, i.e., the 2nd Earl of Essex, Sir Walter
Ralegh and Guy Fawkes. He successfully obtained a guilty
verdict in all of these cases, although it is the Ralegh trialwhich has been recognized by critics as the most
controversial.

A brief explanation of early seventeenth century treason
trials would be helpful before considering Coke's unorthodox
argumentation. In the Stuart period of jurisprudence, anyone
indicted for treason was presumed guilty. Because the crime
of treason was so infamous, witnesses and evidence of the
accused's guilt were required by the court before the
defendant's indictment and trial. In these circumstances, the
defendant was obligated to prove his innocence, although to
secure the death penalty the crown was only,tequired to supply
incriminating evidence against the accused."

Theoretically, then, Coke had won his case before he
appeared in court, for the indictment had been served and the
necessary documents and incriminating testimony had already
been assembled by the prosecutor's staff. Coke had only to
present his case and leave, allowing the twelve-man jury to
confirm the verdict and the ten judges to determine Ralegh's
fate. Coke did not choose that strategy. Instead, he argued
his case as if it's importance far exceeded any other state
trial and as if a decision against Ralegh was absolutely
necessary to the continuance of the monarchy. Ralegh was

-165-

184

depicted as a devious and evil plotter, capable of directing a
conspiracy to overthrow the crown, as the following excerpt
from a conversation between the accused and Coke reveals:

Ralegh: 'I do not hear yet, that you have spoken one
word against me; here is no Treason of mine
done. If my Lord Cobham an alleged
conspirator) be a traitor, what is that to
me?

Coke: All that he did was by thy instigation,
thou Viper; for I thou thee, thou traitor.

Ralegh: It becometh not a man of quality and virtue
to call me so. But I take comfort it is
all you can do.

Coke: Have I angered you?

Ralegh: I am in no case to be angry. 24

Coke arranged his testimonial evidence chronologically,and in so doing he presented a cumulative historical
progression of legal opinion and precedent which supported the
attorney's conclusions. To develop such a strategy, the
advocate extracted appropriate testimonial evidence from a
wide range of sources, such as papal bulls, chancery courtproceedings, the diplomatic pouch, ecclesiastical
pruclamations and royal decrees.2' In addition, the Privy
Councilor seized the advantage of his office to obtain
material stored in generally inaccessible locations, such as
the Tower of London, where the royal records were kept.

In oral presentation Coke read aloud an extensive number
of statute citations which were lengthy, explicit to the last
detail of bibliographical referencg4 and literally applied to
the issue or point being examined." He frequently translated
these materials from English into Latin while speaking because
of his thorough knowledge of the language which also allowed
him intently to synthesize or condense citations recorded in
Latin.

Like other Elizabethan-minded lawyers of the day, Coke
argued from past precedents and arranged his case evidence in
a past-to-present structure to emphastan his belief that the
"older the source, the purer the law."" During his pleading
career, Coke did not develop any other organizational pattern
for testimonial evidence presentation. Reportedly, he saw
little instructional benefit for the development of
dispositional technique because he urged his legal assistants
to avoid such study. The attorney would not endorse any
particular system of message arrangement because "every maq:a
method and observation . . . is the beat . . . for himself."'
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Coke's presentations in the Ralegh trial contained a
cumulative mass of testimonial and documentary support, which
he vividly styled to create a damning impression of the
defendant's guilt. The prosecutor supplied a clear
chronological narrative of secret meetings involving the
accused. The details of the meetings included names, dates
and disclosures about the exchange of money to consummate the
plot. Ralegh's allegedly traitorous conversations and deeds
were exposed as evidence of his desire to promote the
monarchy's fall. Coke meticulously exposed the depth of the
alleged conspiracies in such colorful detail that the
royalists at the trial could not have been disappointed by the
evidence presentation.

The prosecutor'. task of securing a guilty verdict was
difficult, however, because he was reprimanded for his verbal
abuse of the defendant by the court and because Ralegh himself
refused to submit to Coke's denunciations. Nevertheless, Coke
developed his argumentation combatively through the frequent
use of ignoratio elenchi and ergu ntum ad hominem attacks,
specifically durfriTFWjoinders. For eigreVran Coke so
vehemently denounced Ralegh for his allegedly pro-war views
against the Spanish that the defendant interrupted the
advocate with an appeal to the court for verbal propriety. .If
his epithets were intended to goad Ralegh into an emotionally
damaging admission of guilt that could be used against him,
then the attorney failed, for the former Captain of the Royal
Guard was undaunted by his antagoniEt'S vitriolic language.
When the presiding judge agreed with Ralegh and rebuked Coke
with an admonishment to prove his case, the trial proceeded.
In this instance, Coke's strategy backfired on him.

During the trial, Coke directed his ad hominem attacks at
the defendant. The courtroom is an adversaiiTraation where
cooperativeness is not necessarily a criterion for advocacy,
but Coke's charges heightened the distance between rational
rhetorical choices and the investigatory purposes of the
trial. Sir Edward's accusatory rhetoric was ethically
divisive because he insisted, in effect, that his epithets
were accurate and did not require appropriate testimonial
support to prove the defendant's guilt. Thus, instead of
promoting inquiry in his rejoinders, Coke demanded that the
court and public accept his vilifications of the defendant as
true because of the attorney's office, conferred position of
trust with the government, and his reputation as an advocate.

The most facile explanation of Coke's unethical behavior
is that he substituted the use of threat for evidence against
the defendant, and consequently he had a weak case against
Ralegh. It is true that Coke did not compare Ralegh's actions
to those of other traitors in English history. For example, in
1601 the Earl of Essex was judged guilty of treason, and Coke
was a government prosecutor. The attorney did not draw
analogies from that trial, however, because the circumstances
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were dissimilar. Essex had led an armed group of sympathizers
into downtown London intent upon taking control of the
government. Ralegh, along with Cobham and others, never
formulated a military plan as part of their scheme.

They did, however, negatively discuss James's weak and
vacillating foreign and domestic policies. James then favored
peace with Spain and Ralegh did not. During the trial, Ralegh
admitted he had "spent 4,000 pounds of my own [moneys against
the Spanish faction, for the good of my own country." In
cross-examination, Ralegh also disclosed that he "had made a
discourse against the Peace, and would have printed it" but he
was unable to do so. These damaging remarks quickly
promptedthe prosecution to assert that "Ralegh confesseth the
matter."" Coke exploited Ralegh's remarks by emphasizing the
secret nature of the defendant's actions, and he thoroughly
explained the history and applicability of Raiegh's case to
treason law statutes from the reign of Richard II to Edward
III. Given Coke's literal interpretations of the statutes,
Ralegh'S testimony, and the disclosures about the secret
meetings of the conspirators, the prosecutor had a substantive
case without resorting to threat or ridicule.

A second interpretation which partially explains Coke's
unusual language is that Ralegh required denunciation because
of his insidious and evil deeds. As the crown's
representative, Coke depicted Ralegh as the leader of an
organized group of dissident subjects determined to
precipitate an accommodation with Spain that would place Lady
Arabella Stuart on the throne and remove James I. Becauae of
the plot's nefariousness, Coke contended that Ralegh's treason
was the most heinous offense of all against the kingdom.

If the doctrine of notoriety fmlly explains Coke's
vilification of Ralegh, critics should find it applicable to
other state trials for which Coke was prosecutor. In the
Essex trial, for example, Coke vividly described the Earl's
criminal acts, and he thoroughly described the organization of
conspirators established to seize the crown. He then
presented the facts of rebellion to the court and allowed the
judges and jury to confirm the traitor's guilt. In 1605, only
two years after the Ralegh trial, Coke was the chief
prosecutor against Guy Fawkes who had planned to blow up
Parliament building with all of its members and royalty
present for opening day ceremonies. In Fawkes's case the plot
was especially stark, for he and some of his followers were
arrested along with their explosives in a cellar directly
beneath the House of Lords only hours before the convocation
was to begin. Again, however, Coke chose the same strategy as
in the Essex trial, for he presented the evidence of treason
in a direct manner, although he characterized Fawkes as a
Catholic intent upon destroying Protestantism and thus, in
reality, as serving the Spanish government. Fawkes's deeds
were vilified by Coke, who portrayed them as a part of the
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conspiracy to remove James I from the throne. The defendant
was at beat pitiable, according to Coke, and at worst, he was
a traitor who deserved the executioner's ax.

In all three trials there were certain essential
similarities. All were described as plots directed at the
monarch's removal, and all involved leaders with an organized
opposition. Yet, it is Coke's use of vilification and threat
against Ralegh which has harmed the advocate's reputation the
most. Coke's motivation for such a strategy is contained
neither in the trial transcript nor in his private letters in
the British Library. It is unlikely that he ever committed
these ideas to paper or, if he did, that scholars would ever
find them since Coke's private letters and records were seized
by Charles I as the advocate lay dying at his home in 1634.
Curiously, there are no references to the Ralegh trial in
either of Coke's monumental legal studies, the Institutes or
the Reports.

One explanation for the attorney's behavior may be
provided by focusing on the external rhetorical situation
which prevailed at the time of the trial and specifically on
James's difficulty in developing a public opinion climate
favorable to his rule. In general, the public's awareness of
Ralegh's trial was a major problem for the government.
Normally, state trials are held in London, but because of the
plague, it had to be moved to Winchester. In the first week
of September, only shortly before the trial began, 3,335
people died of the black death in London. By November, when
Ralegh stood in the dock, the weekly death rate had dropped to
a new low for the year of only 2,000. ,Funerals were seldom
held; mass burials were the usual rule.' The ferocity of the
plague was also matched by repeated outbreaks of syphilis and
small pox, which was spread by soldiers and sailors returning
from overseas. The devastating social effects of these
problems were often compounded by the resulting breakdown of
city services and the disintegration of the food delivery
system. Food suppliers were understandably hesitant to enter
the city, and as a result, starvation was often rampant. Life
was precarious and survival was the principal test of life.

James forbade public feasting and large gatherings of any
kind. The court crowd and palace hangers-on left London for
the comparative safety of Hampton Court, Oxford, Woodstock and
Winchester. When His Majesty's advisers realized that the
city was suffering and that many of his supporters had left,
he was urged to show himself in public in a display of
strength to the people. Perhaps because he realized the
seriousness of the situation and was afraid to see the
results, James pointedly refused. Reportedly, he told his
counselors: "God's wounds! I win_ pull down my breeches and
they shall also see my arse!""
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James's disinterest in resolving popular problems was
acute; his interest in maintaining his crown was paramount.1
Now, with his supporters scattered and the plague raging
throughout the country, a siege mentality may well have
prevailed at the palace. In addition, James never had the
charisma of Elizabeth, probably because he was first James VI
of Scotland before becoming James I of England. Critic
Douglas Bush has explained that His Majesty was "always a
stranger in England, and he was quite incapatle of inspiring
patriotic devotion to himself and the crown."'°

To make matters worse, controversies and problems seemed
to multiply unabated for the monarch. Only two years before
his arrival, the Earl of Essex had been executed for treason.
Although that challenge had passed, now the puritans were
troublesome with their separatist tendencies. The Catholics
also demanded leniency to practice their faith, and some of
them reportedly preferred Lady Arabella Stuart on the throne
rather than James. According to the Oyer and Terminer
indictment, so did Ralegh, Lord Cobham and his brother, George
Brooke, for the three had allegedly agreed that "There will
never be a good _Kt:mid in England until the king and his cubs
are taken away."' Ralegh was also accused of having written
a treatise which disputed James's right to the throne.
Unsurprisingly, then, Ralegh's indictment was based on an
alleged "conference:.to "advance Arabella Stuart to the crown
and royal throne."'° To add to Ralegh's woes, Lady Arabella
attended the trial in Winchester along with her friends.
Thus, James's detractors were boldly present for the
proceedings alongside those who backed James I.

Neither Coke nor Ralegh disappointed their followers
during the trial. Coke was vituperative and denigrative of
Ralegh, who in turn, refused to lose his temper. In cross-
examination Ralegh steadfastly maintained his innocence and
replied to Coke in a calm and cool manner. Ralegh was always
on the defense, Coke on the offense. The prosecutor
repeatedly emphasized that Ralegh was a disloyal leader of an
organized opposition, intent on seizing the monarchy. He had,
asserted Coke, a large number of sympathizers who would
overthrow James, wage war with Spain and promote chaos. Given
such a view, the attorney had no other choice but to portray
Ralegh as a clear and present danger to the public peace. In
this rhetorical situation, conciliatory language might not
have aroused the public's attention to the threat represented
by the popular ex-military leader. Instead, sharp hyperbole
was required to dramatize the defendant's treasonous
activities. Coke's vivid characterizations were effective,
for Ralegh complained ,to his adversary: "You try me by the
Spanish Inquisition!' Ralegh's protest acknowledged the
severity of the prosecutor's language.

Coke's viewpoint was different, for he argued that Ralegh
was guilty of plotting against James himself, and the loyalist
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court faction necessarily had to recognize that fact. In
aolition, Coke's clear and forceful description of the plot
(and Ralegh's admissions) provided James's adherents with
valuable evidence which they could use to arouse dormant
supporters of the crown since they desired to maintain his
rule. In this trial Coke's vilification provided
reinforcement evidence for those subjects who agreed with
James's claim to the throne. The prosecutor's courtroom
argumentation thus provided a positive rallying point for
those loyalists who endorsed James's rule and had no tolterance
for a traitor like Ralegh.

As chief prosecutor, Coke was the government's advocate
to obtain a verdict against Ralegh and his confederates. He
was successful, for the jury voted Ralegh guilty, and the
judges sentenced him to death. At the conclusion of the trial
when the sertence was pronounced, Ralegh spoke to the court
with "learning, courage and judgment," and he told the judges
that his name had been "half-hanged" by Coke but,,that "in the
opinion of all meal he had been acquitted."" Ralegh's
judgment was astute. When two royal messengers arrived at the
palace with the court decision, James asked them thei.:
opinions of the trial. The first praised Ralegh by saying
that "never (had) any man spokelnL,so well in times past, nor
would do so in the world to come."' The second messenger had
a more explicit opinion. Upon first seeing Ralegh, the
courier said, "he was so led with the common hatred, that he
would have gone a hundred miles to have seen (Ralegh] hanged,
but before his departure from the trial, he would have gone a
thousand to have saved his life."4

Regardless of these opinions, James's counselors could
still advise His Majesty that justice had been carried out for
Coke had legally and persuasively secured the necessary
verdict. The judges had decreed the death sentence, and it
was left to James to ponder the executions. In a wise
political move, James jailed Ralegh in the Tower of London.
In 1618, when the crown was far more secure, Ralegh was
beheaded. In reality, James's throne was safe immediately
after the trial for Lady Arabella publicly renounced her
claims, and she was rarely heard from the rest of her life.
Ralegh's sympathizers also withdrew, some of whom eventually
left for the New World as colonists.

By 1604 those who supported James I could claim a number
of victories for the plague had ceased, all of the
conspirators save Ralegh were dead, and competing claims for
the throne were absent. For Coke, whose advocacy was
successful, history has recorded other judgments. One
prominent Knight of James's court who had witnessed the trial
advised that Coke was "full of impertinent phrases," that he
had "behaved himself violently] and bitterly" and with "great
provocation to (Ralegh)." Another prominently known
loyalist and trial witness could write only positive reports
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of Ralegh's behavior; of Coke's argumentation, not a word was
recorded. It is equally relvealing that Lord Cecil, Chief
Judge of the trial, never mentioned Coke or his courtroom
behavior in his private letters about the case. Instead, he
noted that the plot had been stopped in its "infancy" and that
Ralegh had done "as much as the wit of man could devise to
clear himself."' Thirteen years after the trial and on the
night before Coke was removed from his office of Lord Chief
Justice by James I, the eminent Francis Bacon delivered
history's verdict of Coke's victory over Ralegh. "in your
pleadings," said Bacon to Coke, "you were wont to insult over
misery, and to inveigh bitterly . . . which bred you many
enemies, whose poison yet swelleth, and the effects now
appear

Coke's d sm sea 1--and consequent disgrace--occurred
several years after he had flagrantly and distinctly violated
certain treason trial rules which negatively affected the
rhetorical situation. From 1601 to 1605 Coke served as
advocate in three Oyer and Terminer trials, and in all of them
he was guilty of using epithet, although he was the most
abusive towards Ralegh of all the defendants. As a prosecutor
Coke was expected to develop the crown's case with appropriate
evidence and statute materials, which he did. In addition,
vilification of the defendant's deeds was not unusual for the
government's attorney to use since these treason trials
occurred during a period of severe social upheaval when the
monarchy's continuance was in jeopardy.

In contrast with these expectations, Coke arrogated to
himself (perhaps with James's willingness?) the authority to
employ his own discourse rules demonstrably beyond those of
fair play towards the defendant. The defendant necessarily
had the right to expect that treason was the issue of
adjudication, not libelous slander of his name. However,
Coke's forensic obligation to plead the issue was itself an
issue because the defendant as well as the judges interrupted
the attorney midcourse in his presentations to tell him so.
Oyer and Terminer judges had the right to ask questions and
seek clarifying information, but they were not presumed to be
a referee for verbal fistfights between prosecutor and
defendant or, most of all, to admonish the government's
prosecuting attorney for his unethical behavior. Finally,
although Coke was certainly required to develop lines of
questioning to support his arguments, he was not expected to
pursue an inquisitorial style of cross-examination. Ralegh's
complaints about Coke's examination style were sustained by
the court judges. an action was unusual enough, but
doubly so since the judges were employed and paid by James I,
whose rule Ralegh was allegedly guilty of threatening.

Coke's recompense for his unethical argumentation was
slow in coming, perhaps too slow for those royalists whose
evaluation of the attorney was decidedly negative even though
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the crown's interests may have been served by violating
Ralegh's rights of expression. The Chief Justice's dismissal
from the bench, however, also severed his alignment with the
royalist faction, and the advocate quickly renewed his ties
with the parliamentarians whom he had left in 1593. Elizabeth
had then rebuked Coke for asserting that Parliament members
had the right of free speech. Years later, Coke returned to
the House of Commons to re-assert his beliefs, and
predictably, he became a spokesman for those who shared his
views. James, whose relationship with Parliament was tenuous
at best, eventually became so angered by Coke's advocacy that
he had him thrown into the Tower of London.

It is ironic that Coke and Ralegh were both sent to the
Tower by the same king. It is doubly ironic that after his
notorious violations of rhetorical ethics in the courtroom
Coke eventually became one of Parliament's foremost advocates
of the right to free speech.
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NOTES

'Throughout this paper I have used the spelling of Sir
Walter's last name which he himself most often used, Ralegh.
As Robert Lacey has noted in his biography of the gentleman
explorer, Ralegh consistently signed his name without the i
throughout his adult life. (Robert Lacey, Sir Walter Ralegh
(New York: Atheneum, 1974, xi.) I wish to aciEWEVirage the
helpful assistance of the Rev. George Tibbetts, formerly of
Magdalen College, Cambridge, and or. Barry White, Master of
Regent's Park College, Oxford, for their willingness to
discuss certain points of this paper with me and Mr. Allan G.
Purvis, Superintendent of the Manuscripts Room at the
Cambridge University Library, for his helpfulness in locating
certain valuable resource materials.

2 The government's indictment of Ralegh charged him with
high treason by conspiring "to deprive the King of his
government; to alter relig )n; to bring in the Roman
superstition; and to procure foreign enemies to invade the
kingdome." It was alleged that Ralegh's conspiratorial
partner was the Spanish Ambassador to England and that Ralegh
was to receive 600,000 crowns for his role in the plot to
bring down the monarch. See Sir Harry L. Stephen, "The Trial
of Sir Walter Raleigh," Transactions of the Eual Historical
Society, 4th Euries, 2 (1919), 172-73.

3The Rev. James Granger, A Biographical History of
England (London: T. Davies, 1775), I, 383-89. Ralegh's trial
began November 17, 1603.

4Tcial of Sir Walter Raleigh, in David Jardine, Criminal
Trials (Gonda: ChM-Mr Knight, 1832), I, 444. The7TWEITTig
transcript was assembled from Harleian MSS 39, British
Library, The State Trials repor': and a private copy by Sir
Thomas Overbury, a witness to the trial.

5Granger, pp. 388-89. John Lord Campbell, The Lives of
the Chief Justices (London: John Murray, 1849), I, 268.

6 Stephen, p. 185.

7 Lacey, pp. 308-09.

oFor a discussion of Coke's oral style see Cuthbert
William Johnson, The Life of Sir Edward Coke, Lord Chief
Justices of EnglaneTn the Reign of James I (Londiiii7 Henry
Colburn Publishers, 1837), I, 28.
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9 According to various sources, Coke was striking in
appearance, with a goatee and manicured mustache, dark
piercing eyes, and a swarthy complexion. His wardrobe was
purchased from the latest London fashions, and the novice
attorney dined in an exquisite manner with various political
and judicial leaders of the day. During court terms, he kept
himself physically fit by walking to and from work; when court
was in recess, he sometimes rode horseback in the countryside
hunt around Castleacre Priory.

10Although Coke has been criticized as an opportunist,
that assertion should not obscure his moral code of behavior.
Coke was a dedicated churchman, refused to accept bribes for
extrajudicial influence at court, and earned rather than
purchased the high government posts which were granted him by
royal authority. Campbell, I, 240-47.

11 Campbell, I, 248-49. The Lord Keeper of Parliament,
who spoke for the Queen, delivered the rebuke orally to the
assembled Parliamentarians: "Liberty of speech is granted
you, but you must know what privilege you have; not to speak
every one what he listeth, or what cometh in his brain to
utter, but your privilege is aye or no. Wherefore, Mr.
Speaker, her Majesty's pleasure is, that if you perceive any
idle heads which will meddle with reforming the Church and
transforming the Commonwealth, and to exhibit any bills to
such purpose, you receive them not until they be viewed and
considered by those who it is fitter should consider of such
things and can better judge of them."

12
See David Harris Willson, The Privy Councillors in the

House of Commons, 1604-1629 (New York: Octagon Books, 197-1)
pp. 36-37 and pp. 89-90.

13 For example, the Council investigated the sensitive
topic of manorial dues to the Crown in 1620. However, unlike
the Star Chamber, the Privy Council had a much wider
deliberative focus since it could provide advice to the King
on any topic of its choice. Thomas Rymer, Foedera ed. Robert
Sanderson (London: W. Churchill, 1717), p. 224.

14
The Privy Council cases involved Dutch traders. The

cases concerned trading policy with the East Indies and the
transportation of iron and metal from the realm by some Dutch
businessmen. Rymer, pp. 170, 273.

15 Rymer, p. 170. In 1619, for example, Coke argued for
the implementation of a treaty with the Dutch in order to
develop active commerce with the East Indies which were owned
by the Netherlands.

"Campbell, I, 270.
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17 The court was judicial in character and contained
appointees with either secular and canon law training or both.
Mary Anne Everette Green, ed., Calendar of State Papers,
Domestic Series of the Reign of James IL 1611-1618 (London:
Longman, Brown, Green, Longmans and Roberts, 1858), No. 4, 2
December 1618; No. 64, and No. 65, 23 January 1619; No. 76, 5
June 1619. Also, see Robert Stephens, Letters and Remains of
the Lord Chancellor Bacon (London: W. Bowyer, 1730T1.11.

18CSPD, No. 51, 29 June 1614.

19CSPD, No. 112, 26 June 1619.

20CSPD, No. 87, 26 June 1619. The case was not settled
until the fall of 1620.

21CSPD, No. 112, 26 June 1619.

22My
interpretation is based upon my reading of the State

Papers; from searches of court records with the use of Thomas
G. Barnes, List and Index to the Proceedings for the Reign of
James I (1603- 624) in We Public Record -RUT& London
(CC HICIgo: American Bar Founiiiirc7, 1975); ifdrom.--AfreTI
French, Charles I and the Puritan Upheaval (London: George
Allen & UNTETLtd., 19W, and Conrad Russell, The Crisis of
Parliament (London: Oxford Union Press, 1971).

It is appropriate to mention that both French and Barnes
have concluded that the early Court of Star Chamber, i.e.,
when Coke was a member, was a generally constructive legal
institution rather than one which was usually guilty of
trespass upon personal rights. Eighty percent of the chamber
cases involved property litigation; twenty percent involved
such crimes as forgery, perjury, counterfeit coinage, and acts
of violence. Thomas G. Barnes, "Star Chamber Litigants and
Their Counsel, 1596-1641," in Legal Records and the Historian,
ed. J. H. Baker (London: Royal Hist6TIZilSiTaety, 1972), pp.
9, 13.

23 As Robert Lacey has commented, the treason trial was
"intended not to assess guilt but to proclaim it." Lacey, p.
307. The established court procedures allowed the judges to
question the accused at the beginning of the trial to develop
their case against the defendant. In addition, defendants
were allowed neither legal assistance nor advance knowledge of
the charges against them. Stephen, pp. 176-81.

24 Criminal Trials, I, 216.

25William Holdsworth, A History of En lish Law (London:
Methuen i Co., 1924), V, 457. According to Charles Gray, Coke
"often reminded" his students "of the importance of going to
the sources, of not trusting too much in books." Apparently,
Coke's courtroom practice was the same as his instructional
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advice in the classroom. Charles Gray, "Reason, Authority,
and imagination: The Jurisprudence of Sir Edward Coke," in
Culture and Politics from Puritanism to the Enlightenment, ed.
Perez Zagorfn (Berkeley, Calif.: un171.74-california Press,
1980), p. 47, n. 3.

26
L. Raymond Camp, "Sir Edward Coke, Pembroke College and

Roger Williams: A Critical Study of Argumentation Influence,"
Communication, VI, (1977), 92-93.

27
Holdsworth, p. 467. And, see Gray, p. 48, n. 6. Gray

emphasizes that Coke had a "relish for the classics and the
Bible," and a "supply of nonlegal allusions he could call on
when something in his legal life suggested an association."
Gray asserts that Coke had a "familiarity with general
historians," although he "considered them dangerous to the
uninitiated as sources for legal history."

28Johnson, p. 28.

29Holdsworth, p. 457.

30
See William Trufant Foster, Argumentation and Debating,

2nd ed. (Boston: Houghton Mifflin Company, 1960), pp. 180-87,
for an explanation of these logical fallacies.

31
A Complete Collection of State Trials and Proceedings

for High Treason and Other crTie77ia Misdemeanors from theEarliest to IMFTear 1782. Compiled by TEciinas B.
Howell (London: T. C. Hansard, 1816), II, 200.

32
Collection of State Trials, (1816), II, 18.

33
Collection of State Trials, (1816), II, 18.

34F. P. Wilson, The Plaque in Shakespeare's London
(Oxford: Oxford Univ7-Fress, 1927), p. 93, -ZiaLawrence
Stone, The Crimes of the Aristocracy, 1558-1641 (Oxford:
Oxford Univ. Press, 1965), pp. 29-30. JT-Tflieiiids: "The
plague [raged] with great violence in London and other parts
of England during the autumn of 1603." (I, 400).

35Kirsty McLeod, Drums and Trumpets, The House of Stuart
(London: Andre Deutsch, 1977), p. 16.

36
Douglas Bush, English Literature in the Earlier

Seventeenth Century, 1600-1660, 2nd. ed. (Oxford: Clarendon
Press, 1962), p. 5.

37Lacey, p. 307.

38
A Complete Collection of State ylialsi and proceedings

for State Treason, and Other alTFiidMisaiMeanors, ed.
Thomas B. Howell (London: T. WEITifit, 1776), I, 211-12.
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Collection of State Trials, (1816), Ii, 15.

40
Collection of State Trials, (1816), II, 47.

41Collection of State Trials, (1816), II, 47.
42

Collection of State Trials, (1816), II, 47-48.

43Criminal Trials I, 452.

44Criminal Trials, I, 458.

45Criminal Trials, I, 444.
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IN SEARCH OF THE MINDING FATHERS:

HISTORICAL ARGUMENT IN THE LINCOLN-DOUGLAS DEBATES

David Zarefsky
Northwestern University

Nov that public political debates have become the American norm,
scarcely a campaign passes without a reference to the Lincoln-Douglas de-
bates of 1858 and a wish that we coul4 somehow recapture the art of argu-
mentation presumably displayed there. In the public mind, the Lincoln-
Douglas debates are regarded as the apex of political debate and the sub-
sequent story is one of decline. Interestingly, in the same way that
modern commentators seek to "get right" with Lincoln and Douglas, those
debaters also took models from an earlier past--from the founding Eah-e-rs

and the recently-deceased Henry Clay, who posthumously was viewed a4 the
nineteenth century's link to the founders of the Revolutionary age."

Although the dominant issue in the Lincoln-Douglas debates was the
question of slavery in the territories, both debaters approached that
issue indirectly. They discussed conspiracy theories, substantive versus
procedural notions of morality, nuances of Constitutional interpretation,
and the intentions of the founding fathers. This essay focuses on the
last of those categories. It examines the two major historical arguments
of the debates, and attempts to explain how this form transformed an im-
possible situation into a hermeneutic problem. The appeal of the histor-
ical argument rests partly in the character of the 1850's, but also in the
dynamics of the argument form and ts possibilities it affords the debaters.

I.

To trace the historical argument one must begin with Lincoln's
speech of June 16 at the Republican state convention. It was in this
speech that he quoted the New Testament proclamation, "A house divided
against itself cannot stand," and predicted, "Either the o nents of
slavery, will arrest the further spread of it, and place it w re the
public mind shall rest in the belief that it is in course of ultimate
extinction; or its advocates will push it forward, till it shall become
alike liwful in all tie states, old as well as new - -North as well as
South." We tend today to find Ii-these statements both a self-evident
Mitt and a note of prophecy, as if Lincoln were foretelling the need
for and results of the Civil War. But these remarks which time has
vindicated meant something quite different to Illinoisians in 1858. They
were about as valuable politically as Walter Mondale's recent pledge to
raise taxes if elected, and Lincoln spent much of the campaign back-
pedaling from what his audiences took to be the implications of the house
divided. Where Lincoln insisted that he had been only predicting a
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course of events which would unfold in God's good time, he was widely
taken to be expressing an intention to hasten the end of slavery. Such
an object would encompass not stated opposition to extending
slavery into new territories, but the corollary that--despite repeated
denials--he really must favor moves toward abolition in the states where
slavery already existed.

This view of Lincoln's intentions was damaging, particularly in the
crucial battleground in the election. The contest would be decided in
the central one-third of the state, populated heavily by old Whigs who
were moderately antislavery but strongly anti-abolition. It drove
forme/ Lincoln supporters such as Judge T. Lyle Dickey into the Douglas
camp. And it gave Douglas the opportunity for an extremely clever
response. HO could portray Lincoln not only as a closet abolitionist,
but as an opponent of the founding fathers. When Lincoln said that the
nation could not survive half slave and half free, Douglas asked, "why
not?" It had been made that way by the fathers and kept that way by
their descendants.

Douglas put the matter squarely at Ottawa, in the opening speech
of the first debate. After quoting from the House Divided speech, he
attributed to Lincoln the view that "this government cannot endure per-
manently in the same condition in which it was made by its framers--
divided into free and slave states." This rephrasing seemed to have
Lincoln directly impeaching the fathers. He then pointedly asked, "Why
can it not exist divided into free and slave states? Washington, Jefferson,
Franklin, Madison, Hamilton, Jay, and the great men of that day, made this
government divided into free states and slave states, and left each state
perfectly free to do as it pleased on the subject of slavery. Why can it
not exist on the same principles on which our fathers made it?" The
wisdom of the fathers' judgment was made clear upon considering the diver-
sity of "climate, production, and interest" in the nation, so that "the
laws and regulations which would suit the granite hills of Now Hampshire

iwould be unsuited to the rice plantations of South Carolina." Men the
Senator offered a final proof that his challenger was at odds with the
judgment of the fathers. Had they really believed the "house divided"
doctrine, Douglas asserted, they would have made the country all slave
at the outset, since at the time of the adoption of the Constitution
twelve of the thirteen states were slaveholding while only one was free.
"Of course," he insisted, "the twelve slaveholding states would have over-
ruled the one free state, and slavery would have been fastened by a con-
stitutional provision on every inch of the American Republic, instead of
being left as our fathers wisely left it, to each state to decide for
itself." HO was even more emphatic later in the same speech, arguing,
"Our fathers intended that our institutions should differ. They knew
that the North and South having different climates, productions and
interests, required different institutions." Then the clincher, with
an obvious note of sarcasm: "This doctrine of Mr. Lincoln's of uniformity
among the institutions of the different states is a new doctrine, never
dreamed of by Washington, Madison, or the framers of this government.
Mr. Lincoln and the Republican party8set themselves up as wiser than these
men who made this government, . ."
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Douglas took this same basic position in mcst of the debates. At
Freeport he depicted Lincoln as "lay/ink/down the doctrine that this
Union cannot endure divided as our Fathers made it, . . At Jonesboro
he made a similar statement and added that "the inevitable and irresistible
result of Mr. Lincoln's argument was "inviting a warfare between the North
oAd the South, to be carried on with nuthless vengeance, until the one
section or the other shall be 46iven to the wall and become the victim
of the rapacity of the other." At Quincy the alleged consequence was
starvation of Negroes in the South since their numbers would increase
but the supply of land on which they might work would not; extinction by
starvation would he Lincoln's method of abolition. In the final debate,
at Alton, the incumbent reminded the listeners that he had "rep"diated
/The house-divIded doctrineiras a slander upon the immortal framers of our
constitution." " In contrast, Douglas assured his audiences, his own
position was consistent with that of "Washington, Jefferson, Madison, Jay,
Hamilton, Franklin, and the other sages and patriots of that day," and
would permit continued prosperity since "we will live up to and execute
the gevernment upon those principles upon which our fathers established
it."

These various statements by Douglas served to resituate Lincoln's
position and redefine the issue. lie effectively shifted the burden of
proof, focusing attention on the house-divided doctrine and forcing
Lincoln on the defensive, rather than having to defend his own record in
the Senate. And he placed Lincoln symbolically in opposition to the founders
and to the symbol of Union. It must be understood that the veneration of
the founding fathers in the 1850's was real and carried probative force.
If the "Young America" movement of the 1840's had exalted youthful energy,
Americans by the fifties engaged in an almost sentimental attachment to
the past. It was a sentimental age in which, as Strozier puts it,
"idealization of the nation's founders" could be "an attempt to establish
paternal substitutes." Moreover, history was still viewed, as
Edmund Wilson puts it, as a power "which somehow takes possession of men
and works out its intentions through them" because "the scientific study
of the past hi not yet disentangled itself from the doctrine of divine
Providence." In such a context, political issues could be presented
"as a mere re rise of issues already settled at an earlier day. On this
view," Welter has remarked, "the object of any political campaign was tom
revive public virtue by invoking the precedent of the founding fathers."
The closest modern parallels might be the wave of emotion following the
deaths of Franklin Roosevelt or John F. Kennedy when identifying a
policy proposal with the late President often served as a compelling
mument for the proposal. Under the circumstances, Lincoln's progressive
"FliFarcations" of the house-divided doctrine could not quiet his critics;
nor could he dismiss the references to the founders as irrelevant or a red
herring. Although such arguments were logically available to Lincoln
(and might be welcomed by modern critics who chide the debaters for fail-
ing to "stick to the issues"), they were precluded by the rhetorical con-
text of 1858. Lincoln's only available recourse is to defend his policy
as consistent with the view of the founders. Douglas, in short, has
shrewdly redefined the issue to his advantage.
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He did even more than that. By suggesting that the only alternative
to a nation half slave and half free was sectional warfare, Douglas placed
his challenger in opposition to the symbol of Union, which--like the
founders--exeri'd a strong pull on the loyalties of Americans during the
Middle Period. This charge also put Lincoln on the defensive and required
that he disassociate himself from the more radical implications of the
house-divided doctrine. But as he did that, Douglas would be ready to
charge him with tailoring his views to Me Wishes of his audience, sayingdifferent things in different parts of the state, and ultimately being a
man devoid of principle. All told, Douglas's introduction of the histor-
ical argument was a powerful strategic move.

Lincoln, however, was not without argumentative resources. Chief
among them was that the attitudes of the founders on the future course
of slavery were equivocal. As Forgie put it, the record "is so complex
and ambiguous that only someone with the desire to make a political case,
combined with a high talent for explaining away the starkest contradic-
tions, could torture theliecord into a single--let alone coherent--position
for or against slavery. Nevertheless, the veneration accorded to the
founders made divining their intentions an important enterprise, and "one
of the standing debates of the ante-bellum generation was whether the
ConstiNtion had been meant by them to be a pro- or an antislavery docu-
ment." In other words, there were topoi to which each side could appeal.

Lincoln's tope' appear to have been drawn heavily from Salmon P.
Chase's antioDouglas polemic of 1854, the "Appeal of the Independent
Democrats." Like Chase, Lincoln portrayed the founders as antislavery.
Two basic arguments formed his position. First, he denied that the
fathers made the nation half slave and half free; rather, they found 21
it in thif-Fondition and, not knowing what else to do, left it 55T-Way.
But, as demonstrated by the Northwest Ordinance, the abolition of the slave
trade, and the absence of the word "slavery" in the Constitution, they
took steps to contain slavery rather than permit its introduction into
new territory. Lincoln had developed this theme as effly as 1854; it fig-
ured prominently in his "Peoria speech" of that year. The difficulty
with this position is that it was overstated. As Allan Nevins points
out, "The fathers had not forbidden the expansion of slavery into areas
to which it was manifestly suited; the Southwest Territory had been opened
to it while the Northwest was closed. Their expectatigls regarding its
termination had been more equivocal than their hopes."'

Lincoln's other argumentative position referred to the phrase, "all
men are created equal," in the Declaration of Independence. Surely that
document was meant to encompass Negroes, he maintained; indeed, until the
introduction of the Nebraska Bill in 1854 no one could be found who had
asserted the contrary. "I think I may defy Judge Douglas," Lincoln boasted
at Galesburg, "to show that he ever said so, that Washington ever said so,
that any President ever said so, that any member of Congress ever said
so, or that any living man upon the whole earth ever said so, until the
necessities of the present policy of the !Autocratic party, in regard to
slavery, had to invent that affirmation." From this standpoint it was
easy for Lincoln to conclude, as he did at Jonesboro, that Douglas "has
himself been chiefly instrumental in changing the policy ofsthe fathers"
by retreating.from the ideals embodied in the Declaration. Although
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the Declaration of Independence had no legal status, Lincoln insisted
that it was more flawhemnital than the Constitution as an expression of
American values. In particular, he regarded the ideal of equal opportunity
as the most basic foundation of Union. In a speech in August of 1858,
he went so far as to identify the Declarmion with the doctrine of Genesis
that man is created in the Divine image. Both of Lincoln's arguments
tried to reach beyond the fact that the nation was part slave and part
free at its inception, and to discuss the intent Or motive of the
founders through the use of arguments from

Douglas attempted to discredit these claims with a sign argument
of his own. Many of the founders, including Jefferson, were themselves
slave owners. lbw could they have written the statement, "all men are
created equal," intending it to apply to slaves, and continue to own
slaves themselves? Either Lincoln was incorrect or the founders stood
exposed of the basest hypocrisy.. The latter possibility was easily dis-
missed in an age which so venerated the founders, so their ownership of
slaves became sign evidence that Lincoln's view of their intentions was
in error. At Galesburg Douglas was most specific. Noting that all the
signers of the Declaration represented slaveholding constituencies, and
reminding his audience that "no one of them emancipated his slaves, much
less put them on an equality with himself, after he signed the Declara-
tion," the incumbent asked whether "every man who signed the Declaration
of Independence declared the negro his equal, and then was hypocrite
enough to continue to hold himas a slave, in violation of what he be-
lieved to be the divine law?"'

How then did Douglas account for the "created equal" piireso in the
Declaration? Clearly, the signers "had no reference to the negro what-
ever when they declared all men to be created equal. They desired to
express by that phrase, white men, men of European birth and European
descent, and had no reference either to the negro, the savage Indians28
the Fejee, the Malay, or any other inferior and degraded race, . .

The purpose of the phrase, Douglas insisted, was to establish the equality
of men born in America and in Britain. Although colonial dependence on
the mother country was described in the metaphor of "slavery," still
there is no evidence that the founders collectively passed judgment on
the nation's peculiar institution. In this respect Douglas's historical
claim was closer to the mark than was Lincoln's. The challenger, not the
incumbent, was again placed in the role of deviant from the viewpoint
of the founders.

Douglas sought to destroy Lincoln's other claim by arguing that
it was not any legislation which had kept slavery outof the Northwest
Territory, it was factors of economics and climate. As proof, he pointed
out that, notwithstanding the Northwest Ordinance, slavery,eersisted for
many years in the Northwest Territory, including Illinois. It was
finally abandoned when it was clearly unprofitable. The Ordinance had
been ineffective in ridding the Northwest Territory of slavery; it was the
market which did it. So, if neither the Declaration of Independence nor
the actions of the early Congress supported Lincoln's view of the will
of the founders, then Douglas was hack to the position which he had taken
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at the outset: he was the true heir of the founding fathers whereas
Lincoln, the closet abolitionist, was challenging the wisdom af the past
and threatening disunion.

To avert such a judgment, Lincoln would need to elaborate and
defend his own theory of history. He did so by the device which Pereira"
and Olbrechts-Tyteca have labeled dissociation--breaking a previously
unitary comept into parts for the purpose of rejecting one while accepting
the other. First, he took the term "equality" and examined its various
aspects. At Ottawa and again at Quincy, Lincoln explained that his
reading of the Declaration of Independence did not entail social equality
for the Negro. Remarking that there was a physical difference between
the races and that he agreed with Douglas that his own race should have
the superior position, he then added "that notwithstanding all this,
there is no reason in the world why the negro is not entitled to all
the natural rights enumerated in the Declaration of Independence, the
right to life, liberty and the pursuit of happiness." He then proceeded
to make the dissociation explicit: "I agree with Judge Douglas Alat the
negrOT is not my equal in many respects--certainly not in color, perhaps
not in moral or intellectual endowment. But in the right to eat the
bread, without leave of anybody else, which his own hand earns, he is
my e921 and the equal of Judge Douglas, and the equal of every
man.' Social equality was one thing, but equality in basic rights was
another.

This dissociation enabled Lincoln to reduce the apparent radical-
ism of his position. The equality which Lincoln defended was, after all,
a flimsy reed. He was saying only that the founders opposed slavery,
without implying that either they or he would favor any other change to
improve the status of the Negro. Still, this first dissociation did not
enable Lincoln to answer Douglas's charge that he must be accusing the
founders of gross hyprocrisy since so many of them were slaveowners. For
this purpose Lincoln drew a second distinction; between the Declaration
as fact and as norm, between empirical description and ideal principle.
This distinction had been made a year earlier in his Springfield speech
of June 26, 1857, but it did not surface in the debates until the last
encounter, at Alton, where Lincoln read from his earlier speech. The
founders, he noted, "did not mean to assert the obvious untruth, that
all were then actually enjoying that equality, nor yet, that they were
about to confer it immediately upon them. . . . They meant simply to
declare the right so that theAnforcement of it might follow as fast as
circumstancaiiiiild permit." Ile readied this conclusion, he explained
in the earlier Springfield speech, because the phrase, "all men are
created equal," could be "of no practical use in effecting our separation
from Great Britain; ti2d it was placed in the Declaration not for that,
but for future use."

What Lincoln was suggesting was that the Declaration ought to be
viewed not as a fact but as a proposition--in precisely the sense that
the Gettysburg Address later described the nation as dedicated to the
proposition that all men are created equal. It was a statement to be
proved, and the proof would come in the life of the country. Therefore,
as Basler put it, "American democracy, as an active, living thing, meant
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to Lincoln the verification or proving of the Reposition to which its
very existence was in the beginning dedicated." The important thing
was that, to prove the proposition, history should be a path of steady
progress toward the realization of the objective; Americans needed
especially to be on guard against retrogressive moves. As Lincoln
quoted himself at Alton, the framers ofthe Declaration "meant to set
up a standard maxim for free society which should be familiar to all;
constantly looked to, constantly labored for, and even though never
perfectly attained, constantly approximate4 and thereby constantly
spreading and deepening its influence...""

This formulation made it much easier for Lincoln to characterize
Douglas as the transgressor against the founding fathers. If the founders
had endorsed not so much an end state as a tendency, then one could
reconcile their belief with their own ownership of slaves. They regarded
slavery as an evil which most end sometime, even though they recognized
that the world was not yet ready for abolition. So long as people believed
that slavery was an evil which must someday end, its actual presence in
American society was of less concern to Lincoln. That was what he meant
in asserting in almost every debate that the founders had placed slavery
where the public mind 1181d rest in the belief that it was in the course
of ultimate extinction. What Lincoln championed was therefore a
return to the vision of the founding fathers. This argumentative stance
was consistent with a prominent nineteenth-century theme, that reform
was conservative, "qe effort to restore an America which had somehow been
lost or subverted." In this case it was clear that the subverter was
Douglas himself, first because he needlessly encouraged agitation over
the slavery question by introducing the Nebraska Bill and then because
he proclaimed that he "don't care" whether slavery was voted up or down.
His stance was required by the logic of popular sovereignty but was at
odds with the moral judgment which Lincoln imputed to the fathers. So
Douglas was the deviant, and the way to restore the spirit of the
Revolution was by supporting his Republican challenger.

With this response, Lincoln revealed a significant difference in
the ways he and Douglas argued from history. Douglas took the past on its
own terms, finding in it factual confirmation for his claims about the
origin of the present situation. For him, history was a source of docu-
mentary evidence. Lincoln, in contrast, viewed history as dynamic, and
he projected into the future from the motives he attributed to the past.
In this way, hist.ry has a narrative continuity; it is a source of stories
rather than documents. The appeal of Lincoln's historical argument is
largely in tFiEllErrTit tells of the declension from the vision of the
fathers, a calamity for which Douglas is identified as the chief villain.
Consistent with the theory of Alasdair Maclntyre, the moral argument on
which Lincoln ultimately triumphs is both embedded in and bolstered by
the historical narratisi, and the narrative form enhances the credibility
of Lincoln's position.

For all that, however, Lincoln's claim still begged the question.
It began with an argument from residues--since the "created equal" phrase
was not put in the Declaration for immediate needs (itself a disputed
point), it most have been intended as a maxim for the future. This
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assumption then "proved" what the founders wished to be slavery's ultimate
fate, and that in turn "proved" that Douglas was the apostate. Douglas's
position likewise depended upon an assumption, that t", Constitution
rather than the Declaration was the origin of American government and that
the framers of the Constitution, in the name of the popular sovereignty
principle, deliberately made the new nation part slave and part free.

The Lincoln-Douglas debates exposed the potency of the historical
argument, convincing each "that his position yguld be unassailable if he
could trace it back to the Founding Fathers."' But each probably was
unsatisfied with his defense of his historical claims since, as noted
above, they rested at key points on assumption or inference rather than
evidence. During 1859, each sought to remedy that defect by studying
early American history. Douglas "withdrew from the Library of Congress
such standard works as The Federalist, Jonathan Elliot's Debates, and
the Nat six volumes of George Bancroft'A History of the United States,
. . . The result of his inquiry was an article published in Harper's
that fall, which extensively reviewed the acts and statements of
fathers in an

lattempt therein to ground the principle of popular-e
sovereignty. For Lincoln, "long hours were spent poring over materials
in the Illinois State !library and in digesting Elliot's Debates on the
Federal Constitution," a research program whose fruits were evident
in February, 1860, when Lincoln spoke at Cooper Union and examined
seriatim the views of the rounders about the peculiar institution, in
FaFF7EY support the claim advanced in the debates that they had wished
to place it in the course of ultimate extinction.

Although the primary historical argument concerned the views of the
founding fathers, there was an important secondary argument which both
helps to explain the election results and suggests an important caution
for political debaters about employing this argument form. Just as both
Lincoln and Douglas sought to "get right" with the founding fathers, so
each saw himself as the true descendant of Henry Clay. The sage of
Ashland had been in the grave for only six years, but already his place
in the pantheon of heroes was secure, particularly as the growing national
discord over slavery brought the values of his compromising spirit into
sharp relief. But there was a more specific political reason for Lincoln
and Douglas to try to claim the legacy of Clay: he was the patron saint
of the Old Line Whigs of central Illinois on whose votes the oetcowe of
the election would be determined. They were characterized both by a
"traditional hostility to Lecofoco Democracy" and "a deep aversion for the
excesses of abolitionism."

In seeking the Clay mantle, Lincoln emphasized his own Whig heritage
and proclaimed Clay his "beau ideal" of a statesman-- although, as Douglas
noted, Lincoln had deserted Clay for Taylor in 1848 when it was clear
that the Great Comprowiser had no chance to win. More to the point,
Lincoln insisted that Clay's views on slavery were similar to his own.
He favored not abolition but gradual emancipation, and he particularly
opposed the introduction of slavery into new territory. Clay had said,
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of Clay. Mainly, he suggested that Clay embodied the spirit of compro-
mise which Lincoln's radicalism disrupted. His complaint against Lincoln
on this score was based on the premise that Lincoln was part of an effort
to disband the Whig party and move it toward abolitionism. At Freeport,
for instance, Douglas charged, "Lincoln went to work to dissolve the
Old Line Whig party. Clay was dead, and althe. h the sod was not yet
green on his grave, this man undertook to bring into disrepute those
great comproese measures of 1850, with which Clay and Webster were
identified. The argument was developed at greater length at Charleston,
in the heart of the Whig country, and was succinctly summarized, albeit
exaggerated, in the final debate at Alton. As Douglas there recalled
history, in 1850, "we Democrats, with Cass at our head, welcomed Henry
Clay, whom the whole nation regarded as having been preserved by God for
the times. He became our leader in that great EWA, and we rallied
around him the same as the Whigs rallied around Old Hickory in 1832,
to put down nullification." The incumbent here was engaging in hyperbole,
since the Democrats had not rallied around Clay's version of the compro-
mise measures but his own separation of the omnibus bill, and since the
Whig party had not even been formed in 1832. But it was an effective appeal
to Clay's memory, all the same.

Not surprisingly, Lincoln was upset at Douglas's pretensions to
the legacy of Clay. In a speech shortly before the Charleston debate,
he said that "as to Douglas being of any kin to him, everyody knows they
never had a single feeling in ugAson, and that Douglas was one of his most
virulent abusers while living." (One thinks immediately of Edward
Kennedy's 1980 protest that Ronald Reagan had no right to quote Franklin
Delano Rooseveit.) Some historians have supported the Clay-Douglas anal-
ogy, though; for example, Cain explains that when Clay voiced opposition
to the spread of slavery, he "was speaking of slavery in new societies
and governments, not of the western territories, where the Great Compro-
miser wiga content to depend on Mexican law or the dictates of the Supreme
court." Lincoln's protest may have been indirect evidence of the effect-
iveness of the Little Grant's argument to the old Whigs. What is more, it
was aided by a powerful inartistic proof.
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This episode suggests an important limitation on the historical
argument. For maximum effectiveness, it must be grounded in a past
sufficiently out of reach for there to be no authoritative eyewitnesses.
The appeal to the founding fathers met this requirement ideally. The
positive symbolic value of the fathers was nearly universal, but the
"text" was sufficiently ambiguous to generate a range of rival interpre-
tations. Their effectiveness depended upon the abilities of competing
arguers to weave together a realistic narrative. The availability of
eyewitness testimony or designated heirs weakens this ambiguity, and
turns the historical argument from a hermeneutic pursuit into an inartis-
tic proof. When that happens, the historical argument is skewed in the
direction of the eyewitness. It is no longer a balanced approach avail-
able to both sides of a dispute over essentially contested ideas. The
Lincoln-Douglas debates illustrate both the artistic and the inartistic
variations of the historical argument, and they reveal also the relative
effectiveness of documents and stories as forms of support. In this
way they contribute to our understanding of the mgEe general phenomenon
which Reid has labeled "the rhetoric of history."
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POLITICAL JUDGMENT AND RHETORICAL ARGUMENT: EDMUND BURKE'S PARADIGM

Stephen H. Browne
University of Wisconsin - Madison

Michael C. Leff
University of Wisconsin - Madison

Cox and Willard's introductory essay in Advances in Argumentation
Theory and Research represents the first systematic attempt to understand
the history of argumentation research within our field.' The 'sea? serves
its function well, delineating the major trends and placing then in a
general relationship with one another. Nevertheless, owing to the breadth
of the subject and the brevity of the essays the authors can do no more
than survey the literature, and often subtle points of interconnection
remain unexamined. In particular, Cox and Willard present evidence of an
unrecognized continuity between the older tradition and the more recent
scholarly efforts within the field. Amidst the manifold changes that
occur, a fundamental problem mess to persist, and that is an awkardness
In matching theory with concrete practice. The scholarly focus
alternatively centers on discrete and isolated events or on theory es. se,
and the footing in the middle ground between the two remains unsteady and
hazardous. The result is a consistent failure to engage the objeots of
our study in a theoretically interesting fashion. Moreover, we believe
that once this problem is appreciated, the history of the field itself
suggests corrective, and thus our purpose is to combine certain recent
theoretical Insights with the interests of the older tradition in an
effort to discover middle ground for the study of argument.

Cox and Willard demonstrate that our scholarship proceeds from a
stable but moribund pattern of "applied formalism to more vigorous but
rather unstable effort to conceive new founr'etions for the discipline.
Within the original pattern, the subjects of study did not seem
problematic. Pedagogically the field centered on forensic contests, and
critically it dealt with the documents from the Kist" .:rr of public address.
But neither side of this project yielded such theoretical insight into the
character of argument. Directed as it was toward self-regulated
contest, forensics pedagogy stressed rules-of-thumb rather than matters of
deeper intellectual interest. And the historical-critical scholarship
proved unable to grasp the argumentative action within the texts it
surveyed. Cox and Willard clearly indicate the major impediment to this
goal: the dominant theory of applied formalism involved a gross form of
reductionism. In their words, the approach sought to 'uncover' the
essential (logical) structure of an argument -- to reduce the manifest
rhetorical appearance to its underlying (real) form. Such reductionism
often was accomplished through the use of a formal language such as
symbolic logic or various doscriptiom of inductive and deductive mode. of
reasoning."7 In other words, the substantive and circumstantial aspects
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of any particular argument were divorced from force of argument qua
argument. The latter was entirely a matter of abstract rules of
inference.

This 'Rance involved a paradox. The existing rationale for rhetorical
scholarship depended upon dichotow between rhetoric and poetic that
stressed the radical particularity of rhetorical discourse. On this view,
poetic addressed abiding and universal concerns, while rhetoric was bound
to the circumstances of unique situation. Tot, when scholars attended
to the argumentation in rhetorical texts, their method alienated them
entirely from the came at hand. The logical containers of applied
formalism condensed the data into abstractions that strained against the
presumed requirements of the critical enterprise. Consequently, the
'Malan:hip stuttered between the solidity of particular argumentative
performances and the disembodied canons used to evaluate the strength of
arguments. Without access to a space between these poles, there emitted
no conceptual mechanism for negotiating a rhetorical rather than purely
logical basil: for argument theory.

This inconsistency in the h program proved especially
debilitating because it went unrecognized. It was not just that the
scholarship was theoretically barren: more important, without a precise
location of the problem, there seemed no resource for affecting an
internal corrective. That is, the theoretical problem appeared as purely
theoretical rather than as the subtle and sore profound difficulty of
attuning the theory and the subject to one another. In fact, the
prolonged alienation of theory from the particular objects of study
discouraged formulation of the issue in these terms. Moreover,
contemporary scholars exploring new avenues of inquiry still fail to
appreciate the basic dilemma of the earlier scholarship and thus, in our
judgment, do not recognize the way its effects contaminate their thinking.
Their exists a tendency toward over - correction that allows the errors of
the past to work their mischief even in the work of those who strive to
eliminate them. This irony displays itself most clearly in the way that
the notions of *paradigm" and "paradigm change aprear in our literature.

Since the mid-1960s, attacks against applied formalism have gained
increasing force, and it is now evident tnat this approach has Moose
passt. Current trends in the field, however, sprawl In many differs:if:
direction., and they seem unified only in the negative, in their common
rejection of older ways of thinking. Cox and Willard'characterize this
situation as a pre-disciplinary phase marked by 'paradigmatic disputes. "3
Their nt is consistent with the commonly accepted view of current
conditions, but we believe that the reference to the term "paradigm" and
the implied association with Kubn' theory of disciplinary change are
somewhat misleading. Our reservations arise both from the basic meaning
of the term itself and from our understanding of Kuhn's use of it.

The Greek word paradeigse literally seam showing beside or along
aide of. Its primary meaning of "pattern", "model", or "example" follows
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from the way in which we learn about or explain one thing by reference to
another thing belonging to the same class. In this sense, Greeks ethic.
through the sophistic period is "paradigmatic" rather than abstractly

"theoretical," since morally proper behavior was learned not by knowledge
of the abstract qualities defining a virtue, but by emulating the
character of a specific person who exemplified that virtue.4 One could
learn to be courageous, for example, by referring to the character of
Achilles as it is revealed through the Iliad's narration of his actions.

The classical rhetorical tradition recognizes the movement of
paradigmatic thought as a special kind of inference. When Aristotle
divides rhetorical proof into syllogism and induction, he designates the
example (parade/qua) as the rhetorical form of inductive argument. And he
distinguishes between example and dialectical induction in that the latter
draws a generalization from a number of particulars, whereas the former
deals with the relation of particular to particular. in the Rhetoric,
Aristotle referm specifically to circumstance where the better known of
two cames belonging to the MN class is used as the basis for inference
about the less well known case. But the emphasis on the relation of
particular to particular still holds even when paradigm is used in the
more expansive sense of "model" or "pattern" (as in the case of ethical
paradigms). Although the paradigm may serve to organize an entire domain
of activity, it still does not lose its status as a particular instance
falling within that domain.

Kuhn' conception of paradigm is broadly similar to although
somewhat more complex than, the Greek conception. For him, the paradigm
is still an exemplary case, a particular study or experiment that serves
as a modal for inquiry within a science. In modern scientific
disciplines, not one but many paradigm cases direct the course of thought,
and these cases are linked by family resemblance into an interlocking
relationship. Abstract theory conmists in the effort to reduce theme
various paradigms to their essential features. But such "theories" are
ascend order phenomena; the more concrete paradigms actually account for
the coherence of a discipline, and the configuration of a discipline
changes primarily in response to the choice of exemplary models.5 Unlike
abstract precept., paradigms are intimately connected with the data
contained in a discipline, and hence, for Kuhn, no categorical distinction
exists between observed facts and theory, since paradigms adjust both
simultaneously. Theory then does not arise from the accumulation of brute
data, but the data accumulated within a science does pia/ a decisive role
in the creation and revision of dosinact paradigms. The motive for
paradigm change, in fact, occurs precisely when scholars detect tension
between observed data and paradigmatic expectations. This circumstance
yields the perception of an anomaly -- an awareness that the theoretical
principles implicit in the paradigmatic matrix cannot account for some
aspects of the subject under investigation. In turn, this aaaaa nes.
prompt. "a more or less extended exploration of the area of anomoly. And
it closes only when the paradigm theory hae been adjusted so that the
anomoloust has become the expected." In extreme instances, such
adjustment turns into revolutionary change as the anomalies of the old

system become paradigms for a new one. In all instances, however,
paradigm change remains closely linked to efforts to explain the phenomena
studied in the discipline.

. Following this account of "paradigm" and "paradigm change", we would
expect that the critique of applied formalism, at least in sons
considerable measure, would stress the failure to account for much of what
happens in public argument. And indeed, it is simple enough to show that
this "paradigm" cannot account for salient features of its classic objects
of study; to reduce the argumentation of such oratorical masters as
Cicero, Burke, Webster, or Lincoln solely to a priori logical forms
involves emulsion or distortion of such that is crucial. Yet, the
critique of applied formalism sakes little reference to problems of this
order. Complaints about the tension between the theory and the phenomena
found in the texts are usually general. For the most part, the critique
centers on the inadequacy of applied formalism as a general theory
considered from an abstract perspective.

Cox and Willard provide subtle but important evidence to support the
claim we have just made. In analysing the causes leading to the demise of
applied formalism, they stress its character as a perspective "grounded in
a priori assumptions about Being and Knowledge.° In other words, the
animus for change refers to the superstructure; the key issues are
ontological and epistemological, and they ground themselves in general
philosophic conceptions rather than anomalies located within in the
subject studied. Thus, it is not suprising to discover that the original
momentum for change arises from sources external to the discipline, from
"scholars who were outside the field of argumentation proper."

These scholars, notably Stephen Toulmin and Chain Perelman, set out
to reform the epistemological foundations of logic and inquiry.
Consistent with that mission, they struck at basic assumptions informing
the then dominant formalist approach. In the process, much in the spirit
of Kunn's work, they shifted the weight of philosophic interest from
static, a priori categories to grounded argumentative practice.

Within our corner of the academic world, the appeal of this approach
was obvious and almost irresitable. Unfortunately, however, the success
of philosophars in developing grounded logics knocked the ground out from
underneath the field of argumentation. In the first place, the subject
matter of argumentation experienced an immediate and seemingly unlimited
expansion. Rhetorical argumentation was no longer just for political use;
it extended into every form of symbolic activity, including the
deliberations of scientific communities. Argumentation, in a sense, had
become a theoretical engine, and its scope seemed co-terminus with the
study of inquiry. Secondly, the shift in the direction of the
philosophical wind immediately pushed down the oonceptual propm upon which
our tradition rested. If formalism was inadequate even in Leal"
domains, then its applications were obviously flawed beyond redemption.
The old paradigm tumbled down at a single blow; it did not remain viable
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long enough to offer a point of resistance around which anomalous data
could be collected and against which emerging paradigms could be tested.
Instead, there was stampede toward grounded theery se in any and all
of its manifold forma. The field experienced not paradigmatic dispute but
a war of competing meta-theories imported from external sources, and each
of these meta-theories brought in its train new conception of the
subject of study. Na engaged in speculation about grounded theory without
clear reference to a domain of action where observable practice
constrained the range of theory. Grounded theory, in short, had itself
become an abstract concept.

Viewed in this way, the history of the field reveals the appearance
of symmetrically opposed core problems. The older scnolarship, burdened
with inflexible and inappropriate theoretical presumptions, could not
engage its subject matter in a way that yielded theoretically interesting
paradigm.. The recent scholarship, freed of this burden, appears to have
lost the content of the discipline in rejecting the containers of applied
formalism, and thus it is unable to locate a sufficiently stable subject
setter for the formation of paradigm cases. To state the problem in these
terms, of course, is to suggest a remedy. The strength of each approach
coaplements the weakness of the other. The old core subject of the
discipline -- political rhetoric -- still awaits concerted and systematic
analysis from a grounded perspective that allows interplay between the
theory of argument and the practices that characterize the actual conduct
of argument.

At this point, we need to clarify the soaps of our proposal. We are
not issuing a manifesto for the field, but only suggesting a line of
inquiry tnat we ourselves intend to pursue. We do not believe that
political rhetoric exhausts the field of argumentation. nor are we
committed to any claim about its priority over argumentation appearing in
Other domains. chat ye can safely claim is that, wherever else it may
occur, practical argument manifests itsel: in a particularly clear and
obvious way in deliberation about issues of public concern. Moreover,
while this subject is vast and complex, we already have canon of
literature that marks reasonable and manageable limits for its study. And
finally, recent thought in political theory suggests that deliberative
rhetoric offers an arena in which the interconnection between theory and
practice becomes a central and defining feature of the subject studied.

We refer to the concept of poliical judgment first suggested by Hannah
Arendt9 and later elaborated by Ronald Beiner.19 We are duly aware of
the danger of simply forcing this notion from political theory into the
field of argumentation. Consequently, we intend only to outline its main
features and then attempt to establish a paradigm of its operation by
analysing a classic text from the rhetorical tradition.

The concept of political judgment emerges from the effort to explain
rationality in politics in terms that avoid strict laws of entailment. On
this view, the essence of politics consists in deliberative discourse, and
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deliberation, since it looks forward to action in diverse and changing
circumstances, cannot suffer reduction to static principles. Instead the
deliberative process engages judgment, "a form of mental activity that is
not bound to rules, is not subject to explicit specification of its mode
of operation (unlike methodical rationality), and comes into play beyond
the confines at rule- governed intelligence. At the same time, judgment is
not without rule or reason, but must strive for general validity."11 This
"general validity" establishes a standard for a modified rationality, and
the act of judging embodies such rationality for at least two reasons.
first, judgment demands public justification. It requires support from
good reasons which, if they do not compel necessaryassent, must at least
gain intersubjective approval. Second, although the act of judgment
always refers to some particular course of action, the faculty of good
judgment requires the ability to align a case at hand with principles of
action. These principles, of course, do not exist in a tiJy hierarchle,&
order, and their application to a specific situation is never formulaic.
gut rather they are a repertoire of semi-coherent, partially realized
patterns gleaned from experience and capable of achieving completion as
they touch the substance of an actual situation. Political judgment,
then, is the meeting ground between the flux of political circumstance and
the reflexive principles that guide our sense of continuity in the public
world. It is the catalyst that gives order to the reality of our
particular experiences as it gives the substance of the particular to our
conceptions of order.

The special, synthetic character of judgment perhaps emerges most
clearly by reference to its ambiguous placement in relation to space and
time. It is equally possible to locate judgment within or in opposition
to the local and temporal circumstanoes which trams the act of judging.
On the one hand, following Gadamer's interpretation of phronesis, we can
stress the immediate presence of this frame and conceive judgment as a
product of the requirements of practical action. Judgment then appears to
emerge in and through particular set of circumstances; it is
teleological, adaptive, and heteronomous (i.e. adjusted to the opinions of
others who participate in the comunity of judging subjects). On the
other hand, following Kant, we can stress the need for the judging subject
to stand outside the flow of time and events in order to establish
critical distance from the object of judgment. Judgment then becomes a
product of an 'enlarged mentality" it is contemplative and autonomous,
completely liberated from the pressure of teleological concerns and the
vagaries of competing opinions.12

Seiner demonstrates that an adequate theory of political judgment
must balance these two conceptions. Sound political deliberation must
acknowledge the difference between the two even as it incorporates both.
That is, political judgment demands not only the distance necessary to
assume 'responsibility for mediating between universal and particular,"
but also responsiveness to "the contingent circumstances that impinge upon
and therefore condition the mediation."13 Political judgment, therefore,
stands in both a direct and mediated relationship to the particular. It
involves principles that rise above but do not subsume the particular, and
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thus it moves in and beyond the time and place of deliberation without
resting at either level. In short, political judgment yields principles
that simultaneously arise from, adhere to, and extend beyond the
contingencies of a particular situation.

Reiner insists, logically enough, that this whole process can appear
only in discursive fors. Consequently, a slight extension of his
terminology yields the conclusion that the manifestation of political
judgment is political rhetoric. Or, to approach the point from a
different angle, we can say that the subject of political argumentation is
the discursive sanifeatation of judgment. This formulation, we believe,
involves more than just tinkering with the language of a political
scientist. Reiner himself recognizes the close connection between his
theory of judgment and Aristotle's conception of the function of
rhetoric.14 And perhaps more important is the unrecognized but striking
correlation between Ileiner'a two dimensions of judgment that which is
located directly in and that which stands outside the time and space of
action -- and the traditional topoi,of deliberative argument, the
expedient and the honorable.

In any avant, to pursue this connection between judgment and argument
is almost automatically to reconfigure the status of argumentation theory.
Since judgment does not submit to but rather embodies theory, some of our
traditional assumptions about constructing and tasting theory lose their
force. Such concerns as the statistical representativeness of the data
surveyed and the logical coherence of theoretical precepts become, at
best, second order issues. Instead, theory is forced to the ground, since
theorists themselves must exercise the same kind of situated judgment
that argumentative performance exhibits. Just as the arguer must generate
principles within and through the fabric of the particular case, so must
the student of argument comprehend the principles that inform and are
informed by the discursive action within particular texts. Theorists
become critics whO center their attention on concrete events, but who

each text simultaneously at different levels. They judge both the
substantive and artistic features of argument while recognizing that these
features exist only in their situated relationsnip to one another, and
they must deal with form of argumentative action as they appear in
concrete arguments. This is not to say, however, that the principles
operating in each text are entirely unique. It is possible to generate
body of principles, to place them in some sort of relationship to one
another, and to transfer principles from paradigm cases to other cases.
In fact, without such conceptual mechanisms, the theorist could hardly
locate the space needed to judge arguments from a perspective beyond the
particular. Nevertheless, these th !cal principles do not form a
self-contained, disembodied unity. They constantly change in nature,
number, and relationship as their manifestations in argument are
recognized. And they resist simple, direct application to any particular
case, since they actually function in argument only as they are
instantiated and adapted to the particular. Theoretical precepts, in eum,
play a role in argumentation scholarship, but as an ancilla to rather than
as the subject of study. Theory ends not in comprehension of abstract
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coherence, but in the development of the faculty of judging how particular
arguments do their work.

To this point, we have only sketched the rudiments of a theory of
argumentation based on the concept of political judgment. An adequate
understanding and ant of this approach requires a much more
detailed and careful account of its nature. Nevertheless, mindful of our
own warnings against ungrounded speculation about grounded theory, we are
reluctant to pursue this matter in general totes. further elaboration
seems pointless unless we roles to concrete practice, to argumentative
texts that demand explanation of principles in the context of their use.

Fortunately, the literature of political rhetoric otters a notable
case where the problem of judgment emerges as a central issue both in
principle and in practical application. Edmund Burke's "Speech to the
Electors of Bristol," an acknowledged but largely neglected masterpiece of
oratory, directly engages the Issues we have just set out in abstract
terms. In that speech, Burka defines the proper stance in time and space
for legislative judgment, then attempts to show that his specific actions
conform with this definition, and throughout he subtly blends his actions
and his concepts so that they mutually reinforce one another. The whole
of this effort establishes a paradigm of judgment designed to vindicate
the orator and win the consent of the audience that is to judge nis merit
as their rep time. In the following pages, we present a critical
reading of that speech with a view toward understanding its concrete

rhetorical texture even as we explore its significance as a paradigm case.

Delivered at a moment of domestic and International crisis, the
Bristol address commands the added interest eg historical drama. Wars
abroad, religious strife at home, and wildly shifting commercial

arrangements had loosened the Whig's somewhat complacent hold on political
affairs. Burke, too, felt the shifting winds: Bristol electors, grown
impatient with his abseantism, now pressured Burke to attend with greater
fidelity to their interests. And, in fact, Burka seldom visited the city,
preferring instead to maintain London quarters. Wittingly or not, Burkel
conduct suggested a certain aristocratic tincture, a coloring not easily
blended with the, industrial complexion of the city. While its
represontative pursued the lofty ideals of Rockingham Whiggery, Bristol
found its hold on protected markets increasingly tenuous. The war with
America, uncertain and often bitter relations with Ireland, and fervent
antiCatholic sentiment preoccupied Surka's attention. And when, in the
eyes of the Bristol electors, not enough was directed toward them, a
general election promised relief. Suttees speech thus comae at a poignant
moment, turning point in his career located amidst crises of state, and
more than that, it comes just as British political history wavers between
the reform pressure of the bourgoise and the :maditional perogatives of
the aristocracy. Nowhere is this tension sore p,Ipabla than in the
argument about the role of the rep time. At least since the Wilkes
controversy of 1769, the idea that a representative might rightfully
exercise his judgment independent of the expressed wishes of the community
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had become a matter of heated controversy. The representative. many
argued, ought to receive and act upon the instructions of his
constituency; to do otherwise was to abrogate a basic political trust.

Burke, then, faces a challenge as an individual, as representative
for Sristol, and an a syabol, as rep tin of an established but
increasingly unpopular paradigm of legislative judgment. USA the most
cursory reading of the speech indicates that Burke grapples with both
problems. On its surface, the speech clearly partitions into five
sections, each treating an ostensibly different theme. The brief
introduction expressly addr the main principle, as the orator
explains the benefits of independent judgment in politics. The next four
section...following in the sequence of a well- ordered brief, respond to
the specific charges that lurks had neglected his constituents, had
acted against their in in the natter of Irish trade policy, had
ignored their clearly voiced sentiment in supporting Beauchamp' bill to
reform penalties against debtors, and had offended public opinion in
supporting Saville's measures for relief of Romer Catholics.

Under more careful scrutiny, however, the local movement among
discrete arguments gives way to a di ff and more global pattern of
development. The tour sections constituting the body of the speech appear
leas as self-contained arguments than as narratives that repeatedly
instantiate principles announced in the introduction. These four
'stories* provide a series of disclosures, each meant to vindicate Surke's
principles by revealing their successful operation in action, each meant
to illuminate Burke's actions by reference to a single set of principles
incarnated in different circumstances. Taken separately, the narratives
unfold along conventional lines, framing situations and events within
historical boundaries. Taken together, tney move in a slow inexorable
circle, as they loop back to their genesis is principle and thereby
clarify moments of exemplary judgment. The movement of the text is
accordingly complex, its course determined by the braided threads of
principle and action, by the interlocking structures or political time and
space.

Burke's introductory remarks quickly and efficiently establish the
parameters of the situation. raced with the demands of the election and
uncertain of its outcome, Burke is politician enough to realise he must
racialm popular support. Be desires, therefore, to "take the authentic
sense of my friends upon a business of so much delicacy.," In fact,
public opinion will determine whether Mirka continues the canvass at all;
he will, at all events, respect the wishes of the electorate. This nod
toward his audience, however, is immediately succeeded by a resolute claim
to retain autonomy in judging deliberative issues. Sven as Burke
identifies his relationship to the city as that of "an honest servant in
the equity of candid and discerning master," he insists that his role is
not one of obsequious dependence. As a representative called to account
for his actions, he disdains the opportunity for apology or excuse and
moves instead into the objective light of public space, a realm where all
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can judge for themselves what character discloses. "I have lived too long
to be served by apologies," ha says, 'or to stand in need of then. The
part I have acted has been in open day; and to hold out to a conduct which
stands in that clear and steady light for all its good and all its evil,
to hold out to that conduct the paltry winking tapers of excises -- I will
newer do it' (3611 -9).

Burke thus indicates the tensions conditioning political judgment.
Prompted by circumstance to solicit popular support, the representative
appeals to a principle of autonomy by nature resistant to such
endorsement. This recourse to principle in the face of political flux
defines the opening stage of the text's development. The tone here is
dignified and distant, and if Burke acknowledges the interests of his
constituents, he just as strongly insists upon the limits of their claim.
Amidst the push of events and the pull of strident opinions, an unchecked
desire to satisfy popular appetites reveals weakness, not strength of
character. The representative, rather, most "look to the nature of
things," and not to the "humors of men"(269). Only then is he in
position to act in accord with the natural rhythms of time, liberated from
the short-lived demands of popular whim. This stance, in turn, requires
stability of character and conduct, and as Burke has acted, se shall he
account for his actions. But, as he prepare, to undertake this
disclosure, Burke effects an important redefinition of the rob.. of public
judgment: denied the right to restrain the autonomy of the representative
directly, his audience MUM the role of spectators; they are to render
a judgment only at the end of the performance. "Applaud us when we run,"
lurks directs his hearers, "console us when we fall, cheer us when we
recover; but let us pass on, -- for God's sake let us pass on (369).
Understanding this relation to the representative, the electors, like
their representatives, judge from a distance. And so, the audience should
vital Burke's conduct in its entirety, *like sound judges, and not like
cavilling pettifoggers and quibbling pleaders" (370).

In such the some sense, lurks argues that the preservation of the
public space itself requires a perspective located at a proper degree of
distance. It, too, is sensitive to the pressure of heteronomous opinion
and threatens to collapse when popular demands overwhelm its borders. An
arena of free action, this space is needed for the work of the
representative; and those who most value this work *will not bear to have
it soiled and impaired by those for whose sake they make a thousand
sacrifices to preserve it immutable and whole* (370). If the popular will
intrudes too far into this space, if the representative becomes servile,
then the apace must contract, and the best man either will 1 the
public stage or meek refuge with the court. Again, Burke asks his
audience to judge as he would judge and to maintain the necessary distance
between the representative and the rep tad. "it we do not permit our
members,' he concludes, *to act upon a very enlarged view of things, we
shall at length infallibly degrade our national rep Lion into a
confused and scuffling bustle of local agency' (371). The first section
of the speech thus ends where it started, anchored is principle to the
autonomy of political judgment. And the multi-faceted symmetry of the
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argument calls upon the auditors to adopt and act on the principle in
question. In shifting their perspective from a restrictive view of
heteronomous interest to an enlarged conception of political time and
space, Burke sets up the possibility of his own vindication. Yet, since
he asks the audience to act in emulation of his nun judgment, that he may
be judged properly, he must disclose not only the principles which
regulate his character, but his character as manifested in action.

The direction of the text shifts at this point. Burke now engages
the specific charges outstanding against him, framing his responses within
a series of four narratives. The first of these concerns the most
personal charge -- that ha neglected his Bristol constituents. Although
brief, this section incorporates the spatial and temporal themes common to
all the narratives.

Burke allows that *there is decorum and propriety in a member of
amentie paying a respectful court to his constituents" (372). If he

did not pay court often enough, however, it was not through lack of good
will. Indeed, it was by virtue of the distance between Bristol and
Westminster that Burke could attend to more important matters. Unlike his
opponents, whose business appeared 'limited to shaking hands and making
promises, Burke had exploited his opportunities in Parliament to advance
the real interests of his constituents. °I ca d you through your
affairs,* he explains, *not through your parsons" (373). The space
between the representative and the represented therefore is not to be
lamented, but to be protected against the seductions of the crowd and the
pressures of campaign politics. Within this space, Surke's character is
revealed in its fullness: though retaining the right to autonomous
judgment, he remains alert to the legitimate interests of his
conatituents. *I was not only your representative as a body. I was the
agent, the solicitor of individuals; I ran about wherever your !fairs
could call me; and in acting for you, I often appeared as a ship-broker
than as a amber of Parliament. There was nothing too laborious or too
low for me to undertake* (373).

Spatial distance, then, allows the representative freedom to use nis
time in the conduct of substantive business. More important, such
distance opens a perspective on time necessary to the proper understanding
of political realities. Burke admits that in fact he could have visited
Bristol more often but chose not to do so. When the city was infused with
the contagion of war against the colonies, and all mounds and banks of our
constancy were borne down at once, and the frenzy of the American war
broke upon us like a deluge" (375), Burke absented himself from Bristol.
Why? Prom his more distant and sore steady vantage, Burke could
accurately gauge the situation; uncontaminated by this local frenzy, he
understood the international repercussions of the war and found in every
victory another goad to folly. Conversely, when his predictions proved
correct and the war turned against Ragland, Burke again chose to stay
away, fearing to insult by his presence. Yet, if his absence sometime
appeared indecorous, it proved exemplary in the end. Time has vindicated
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the representative's distance from the local and immediate, for it at
length has made us all of one opinion* (376). Viewed from the perspective
of time present, the events of the past the not apologise and
excuses, justify Burks's stance. And as the audience participates in this
narrative, it come* to share in its lesson -- judgment must remain fixed
in the nature of things: "This a true, unvarnished, undisguised state of
the affair. You will judge of it" (376).

The second narrative elaborates the lessons of the first. Surke's
role in the Irish Trade Acts had seemed to many unduly sympathetic to the
Irish, this at time when Bristol's livelihood depended on its commercial
relations. Burke, of course, was especially vulnerable on this matter; as
a native of Ireland hs inevitably risked offending the special in
of his adopted city. Nevertheless, lurks had sought to fix Anglo-Irish
trade policy in a period of considerable unrest. The American war had
opened up new market* and had forced a realignment of commercial
relations. Confronted by a series of rapidly changing circumstances,
Parliament d. Unable to chart consistent or stable policy, it
reacted blindly to each point of pressure. In prose that mimics the atits
of its subject, lurks recalled how Parliament was *frightened into a
limited concession by the menaces of Ireland, frightened out of it by the
menaces of Ragland, was now frightened back again, and made a uni
aurrender of all that had been thought the peculiar, reserved,
uncommunicable rights of Ragland* (371-9). In the end, came disaster: *A
sudden light broke in upon us. It broke in, not through well-contrived
and well-disposed windows, but through flaws and breaches -- through the
yawning chasms of our ruin. We were taught wisdom by humiliation" (379).
The power of the metaphor at the end of this passage contrasts
significantly with the rapidly shifting syntax of its beginning. The
style incorporates the point: the passage of time illuminates with
unmistakable clarity the folly of mere temporizing.

Burke understood this principle before the event, and so he had stood
firm amidst the tumult. Not coincidently, he remained distant from
Bristol. Foregoing the *little, silly, canvass prattle of obeying
instructions, and having no opinion but yours," Burke commanded a
perspecitve denied to those sealed within the pressures or the moment.
His distance offered perspective for judgment that opened access to a
higher order of reason. This enlarged view found warrant for action in
"the instruction of truth and nature," and it secured its ends not by
seducing public opinion, but by looking forward to the greater interests
of the community. As lurks employed this enlarged vise in the Irish Trade
Acts debate, he once again provided en exemplar of sound political
judgment. And he drove home tne point through a striking thematic and
metaphoric summary: °A representative worthy of you aught to be a person
of stability. I am to look, indeed, to your opinions, -- but to such
opinions as you and I must have five years hence. I was not to look to
the flash of the day. I knew that you chose me, in my place, along with
others, to be a pillar of the state, and not a weathercock on top of the
ediface, exalted for my levity and eeeeeee lity, and of no use but to
indicate the shifting' of every fashionable gale (3112).
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The third charge against lurks concerned Lord leauchamp's bill, a
measure designed to reduce the ty of penalities against debtors. As
if to underscore the dangers of public seduction, this narrative reveals
n arks to have acted is compliance with the short-sighted interests of the
B ristol coseunity. The city naturally had a stake in the strength of
credit laws. It feared that Beauchamp's bill threatened the delicate
balance between credit and capital, and so pr seated to Burke petition
announcing its opposition. A rumor of sorts suggested that Burke handled
the petition with contempt. Not so, declared Burke. In fact, he had
delivered the petition, 'though it militated with my oldest and my most
recent public opinions, with a strong and more theft usual recommendation
to the consideration of the House, on account of the character and
consequence of those who signed it" (383). Ironically, then, lurks was
chastised for something he had not done, and far from ignoring the wishes
of his constituents, he had complied against his better judgment. In the
end, Burke could only regret he had not left himself open to criticism on
the 1 matter. Be had allowed maser consensus to intrude on the
integrity of his judgment, and for this, he vowed cospensation; 'I owe
what, if ever it be in my power, I shall most certainly pay, -- ample
atonement and usurious amends to liberty and humanity for my unhappy
lapse" (383).

Burke's failure to act on an enlarged view of the matter before his
constituted a genuine failure of the public trust. Viewed
dispassionately, Burke explained, the bill was just, designed only to
remedy 'a gross and cruel fault in our laws. And the very injustice of
e xisting laws perpetuated foolish and inexpedient policies. Most notable
among these were "acts of grace," whereby imprisoned debtors were released
periodically solely because of overcrowding. The laws thus made a mockery
of themselves -- imprisoning people who were not criminals only to cast
them out of prison, not because of humane sentiment, but because of the
failure of the law to achieve its intended purpose. The ineffective
cruelty of such legislation cried out for correction. and Seauchamp's
proposal was a step in the right direction. "If we continue to oppose
this bill, Burke warns, "we shall be found in a struggle against the
nature of things" 086).

The fullness of ties, Burke maintains, will make clear the patios of
this bill. Meanwhile, Burke can only lament the consequences of its
defeat. Succumbing to the demands of his constituents, Burke had violated
his own judgment. and so had relinquished any claim to leadership on the
matter. As he concludes this third narration, lurks presents a short
digression on the character of a certain Mr. Howard. Howard, it seems,
had pursued tae problem of debt legislation with constancy and foresight.
For the moment, then, it is Mr. Howard and not Mr. Burke, whom the
audience suet emulate.

The fourth and final narration, however, once again places the orator
at the center of the paradigm. Burke's role in the reform of Catholic
penal laws reveals character fully worthy of emulation. His actions, as
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In the first two sections, instantiate the principles established at the
outset of the speech. But in this case, the issue is drawn more sharply
and in more detail. The final narrative is far longer than any of the:,
others, and it reduces itself to a story of the individual will
confronting and overcoming the rage of popular unrest. At the same time,
and consistent with the increased momentum of the text, the conflation of
character and action, which indirectly permeates the whole work, now finds
e xplicit statement. The Catholic problem, Burke asserts, "Is a business
closely related with the rest. My little scheme of conduct, such as it
is, is all arranged. I could do nothing but what I have done on this
subject, without confounding the train of my ideas and disturbing the
whole tenor of my life" (38$). Raving announced this principle of unity,
Burke turns to the specific issue in a way that typifies his whole train
of thought. Re undertakes his account of events by disengaging them from
their immediate context, seeking, instead, to relocate the crisis within
its larger historical and ethical context. from such a perspective, the
proper standard of judgment makes its appearance amidst the clutter of
detail, and the audience is invited to judge the orator in terms of his
fidelity to that standard.

Precedents to sectarian strife data back to the Reformation, Burke
begins, but until the spirit of persecution is banished, the work of the
Reformation remains incomplete. Protestants, seeking to dismantle 'the
vast structure of superstition and tyranny" of papal authority, often
succeeded only in reversing the terms of hatred. Their notorious penal
codes thereby became symbols of hypocricy, and where, Burke says, those
laws were not bloody...they were worse; as they were slow, cruel outrages
on our nature, and kept men alive only to insult in their persons every
one of the rights and feelings of humanity" (391). As Burks proceeds to
examine the origin and progress of such codes, it becomes clear that their
intolerance was rooted in a lack of perspective, an incapacity to
prudently chart a course between extremes. Catholic action led to equally
severe Protestant reaction, and the injuries of the moment destroyed all
balance. It was to rectify this historically driven chain of injustices
that Sir George Saville introduced his bill. Saville's role, on Burke's
account, was particularly noteworthy, sines it originated from a desire to
preserve the true Protestant spirit and to protect Protestantism against
its own excesses. In this sense, Saville displayed "his rooted hatred to
all kinds of oppression, under any color, or upon any pretense
whatsovever" (395). Saville, in other words, understood that the
difference between principle and extremism consisted in the capacity to
judge events from an enlarged perspective.

Unhappily, popular opinion too often failed to achieve the same
perspective. Although the bill repealed but one of the prejudicial
e tatutos, it encountered a storm of public outrage. 'No-Popery' riots
spread throughout London, and sectarian violence marked every stage as the
anti-Catholic codes were dismantled. Th public demanded that Commons
uphold the codes. Burke, for his part, app/led his energy against such
pressure, freely acknowledging his resistance to its presence. In fact,
he recounted, "I called forth every faculty that I po d, and I
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directed it in e4sry way in which I could possibly employ it. ... If,
therefore, the resolution of the House of Commons, refusing to commit this
act of unmatched turpitude, be a cries, I as guilty among the foremost"
(412-13). But if Burke stood convicted in the verdict of transient
opinion, he was vindicated by reflexive judgment. He steadfastly held his
ground in principle and refused to desert the course of honor even against
the powerful blasts of intolerance. And once again, tisa itself redeemed
his stance, proving that true expediency arises from principle. Later
events were to place England in grave peril from abroad, and she was saved
the catastrophe of internal subversion added to fosign thrett only
because Saville's act had secured the loyalty of the Catholic population.
Such toleration as Burke could effect served both honor and expediency.
The resolution of the crisis at hand had demanded principles discerned
from a sore remote perspective. That perspective, in this case as in all
others, defined the ground of political judgment. In exercising such
judgment the representative gathered the particular and the general into
unity of conception. The course of the whole speech, in fact, had been a
journey toward this realizations "The diversified, but connected fabric
of universal justice is well cramped and bolted together in all its parts;
and depend upon it, I have never employed, and I never shall employ, any
engine of power which may come into my hands to wrench it asunder. All
shall stand, if I can help it, and all shall stand connected" (418-19).

All told, Burke'' "Speech to the Electors of Bristol" establishes and
enacts a paradigm for political judgment. Almost all of its arguments
boar upon the key problem in dealing with judgment -- the coordination of
spatial and temporal conceptions relevant to making political decisions.
The essence of Burke's position is that the fluctuating and ambiguous
subjects of political deliberation demand judgment disciplined by critical
distance. The legislator must opearte in a free space where reflective
principles can mediate and shape the response to particular situations.
In assuming this ground, tne judging subject is not alienated from the
particular, since distance in space creates a perspective from which an
enlarged view of things can emerge. Indeed, lacking this perspective,
political deliberation is not simply unprincipled, but ineffective:
judgment can engage particulars successfully only when it comprehends them
in terms of the general sweep of history. Consequently, Burke collapses
the expedient into ths.hanorable and defends the autonomy of judgment as a
necessary control over the uncertain condition° of political action.

This "theory" of judgment appears in an oration, itself a medium for
political deliberation intimately connected with practical action. Thus,
the abstracted theoretical content of the discourse cannot stand as its
end. The theory must do work in a specific context and interact with the
particulars that inform it. That is, parallel to the demands of the
subject, the situation in which the discourse is delivered requires
something more than mere theorizing about the nature of action.
Responding to thin constraint, Burke argues by paradigm. The action of
the text proceeds through a series of particular cases, and as Burke
presents a narrative account of these cases, they disclose his actions in
concrete circumstances. These narratives function as paradigms, since,
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while they begin with locally diftsrent issues, they al:. embody the same
Set of principles. Beneath the linear movement within and between
particulars, tnen, the auditor discovers a repetitive form that converges
on the same point. Taken as a whole, this rhetorical structure, much like
the pattern Eliot sees painted on a Chinese jar, "movie perpetually in its
stillness."6 In other words, the rhetorical texture of the speech
instantiates the unity of time and space, of action and principle, which
is itself the subject of the speech. And the auditor who accepts the
rhetorical paradigm Burke performs is induced to accept the political
perspective he advocates.

In concluding, we ourselves must exercise the discipline of critical
distance. However noteworthy Burke's rhetorical artistry, the fact
remains that the speech failed to move the immediate audience. Three days
after its delivery, Burke was forced to withdraw from the election. And
as time has passed, his theory of representation has receded against the
tide of more daroc.ztic thought. Moreover, Burke's conception of
political judgment implies a rhetoric of consent hardly consistent with
the contemporary stress on the rhetoric of participation. For many,
Burke's key premises seem narrowly aristocratic or hopelessly unrealistic.
These reservation, however, do not detract :roe the status of the "Speech
to the Electors of Bristol" as an important paradigm for the study of
political argumentation. To understand the way that the apemen grounds
and embodies its principles places us on the road to understanding how the
theory of argument unfolds within the texture of argumentative practice.
Burke ably demonstrates the possibilities before us if we choose to locate
our theory within the subject we study.
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ON THE EDUCATION OF A TV DEBATE CRITIC

Donn W. Parson
University of Kansas

On October 11, 1985, like many Americans, I was sitting in
front of the television set taking notes as Geraldine Ferraro and
George Bush traded barbs, and, occasionally, ideas. At the close
of the debate a strange thing happened in my home: the room was
flooded with light (it was not a divine revelation of the winner),
the cameras whirred, and within thirty seconds of the last state-
ment of the debate, a voice bellowed, "So tell us, professor, who
won the debate and why?" It was clear that as a TV debate critic,
I had arrived.

My situation is probably not unique. Across America every
four years or so -- at least in those elections where there are
debates -- colleagues in communication studies and especially
debate coaches are given special public attention as they bring
their critical expertise to bear on public election debates.
For those debate coaches laboring in public (and sometimes even
university) obscurity, it is their moment in the sun. Various
debate coaches find themselves and their opinions in newspapers,
magazines, on radio, on regional and even national television
(it is an unconfirmed rumor that Bill !Curtis' demise at CBS was
related to the inclusion of debate coaches on CBS Morning News).
It is pleasant to have colleagues in other disciplines ask your
opinion on the debates; it both recognizes and confirms your
expertise.

Over the past three elections I have analyzed the
Preaidential debates for the Associated Press, the Hearst
Newspapers, USA Today, local and regional newspapers, local and
regional radio and television and even engaged in a radio debate
with Sam Becker on who won the debates. A good deal of my
education as a TV debate critic came from these experiences,
and much of that education was painful. I would like to begin
with several observations drawn from these experiences before
generalizing to some of the problems incumbent in evaluating
the Presidential debates.

1. Media Criticism is on Media Terms. What should have
been obvious to me from the outset took a good while to learn:
you adapt to the needs of the media rather than the reverse.
While your evaluation may involved detailed explanation of
judgment, the likelihood of such explanation appearing is
slim to none. If your analysis is submitted to a newspaper,

apace constraints will limit what is used. The consequence As that
one statement may be lifted from a paragraph of context and render
your judgment confused, confusing or simplistic. If you are inter-
viewed the chances of distortion are enhanced, but the safety of
preparing a written criticism is at the mercy of newspaper space
needs.

In television news, a major war or famine may take as long
as four minutes to detail, but usually less. A debate evaluation
is not quite at that level of importance. Over a period of time
I "improved" sufficiently to move from one minute of comments to
almost three minutes -- a major victory. However, it may not be
inaccurate to may that a two minute commentary simplifies and
distorts the message and generally frustrates the critic as well
as the audience. The alternative of any old debater -- just
opeed up -- simply renders the criticism incomprehensible. All
this assumes, of course, that the various media want any kind of
cogent explanation accompanying the decision.

2. The media want an immediate decision and preferably a
score. The instant focus after each debate is to answer the
question "Who won?" This is consistent with the metaphor of
the campaign: a race or a game with a winner and loser and
numbers to demonstrate such victory with accuracy. In fact
the language has become so ccaonplace that we don't tend to
think of it as a metaphor at all. The complete media focus on
"Who won?" actually began to worry the candidates and their
trainers. Patrick Caddell's memo posed the dangers for
Carter in 1980:

The more crucial and dangerous game is that with
the press. They have an inordinate role in con-
vincing the public not only who won on 'points' but
more critically, on the nature of the debate itself
... Thus we cannot let the press go into the debate

with the single notion of looking just for a winner
and loser.... We must make an all out effort to
educate the press to the question of (I) Will Reagan
be specific? (2) Will he flip-flop? (3) Will he
know what he is talking about? ... We have to empha-
size that such is the criteria we are looking to
for 'winning' and hurting Reagan. It must seep into
their psyche as well.
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Cadell and friends were not able to educate the media in time.
Following the 1980 debates, stations encouraged phone in calls
(for 50c you could register a vote for Reagan or Carter as the
debate winner). While not a replication of the Literary Digest,
poll of 1936 which predicted Landon over 79k, as a basis for
generalization it presented some methodological difficulties.
By phone tally, Reagan outdistanced Carter by almost two to one.
How many of the unemployed chose this method of registering
their preferences is not clear.

After one of the 1984 debates I was called by USA Today
for my decision. "Who won?" they asked. "Mondale," I responded.
After a pause I asked if they would like some reasons for my
decision. "No, that's all right," they countered, "just the
decision is all we need." I hung up in disbelief. The Associated
Press has used the standard 30-point debate ballot for Presidential
debates since 1976, and key to their reporting is a rundown of the
numbers. Could you score it a tie? Perhaps, but it confuses the
media. (Perhaps the incumbent serves as the negative and any tie
goes to the incumbent). But central to media reporting is the
win and loss and the margin of victory, preferably quantitative.

3. The media debate decision alters the artifact. This is
another way of saying that the media debate decision takes 011 a
life of its own, and becomes persuasive in itself. It is as if
the goal of the media was to provide "consensus" and that picking
a winner was like answering a question as "right" or "wrong."
Sears and Chaffee spotted this tendency in two studies done on
the 1976 debates:

A good bit of this consensus appears not to have been
based on 'reality,' however; that is, it was not based
on the viewers' dil.ect perceptions of the debates.
Rather, the news media quickly established a consensual
answer to the question of which candidata had won a
debate, partly through immediate reporting of poll
results. This in turn guided public responses to that
question, as if it were the 'correct' answer, and
eventually it became no.3

It may be that each debate invites a "consensual winner." However
the very act of finding such a winner involves the featuring of
certain factors and ignoring others. Vancil and Pendell observe

Thus, it may be more accurate to say that the 'con-
sensual winner' evolves from the interactions of public
polls, critical commentary from analysts, and the fren-
zied efforts of the press to discover the winner.
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Moreover, as the consensus i developed and articulated,
it has an apparent poyer to persuade the viewing public
if its 'correctness.'"

It is commonplace now to believe that Kennedy clobbered Nixon in
the very first 1960 debate when the immediate reaction suggested it
was a close debate. The impetus over time has been to increase the
margin of victory -- often by a multiple of the initial judgment.
For example, the 1900 Cleveland debate between Carter and Reagan
was quite a close one, in the opinion of the critics and in initial
audience reaction. However, both pointed in the direction of Reagan.
When the Lew Harris survey vas conducted one night after the debate,
the vote had grown for Reagan, 46 to 26.5 Using the 30-point AFA
ballot, I found a two point advantage to Mondale in the first 1984
debate. By the time of their second encounter, I'was asked if the
second debate was as "lopsided" as I had thought the first one.
The effect of time is to improve consensus.

One reason for these changes is that media analyses of
debates feature certain Josue and ignore others. There is no
doubt that Ford was premature in declaring the Eastern European
bloc countries liberated in 1976. On many of the other issues
he did quite well, but the question was whet relative weight
this gaffe would carry. It became a major media focus and by
one day later Carter had become the overwhelming winner.6
Jimmy Carter's reliance on My to substantiate the horrors of
nuclear war became a way to explain his lack of effectiveness.'
The gaffes assume a life of their own when treated by the media.
Nelson Polsby observes that a gaffe can be exploited by the press;
a candidate may say something "that sends the press baying like
a pack of beagles into the next week or ten days seeking after
clarifications, revisions, apologies, or concessions."7 Such
errors can be capaulized quickly and neatly by the media, which
uses them to gain a consensus view of the debate.

Such "beagle baying" need not be tied to issues in the
debate. After his showing in the first 1984 debate, commentators
searched to account for Reagan's ineffectiveness. When one com-
mentator chose "age" as the explanation it spread for several days
as "the" reason Reagan was .less effective. In fact, this set of
comments provided much of the rhetorical exigence for the second
meeting. When Reagan managed to dispatch the issue with his
single and best line of the evening, the issue had actually
helped Reagan in the second debate; for those who thought
Reagan had won the debate, many cited his handling of this
"issue" -- one created as the first debate and its evaluations
began to take on a life of their own.
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In the media rush to determine "Who von?" there is scant
attention paid to what it means to win or the criteria used to
decide victory and defeat. Vancil and Pendell found at least
six different meanings when viewers declare a winner. These
include (1) the viewer's pre-debate preference; (2) the candidate
whose positions are most consistent with those of the viewer; (3)
the candidate with superior skills of advocacy; (4) the candidate
with a superior Presidential personality; (5) the candidate who
benefits from an opponent's blunder; and (6) the candidate who is
declareu a winner by the media.8 That viewers have different
criteria for declaring a winner should not be surprising, nor
that they may use these criteria in combination. In the first
five criteria, the artifact of the debate itself provides the
materials for judgment. In the last criterion, the materials
for judgment come from the media assessment.

If viewer's decisions will differ depending on the
criteria they employ, so too will the critic's decisions.
The criteria I had used in 1976, 1980 and 1984 in judging for
the Associated Press were borrowed from intercollegiate debate.
They included the familiar categories of analysis', reasoning,
evidence, organization, refutation and communication or delivery.
The assumption has been that there are sufficient similarities
between intercollegiate and Presidential debate to employ these
criteria without concern. But how similar are the Presidential
debates to intercollegiate debates? The answer is -- not very.

Presidential debates differ from intercollegiate debates
in a number of ways. There is no single proposition, but rather
each question asked could be turned into a proposition. Hence a
Presidential debate could wind up having between ten and twenty
separate propositions, some of great import and some of less
import, such as questions on improving Harry Truman's salty
language. The audience being addressed is fundamentally
different and the assumption in intercollegiate debate in that
the winner will have better command of issues, evidence, that
reputation will be irrelevant. Commenting on the differences,
Myles Martel, who was both a college debate coach and a debate
adviser to Reagan, concluded, "I learned quickly that there
was a vast difference between political and academic debate;
any attempt to force the academic model on a campaign was, at
best, naive and, at worst, politically dangerous."9

However the criteria used to evaluate academic debate
had been borrowed to handle the Presidential debates. These
criteria assumed that the Presidential debates were primarily
an exercise in argumentation. As I had done in evaluating
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intercollegiatn debates, I was awarding issues and then returning
to the ballot to find the categories to help me differentiate the
candidate.. I suspect it was not unusual to find judges for the
Associated Press deciding first who won and then filling the
"boxes" provided as the categories of judgment on a ballot. The
awarding of issues makes the debate primarily an exercise in
argumentation and that view really produces criticism more
dialectical than rhetorical.

In applying these ,ntiteria to the second 1984 debate,
I concluded that ",erraro's answers in the area of foreign policy
were slightly worse than Bush's handling of domestic issues,
producing a alight advantage for Bush (in scorecard terms,
Bush 27, Ferraro 26). A distinguished critic in our department
evaluated the debate and found an edge for Ferraro. Such splits
are hardly surprising to old debate coaches who remember being
on the si,ort end of 4-1 decisions. In this case it was the use
of different criteria that procaced different decision.

If the debate is viewed as a candidate enacting the
posuibilities of Presidential leadership, then depending on what
conaLtuten Presidential leadership, such a view, more rhetorical
than dialectical, would produce a different decision. If the
debate is viewed as a candidate overcoming campaign exigencies,
such as the 1980 view of Reagan as "trigger happy," such a view
may conclude that Reagan was the superior debater. Differing
rhetorical views may well conclude that different candidates
"won" the debate. While this position is antithetical to the
media notion of increasing "consensus," it may be the necessary
antidote to provide an and ding of the debate -- to move
beyond the simple matter of "who won" and "by how much" -- the
cornerstone concerns of media criticism.

Criticism by its very nature may be a process of elongation
of amplification, explanation, illumination. The assets of a
critic are time and space. Media messages are the product of
condensation -- of reduction, simplification, capsulization.
The major limitations of media criticism are time and space.
It may be that criticism -- especially TV criticism -- is by
its nature at odds with media constraints. If so, media criti-
cism will always be an act of at least partial frustration
for the critic.

Susanne Langer died last week while I was preparing this
paper (the connection I think was not causal). I paused to reread
and reflect on that brilliant 89-year-old monument to anger in
this century. We are known, she said, by the questions we ask
and the way we ask them." Our views are shaped by our questions.
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Perhaps our angle of vision, to paraphrase Burke, resides in the
shape of our questions.

"Who won?" It seems a simple enough question, one that
should elicit a straightforward answer. I have been trying to
answer the question for some years. Who won? Affirmative or
negative? in political years, Kennedy or Nixon, Reagan or Carter,
Mondale or Reagan? In each case you are asked to make an either/
or decision. Answers such as "both" or "neither" are inappropriate
they show that you are confused, or refusing to play, the game. In
either case, you are certainly going to be disqualified as a TV
debate critic.

The disjunction seems sensible enough. After the election
one candidate will retire to write his memoir., make furniture,
raise past experiences to the level of crises, and/or play golf.
The other candidate will postpone his memoirs, raise experiences
to the level of crises and ride horses. One wins; another loses.
That is the nature of the game.

It is certainly possible that a critic can provide
coherent reasons for a judgment that one candidate "won" the
debate. But I would like to suggest that one function of
criticism may be to rewrite the question. Perhaps if we
could answer the question "What did the debate mean?" we might
be less preoccupied with "Who won?" All of this is inconsistent,
of course, with the focus, space and time restraint of current
media criticism. For the media, it should be brief,
capsulized and quantitative. "Who won the debate, professor?"
"Neither." The education of some media debate critics is
slow and painful.
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THE 1984 DEMOCRATIC DEBATES: DOES FORMAT MAKE A DIFFERENCE?

Robert C. Rowland
Baylor University

Rey Garcia
Southwest Texas State University

There is widespread agreement on the social functions
served by campaign debating. While the purpose of debates
for the candidates is to gain votes, their purpose for
society is to provide the people with useful information to
facilitate rational voting. Kraus and Davis wake this point
clear:

We have concluded that television debate can increase
what voters know about candidate:: and issuea.
Therefore, debates can enable our society to take
another step toward the realization of the democratic
ideal that all citizens are capable of voting

1responsibly based on knowledge, not on prejudice.

This rational purpose of the debates can be broken down into
three closely related functions. First, debates are
designed to provide the public with useful information about
the issue positions of the candidates. This view assumes
that one cannot vote rationally without being avaro of the
"differences between the policy views of the candidates"
and is the most commonly cited function of political
debating. For example, the theme of the 1976 presidential
debates, hosted by the League of Women Voters, was "Issues
not Images." ' In a review of empirical studies on
presidential debating Chaffee and Dennis refer to informing
the people about the issue positions of the candidateR as
"one of their (the debates'] major social tasks.

. ."

Although informing the people about the issue positions
of the candidates is clearly one of the (and in the view of
most commentators perhaps the most important) social
functions of campaign debating it is not the only function.
The debates are also designed to provide the people with
useful information about the candidates themselves. For
example, Edmund Huskie has argued that It is at least as
important that the people judge the personal quality of
presidential candidates as that they judge the issue
positions. Here, the idea is that by placing the
candidates in an uncontrolled setting the people can learn
about their personal characteristics. The problem with most
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campaign communication is that it is tightly controlled by
the campaign machine of the candidate involved.
Consequently, in a campaign speech or advertisement the
people are unlikely to learn much about the candidate's
personality. However, it is argued that in the give and
take of a debate the people may learn something about the
true personal strengths and weaknesses of the various
candidates involved. This view is expressed by Raines:
"These events [campaign debates] place a premium on
character and personality, insofar as these qualities are
revealed by appetrance, demeanor, and the ability to perform
under pressure." There is also data indicating that
campaign debates may facilitate the personnel interview
function by giving the people a chance to see the two
candidates together. The side by side presentation may
reduce selective perception.'

Finally, campaign debates serve a ritualistic function;
they reaffirm our faith in the democratic process itself.
By participating in the debate, the public and the candidate
express support for democracy. J. Jeffrey Auer explains
that: "debate has historically been regarded as an essential
tool of a democratic society where the majority rules in a
milieu of free speech." A similar point is made by Chaffee
and Dennis: "debates make substantial contributions to the
process of democracy and Rerhaps even to the longer-term
viability of the system."' Support for this function of the
debates can be found in opinion data indicating that public
faith in the candidates often increases following a debate.
For example, the 1960 presidential debates evidently
reassured the partieene of both parties about the ability of
the two candidates. This function of the debates would be
undercut were significant personal conflict to occur in the
debates. If campaign debates were to degenerate into name-
calling or mere theatrics then they might not reassure the
public about the integrity of the candidates involved.

Not only is there agreement about the social functions
served by campaign debating, but there is general agreement
that up to point the debates have successfully fulfilled
those functions. For example Swanson and Swanson note that
the 1976 Carter-Ford deOate "provided important information
for the voters. . . ."" Lemert, et al, conclude that
"watching a televised debate early in the [1980 Republican]
presidential primary season can increase reeponlents'
interest in and knowledge about, the campaign." Chaffee
and Dennis make the same point: "the debates clearly
performed one of their major social tasks, that of providing
information about the caggidatee and their positions that
was new to many votera.""

While there is little question that peat campaign
debates have aided the voters, at least to some extent, in
making rational voting decisions, it is also quite clear
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that there is room for substantial improvement. For
example, Bitzer and Reuter as well as Auer have attacked
re-qualtly of the issue analysis found in many campaign

In addition, campaign debates have been
criticized as exercises in mere imagemaking. For example,
Kirpatrick has argued that debates often place too great an
emphasis on oppage presence rather than political
performance." In addition, some have argued that campaign
debates have not adequately served their function because
they have been dull. Critics have called for "more
showmanship and more passio,° and decried the "stiff
quality of peat debates."'"

The most obvious means of improving the quality of
campaign debating is to alter the format. The problem is
that the political incentives facing the candidates do not
mesh very well with the social functions served by the
debates. The candidates have little incentive to take
specific positions on the issues and justify those positions
with tight reasoning and hard evidence. Specific positions
are politically dangerous. It is very difficult to attack a
candidate who advocates "reform" of the defense. system (who
is against reform?), but very easy to attack candidate who
identifies the specifics of a plan to cut defense. It ks
only reasonable to expect candidates to follow debate
strategies that they believe will maximize votes and it is
the conventional wisdom that detailed analysis qt specific
issues is not a valuable vote-getting strategy." In
addition, candidates have every incentive to try and
maintain whatever image they have been attempting to create
outside of the debate situation. Consequently, they have
strong reasons to avoid situations in which the public could
judge their true personality. It is far safer to stick to
prepared material and the packaged 'Nagy.

Stanley Kelley realized even before the 1960 Kennedy-
Nixon debates that the only means of encouraging candidates
to discuss the issues was the format of campaign events. In
his book Political Campaigning Kelley advocated campaign
debates as means of encouraging more analysis of the
issues of the campaign. Currently, some commentators make
a similar point by arguing that the beat means of improving
the quality of rhetoric in campaign debates is an alteration
in format.

A study of campaign debates during the 1984 Democratic
primaries has the potential to illuminate the degree to
which alterations in format can improve (or harm) the
quality of political debating. Since the 1960 Kennedy-Nixon
debates, most campaign debates have used some variant of a
press conference format in which journalist asks each
candidate involved in the debate a question and then the
candidates answer in turn. Partially in response to the
criticisms of past campaign debates, the Democrats
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experimented with a variety of debate formats during the
1984 primary season. For example, in the January 15, 1984
debate at Dartmouth college eight candidates participated in
a free-form exchange about the issues and the campaign. In
the first half of the three hour debate, Ted Koppel of ABC
asked questions about the issues of the campaign. However,
there was no set time limit for answers and not all
candidates spoke on each question. In effect, the
candidates had to fight to get the floor. In the second
half of the Dartmouth debate, talk show host Phil Donahue
asked questions about the issues, but also took questions
from the audience and "roamed the aisles of the audience
like a circus barker, pointing, gesturing, breaking into one
subject to aaggest another, breaking the chain of
discourse.°'' The format of the Dartmouth debate sharply
contrasts with the traditional press conference style of
debate. Some believe that it was a major auccess:I think
the star of the whole thing was the format. . . .g"
However, it also could be argued that the format facilitated
theatrical displays not reasoned analysis of the issues.
The less structured, more interactive format of the
Dartmouth debate was imitated in other debates throughout
the campaign. By analyzing the 1984 Democratic primary
debates it should be possible to judge whether an
interactive format is more conducive to fulfilling the
social functions of campaign debates than the traditional
press conference format.

To test the effect of alterations in format on the 1984
Democratic debates we have focused on three debates: the
Dartmouth debate, the debate held prior to the New York and
Pennsylvania primaries, and the first Reagan-Mondale debate
(on domestic policy) from the general election campaign.
The reasons for choosing the Dartmouth debate are obvious.
We already have described the interactive format of the
debate. Because it occurred very early in the campaign, a
large number of oandidates participated (Gary Hart, Jesse
Jackson, Walter Mondale, George McGovern, Rubin Askew,
Ernest Hollings, Alan Cranston, and John Glenn). The number
of candidates in the Dartmouth debate is important because
it contrasts sharply with the much smaller field present in
the New York debate. The New York debate was held on Haroh
28, 1984 six days prior to the New York primary and two
weeks before the Pennsylvania primary. By this point in the
campaign, only Mondale, Hart, and Jackson were still in the
race. The New York debate used an interactive format in
which all three candidates sat around a table with the
moderator, Dan Rather, at the center of a circular
auditorium at Columbia University, Rather asked the three
candidates the same question, but no formal time limits were
used and at times he interceded in the debate to clarify
positions and referee disagreements between the candidates.
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The interactive formats found in the Dartmouth and New
York debates contrast sharply with the typical press
conference format of the first Mondale-Reagan debate. In
that debate, Mondale and Reagan were each asked a series of
main and follow-up queations by a group of journalists. In
addition, the candidates were given a rebuttal on each
question. We hope that a comparison of the arguments found
in the two primary debates, as contrasted with the first
Mondale-Reagan debate will illuminate the effect which
alterations in format can have on campaign debating.
Obviously, there are difficulties involved in any comparison
of primary and general election campaign debates. It is
certainly possible that candidates debate differently
against opponents from their own party than they do against
opponents from the other party. However, here our concern
is not with what issue positions the candidates took, but
with the way in which the candidates explained and defended
those positions. It seems likely that the type and quantity
of evidence and explanation used in debates does not vary
significantly from primary to general election debates.

In order to consider the quality of the argumentation
in the three debates, we did a close textual analysis of the
debates, applying three tests to them. First, we catalogued
all the issues discussed in the debates. For the debates to
fulfill their oduoational function, they must focus on the
important issues of the campaign. In the discussion of the
three debates we will build a case for our interpretation of
which issues were un-important to the campaign.

Second, we tested the degree to which the candidates
supported their claims with evidence or reasoning. If the
public is to rationally choose among the candidates, it is
necessary for the candidates to support their views with
evidence of some kind. It is not enough for a candidate to
any that arms control could work; he or she should have some
support for that claim, whether in the form of evidence
(statements from authorities, examples and so on) or
reasoning explaining why an arms control program could
succeed. In applying this test, we recognized that much
argument is enthymematic, drawing upon shared aocial
knowledge. We tried to take into account the enthymematic
nature of argument by applying a very low standard for
support materials. For example, in the New Hampshire debate
Reubin Askew opposed the nuclear freeze by noting," We
having an effective deterrent and lessening of tensions
ultimately I believe, however, that rather than trying to
freeze everything and you lose the ability to be able to
modernize and make them less stabilizing" (p. 08). Askew
implied but did not clearly state that modernization of our
current nuclear forces is necessary to preserve deterrenoe
and would be prohibited by a nuclear freeze. The
application of this test produces a total count of the
number of claims made in each debate that were supported by
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evidence and/or reasoning as well as a count of the total
number of individual pieces of evidence or reasons cited as
support. Perhaps more importantly, it also reveals the
number of instances in which candidates asserted points
without any prof. By comparing the degree to which claims
were supported by evidence or reasoning and the amount of
evidence or reasoning used in the three debates it should be
possible to draw some conclusions about the effect of format
on use of support materials in campaign debates.

Finally, we applied a dialectical test to the debates
by counting both the number of inetanoes in whioh a
candidate criticized the position of another candidate a3
well as the number of instances in which the candidate who
was attacked responded to the accusation. If the people are
to understand the 1311103 it is clearly iwiortent that the
candidates search out the weaknearses in eel; the positions
of their opponents. It is a commonplace assumption of both
democratic and argumentation theorists that rigorous
criticism in the free marketplace of ideas is the best teat
of truth. Thus, in a superior political debate the
candidates will criticize the positions of the other
candidates involved as well 0/1 respond to attacks on their
positions. By counting the number of instances of such
criticism and response in the three debates it should be
possible to judge the degree to which the interactive format
is superior to the traditional press conference format in
encouraging dialectical exchange.

Application of the three tests we have outlined should
give us an idea of how well the two Democratic primary
debates and the first Mondale-Reagan debate served the
educational function of campaign debates. The three tests
all measure important dimensions of the issue analysis
function served by campaign debating. Moreover, the three
tests also can aid us in evaluating the degree to which the
debates fulfilled the personnel interview function. The
important point is that the people learn most about the
personal characteristic' of the candidates when they see
them debate the 1331103. In the give and take of discussion
about the issues, the personal qualities of the candidates
may be revealed. TP public will learn little about the
personal qualities u the candidates as long as they are
mouthing platitudes. However, in the heat of argument the
personal qualities of a candidate may become clear. In this
regard the dialectical teat is particularly important.

We did not apply a separate test to determine whether
the debates fulfilled the ritualistic function served by
campaign debates. The important point is that all debates
will nerve that function, as long as they do not degenerate
into name calling or mere theatrics. Unfortunately, there
were a few instances in the 198q Democratic primary debates
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in which the candidates got ao caught up In the theatrics of
the television debate that the issues almost got lost.

The method we have described obviously is imperfect.
The categories we have applied to the three debates are by
their very nature ambiguous. H , we think that this
ambiguity is unavoidable. The problem is that only
uninteresting categories can be applied with total
objectivity to a debate. The critic could count the number
of sentences of a particular type in the debate, but such an
analysis would tell us little of interest. We believe that
the looser categories that we have applied to the debate can
tell us more about the debate than the application of any
quantitative content analysis system. While the categories
described here have an element of ambiguity, in each case,
we independently analyzed the debate and then went over the
analysis and agreed upon the proper application of the
categories. The result of the analysis should be a useful
if not lrfectly objective description of the three debates
in question.

Issues

In general, all three debates focused on important
issues. In New Hampshire the candidates discussed: a woman
Vice-President, the nuclear freeze, the B-1 bomber, the MX
missile, conventional arms, the military budget, the state
of the economy, the budget deficit, trade deficits and
protectionism, Grenada, Lebanon, Central America, UNESCO,
South Africa, Reaganomics, Mondale's policy proposals, troop
reductions in Europe, abortion, and Mondale's ties to
unions. Nearly all of these topics were of major concern to
the American people. Of all the issues considered only
UNESCO was not really a major concern to the people.

the inevitable result of dealing with ao many
issues was that the debate barely scratched the surface of
many of the issues that were discussed. For example, at one
point Donahue asked the candidates if they wanted to stop
covert operations in Honduras (p. B9). After eliciting
agreement from all the candidates, Donahue simply moved on
to another question. There was no discussion of what was
wrong with B.S. policy in Honduras or what might be done to
improve it. Tha discussion of abortion was equally cursory
(p. 89). S 1 of the candidates simply said that they
were for free choice, but did not explain that position at
all. While a number of important issues were considered in
New Hampshire, the candidates did little more than state
positions on those issues; they did not have time to develop
those positions in any depth.

The story is somewhat different in New York. The
debate focused on twelve issues: a balanced budget,
personality changes in the candidates, weaknesses of the
candidates, education, government support of Chrysler,
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windfall profits tax, arms control, use of nuclear weaponsl
conventional weapons, use of force in Central America and'',
the Middle East, a Palestinian homeland, and gun control.
All of the policy issues considered in the debate were
obviously important. And the discussion of those issues was
in far greater depth than in New Hampshire. For example,
the discussion of the Chrysler bailout was quite specific,
down to a consideration of the economic effects of the
bailout on minority workers (p. B 9).

What is striking, however, is the lack of value of the
two political questions which Rather asked. For example,
Rather's first question asked the candidates to identify
their greatest weakness (p 89). In response, Hart said
that he wished that he oould have traveled more, but also
noted that he had gone to some twenty foreign countries
including the Soviet Union. Clearly, he was trying to make
the point that he was experienced in foreign policy.
Jackson admitted that his campaign for "social justice" had
not gotten the attention of the American people, but used
his answer to reemphasize the importance of his campaign.
Mondale cited his great experience in government and the
consequent "scars" he had received as his greatest weakness.
He was trying to contrast his great experience with the more
limited experience of Hart and Jackson. None of the three
candidates identified a true weakness in their character or
experience. The obvious point is that candidates are not
going to admit major weaknesses on television. Political
questions such as the one just diacuased,the later question
about candidate personality changes, and the question about
a woman Vice-President in the Dartmouth debate are unlikely
to revealmuch about the candidates. Instead, they elicit
statements that are designed to reinforce a pre-planned
image. We are more likely to learn about the true weaknesses
of the candidates by watching them debate back and forth on
the substance of policy issues rather than by asking
political questions.

The first Reagan-Mondale debate in Louisville focused
exclusively on domestic issues, almost all of which were
important. Reagan and Mondale debated about: the balanced
budget amendment and the federal deficit, Social Security
and Medicare, leadership ability of the candidates, Lebanon,
religion (including prayer in the school), crime, education,
drugs0 the environment, farm policy, the size of government,
abortion, taxes, and candidate weaknesses and mis-
statements. Again, the policy issues were important, but
the political questions were not. For example, in the final
question of the debate, (p. A28) Diane Sawyer asked Mondale
and Reagan to identify the "most outrageous" thing that the
other had said in the debate. The question practically
invited name calling and the answers easily could have
degenerated into something quite petty. Instead, Mondale
essentially avoided the question and after complimenting
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Reagan, called for the establishment of new programs to
solve social problems. Reagan accepted Mondale's compliment
and talked about social security. Neither candidate wanted
to risk a personal dispute; and consequently they both
evaded the question. Because candidates want to win, they
have enormous incentives to evade political as opposed to
substantive questions. Only on specific questions about
policy can a candidate be pinned down or forced to answer a
charge.

Evidence and Reasoning

There is a striking contrast between the evidence usage
in the New Hampshire debate on the one hand and the New york
and Reagan-Mondale debates on the other hand. In New
Hampshire the candidates made 160 total claims of which 28
were supported by reasoning, 33 by evidence and 4 by both
reasoning and evidence. In 95 instances the candidates
simply stated claims without citing any evidence or
reasoning. The abortion and covert intervention in Honduras
examples cited earlier are typical illustrations of this
point. The candidates took a position on these issues, but
did not back it up.

By contrast, in New york and Louisville, the candidates
did a good job of supporting their claims. In New York, 99
of the 140 claims were backed up by evidence and or
reasoning. In the Reagan-Mondale debate, 90 of 111 claims
were supported. The vastly superior use of support
materials in the New York and Louisville debates, as opposed
to the New Hampshire debate can best be understood in
tabular form.

Support For Claims

Total Claims Total Supported Claims
New Hampshire 160 65 (40.6%)

New. York 140 99 (70.7%)

Louisville 111 90 (81.1%)

Reasoning and Evidence Usage

Total of Evidence Total Reasons Total Support

New Hampshire 33 62 95

New York 43 97 140

Louisville 43 91 141
Note, the candidates occasionally cited more than one reason
or piece of evidence for a claim.

The data illustrated in the two tables has several
interesting implioations. First, it suggests that the New
York and Louisville debates produced quite similar
argumentative praotices. In effect, by asking all three
candidates the same question and attempting to allocate
equal time to each candidate, Rather gave the interactive
format many of the characteristics of the press-conference
format. The most important difference between the two
debates is the considerably higher degree of support for
claims found in the Reagan-Mondale debate than the New York
debate. Reagan and Mondale provided some form of support
for over 80% of their claims as opposed to only 70% in the
New York debate. The moat likely explanation for this
difference is the greater time available for explaining
positions in the Reagan-Mondale debate.

Second, the development of issues in the New Hampshire
debate was quite cursory. The very limited time available
for answers forced the candidates to take positions without
supporting them. They wanted to get their position down on
the record, but did not have the time to do more than simply
state it. There would appear to be a direct tradeoff
between the depth in whioh issues are discussed and the
breadth of the issues covered in the debate.

Dialectic

The final category to be considered is dialectic or
refutation. One of the main goals of campaign debating is
to place the candidates in direct conflict on the issues in
order to test their positions and also their personal
mettle. And one of the goals of the interactive format was
to increase such interchange. However, there was
surprisingly little refutation in the three debates and the
level was much lower in New Hampshire than in the other two
debates. The quantity of dialectical exchange is indicated
in tabular form.

Dialeotical Exchange

Critical Statements

New Hampshire 23 12

New York 24 21

Louisville 29 22

Answers to Criticism

The most striking implication of this data is that the
interactive format used in New Hampshire did not produce
much dialeotical exchange. There were more oritical
statements and far more answers to criticism in the New York
and Reagan-Hondale debates than in New Hampshire. Again,
the shortage of time for developing positions in New
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Hampshire is probably the explanation. The candidates in
New Hampshire barely had time to stake out a position on the

.f.,0,,ISSUeS. They could not get into complicated discussions of
^ rthe weaknesses of their opponent's positions or detailed

defenses of their own position.

The obvious exception to this point is the dispute
between Glenn and Mondale over problems facing the party.
Glenn blamed Mondale for the sins of the Carter
administration while Mondale attacked Glenn for voting for
Reaganomics. This dispute had value, but at one point it
degenerated into bickering:

Mr. Mondale: Hold it, hold it.
Mr. Glenn: tell you why it is. It's because you .

.

Mr. Mondale: It's because you voted for Reaganomics
Mr. Glenn: Twenty-one percent interest rates. . .

Mr. Mondale: Who has the floor here?
Mr. Glenn: Seventeen percent inflation rate, and
that's why we lost the White House and it's why . . .s
Mr. Mondale: Who has the floor here? Wait a minute
now.
Mr. Glenn: You said it was free floor. (p. B)

This exchange did not illuminate the issues.

In sum, an interactive format would not seem to be
needed to encourage refutation. The longer time limits of
the Reagan-Mondale debate and the provision of rebuttals in
that debate in fact produced far more dialectical exchange
than in New Hampshire. Rather's careful allocation of
speaking time produced a similar result in New York. The
interactive format does, however facilitate bickering
between the candidates. In New Hampshire, Glenn and Mondale
could fight for the floor. However, in a press conference
style debate, the candidate would have to wait until the
next speech in order to respond.

Conclusion

This study of the 1984 Democratic primary debates
clearly indicates that Stanley Kelley was correct when he
argued that candidates would adapt to the situation faoing
them in a political debate. The interactive format used in
the Democratic primary debates clearly influenced the
argumentative and rhetorical strategies of the candidates.
Consequently, there are significant differences in the kind
and amount of arguments and evidence found in the New
Hampshire primary debate and the first Reagan-Mondale
debate.This study suggests that Rather's application of the
interactive format in the New York debate made it quite
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similar to a press-conference debate. The result was a set
of argumentative practices that were quite similar to thdose:^
found in the Reagan-Mondale debate. Some of this result may
be purely accidental and the difference between a primary
and general election debate also may explain part of is
contrast. However, it lear that the interaotf 4

format used in the New Hampshire and other Democrati
primary debates encouraged argumentative and rhetorical
practices that were significantly different from the
practices encouraged by the more traditional press
conference format.

The effect of the format alterations on the capacity of
the debate to fulfill its social function is mixed.
Clearly, the interactive format encourages the candidates to
fight for the floor (you can only score political points if
you are talking). The result may be a more interesting
debate that will better keep the interest of the viewers.
In addition, it could be argued that the greater passion
produced by the interactive format may reveal more of
substance about the personalities of the candidates involved
than would be revealed with the more controlled press
conference format. Additionally, the flexible time
allocation procedures of the interactive format result in a
consideration of more total issues, If an important goal of
campaign debating is to tell the people where the candidates
stand on as many of the important issues as possible, then
the interactive format would seem to be well designed to
facilitate that end. Finally, the interactive format is far
more flexible than the press conference format for dealing
with large numbers of candidates. The Dartmouth debate
nicely illustrates this point. If all eight candidates in
that debate had been given three minutes to state their
position on an issue, it would have taken almost half an
hour to get through a single question, even without
rebuttals or follow-up questions. Not only would such a
format be extremely cumbersome, but it also would be very
boring.

While the interactive format has some advantages there
are also significant problems. First, the greater conflict
produced by the format may distract the voters from the
important issues under consideration. The exchange between
Mondale and Glenn in the Dartmouth debate, in which they
blamed each other for past failures of the Democratic party,
illustrates the point. This exchange did not illuminate the
issues. It showed Mondale blaming Glenn for Reaganomics and
Glenn attacking Mondale for a variety of sins of the Carter
Administration. There were important issues involved in
this dispute, but they were not touched in the exchange.
Rather, the two candidates tried to make theatrical gestures
that would receive play on the television news shows. And
in fact that was preciae/y what happened. In addition,
there is always the danger that auoh an exchange could
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become a bitter fight that would undercut the ritualistic
democratic reaffirmation function of campaign debating.
Moreover, there is reason to doubt whether this kind of
exchange produces much useful personal information about the
candidates. It is widely believed that both Mondale and
Glenn had planned out the statements which they used in
their exchange. Consequently, the people did not learn much
about Mondale or Glenn, but only what their campaign staffs
thought would be good political theater.

There are other problems with the interactive format
used in the Democratic primary debates. Although the
moderators of the debates that we have analyzed attempted to
be fair in asking questions and allocating time, there is
always the danger that moderator might attempt to bias the
debate process for one candidate. The moderator plays far
more important role in the interactive format than either
the moderator or questioners do in the press conference
format.

Finally, while the interactive format allows for more
issues to be considered, it also means that those issues are
not covered in any depth. Although it is important that the
people know where the candidates stand on the issues, this
knowledge is of relatively little value unless they know
some details of those policy positions and the rationale
behind them. Under the interactive format, the analysis of
the issues is short circuAted. The discussion of abortion
in the Dartmouth debate illustrates this point. At one
point, Donahue elioited one or two word statements of
position on abortion from all of the candidates. Such
discussions do not illuminate the issues. The problem is
still greater when use of support materials is oonsidered.
The interactive format forces the candidates to state their
position in a very few seconds. Along with the details of
those positions, the reasoning and evidence that back them
up of necessity get cut out of the statement. The result is
a campaign debate in which the candidates take positions on
the issues, but only rarely explain them or back them up
with evidence. This criticism is less applicable to the New
York debate, precisely because Rather allocated more time to
the candidates on each question than was available in New
Hampshire.

The point to be drawn from this analysis is not that
the interactive format should be scrapped in favor of the
traditional press conference style campaign debate. Some
form of the interactive format is clearly needed when there
are six or seven candidates. Even in such large primary
debates, however, it might make sense to give each candidate
en opportunity to state his or her views at greater length,
without fear of interruption. Each candidate could be given
an opening statement or alternatively, the statements could
be spread throughout the debate. These statements would
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allow a candidate to sum up the reasons for supporting his
or her candidacy over that of the opposition.

In debates where only three or four candidates are
involved, it should be possible to develop a format which
would avoid the problems associated with both the
interactive and the press conference format. First, longer
time limits are needed. If the candidates were given five
minutes to develop a position on a broad issue like social
security, they would have the opportunity to both outline
their views and support them. Even the two or two and a
half minutes available to answer questions in the press
conference format really is not long enough to say much that
is sensible. In addition to giving the candidates more time
it might make sense to get the press out of the debate
altogether, The issues to be considered in the debate could
be agreed upon in advance. The press has a natural
incentive to try and ask very specific almost "trick"
questions to pin down the candidates. The result is that
the candidates spend days memorizing details about public
policy to guarantee that they will not look stupid.

the ability to memorize endless details is not an
important qualification to be president, only to succeed in
the press conference format of campaign debates.
Alternatively, the press may ask questions that they believe
are news worthy but which do little to illuminate the
polioies or personality of the candidates. Surely, Dan
Rather's question in the New York debate about the greatest
weakness of the candidates fits into this category. No
rational candidate will admit in public that he or she has
important weaknesses. Thus, Rather's question could not
produce useful information. The people might learn more
about the issues, if three or four broad issue related
themes (like social security, strategic defense, the
environment) were considered in every debate. Rather than
responding to specific questions, the candidates could each
state their position on the general themes and the public
could Judge the candidates based on the aapeots of the theme
which the candidate emphasized.

The final element in this format would be provision of
time for rebuttals. If the candidates were given two short
rebuttals on each question that would both provide an
opportunity for and also encourage refutation of the
opposition's position. Neither the press oonference format
nor the interaotive format tither encourages or even really
allows much opportunity for refutation. However, if there
were two rebuttals on each question, than the candi:latea
would be encouraged to attack the positions of their
opponents (in order to foroe them into speoific and
therefore politically risky positions) and also defend their
own positions. The second rebuttal is the key, because in
it the candidate can Use to his or her rhetorical advantage
any failure of the opposition to deny a previous charge.
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The resulting refutation also might provide information that
1-.4 would allow the people to better judge the intellectual

'quality of the candidates involved. If the public is to
learn anything about the candidates as people, that learning
will occur when the candidates are not simply replaying
canned statements but are adapting to the arguments of the
opposition. It is in the refutative component of debates
that the people can learn most about the personal qualities
of the candidates.

In sum, we believe that wherever possible the
interactive format used in the 1984 Democratic primary
debates should be avoided. Instead, a debate format that
removes the press, provides the candidates with more time to
explain their positions, and encourages refutation through
the provision of multiple rebuttals should be utilized.
These conclusions echo the point that Jeffery Auer made
after the Kennedy-Nixon debates; campaign debates have been
"counterfeit," not real debates. By making the format of
campaign debates more like real debates, the political
incentives facing the debaters could be altered in order to
better fulfill the social functions of the debates.
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The contemporary political campaign in America is
inextricably married to the vast television network which
persiates society. The medium of television has become the
primary source of information for Lhe voter in an election.(1)

The reasons for television's high profile in the modern
campaign are relatively obvious. First, television has such a
dominant role eq a purveyor of public information in most every
social contexc.(2) Second, television is the most functional
tool, in economic terms, for the candidate. With the medium, the
candidate can reach the greatest number of voters at the least
expense.(3) Finally, the major political parties have, over time,
witnessed a marked attrition, in terms of strength and influence,
of their once powerful social structure.(4)

The decline in party structure has caused or coincided with
a decline in party loyalty.(5) The contemporary popularity of
ticket-splitting and voter independence has meant that more and
more voters make a voting decision extremely late in the
campaign. The increasing number of undecided voters has created
a greater demand for information about the candidates.(6)

This leaves the candidate for office with two options. The
candidate can tell the voters more about him or herself, or the
candidate can tell the voters more about the opponent. The work
presented here focuses on political advertising as an extension
of the latter premise.

For the purposes of this paper, negative advertising is
defined as a spot that tells the voter less about why the
candidate is fit to serve in office and pore about why the
opponent is unfit to serve. Ads that, in theme or structure, are
intended for such a purpose are considered negative polispots.(7)

This work proceeds from the Payne/Baukus trend summary of
GOP senatorial spots from the 1984 national campaign.(8) Of the
81 GOP senatorial ads viewed in the study, the largest single
group of spots - 28 - used attack strategies directed against
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their opponent. For this reason, more in-depth examination of
some of the negative advertising is pursued in this paper. The
campaigns to be studied are in the states of Iowa, Illinois and
North Carolina, chosen due to their high profile in the national
press and the competitive nature of each race.

purpose

The objective of this work is to examine the phenomenon of
negative political advertising from a number of differing
perspectives. A brief history of the negative campaign is
followed by an investigation into questions of style and strategy
and their broad implications as interpreted by the researchers.
A more subjective perspective is provided by some of the actual
maestros of the mediated debate within the negative polispot -
the political consultants. Finally, a discussion ensues on some
of the considerations that have been offered for effective
management of the growing trend in usage of attack campaigns.
Offered here is an examination into the strategic as well as
ethical factors that surround the issue of negative political
advertising as seen by the authors as well as other interested
parties.

History 21 the Negativ2 polispot

Though the rise of negative advertising to the prominence it
now enjoys is a contemporary phenomenon, we can find negative
appeals in some of the earliest television polispots. Edwin
Diamond and Stephen Bates, in The Spot, credit the Democratic
party with the first use of negative political advertising.(9)
In the 1956 presidential campaign, Estes Kefauver was the
spokesman in a number of spots that called Dwight Eisenhower to
task for some of his statements made in the 1952 campaign.

Adlai Stevenson's reluctance to mix it up with Ike meant
that Kefauver would be the team spokesman in the negative spots.
Stevenson appeared only in the spots with a more positive spirit.
There are a number of elements in these original negative spots
which have survived in the present-day strategies for producing
attack oriented advertising. The use of film of the opponent is
often employed, in modern spots, in order to attack the opponent.
Also, the use of a surrogate spokesman is more popular in
negative spots, whereas, the candidate often speaks in more
positive ads. In these early negative spots, Kefauver was
clearly used as a surrogate for Stevenson.

Perhaps the most notorious use of attack techniques in the
1960's was Lyndon Johnson's "Daisy" spot which juxtaposed images
of a small girl plucking daisies with those of a nuclear mushroom
cloud. This advertisement so raised the ire of not only the
Goldwater camp but the general public that 1,300 calls of protest
were received at GOP headquarters the night of its first and only
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airing. Spots like this one helped to successfully portray Barry
Goldwater as dangerously comfortable with the idea of nuclear
warfare. During the 1960's and early into the 1970's. direct
personal attacks on television were especially popular. However,
by the mid 1970's, the tone of the attacks softened markedly.
Yet, if the ferocious tone of the attack spots subsided, the
incidence of attack spots grew rapidly.(10) One important reason
for such growth was the entry into the media arena of well
financed political action groups. The raison d'etre for such
groups was to attack particular candidates who did not advance
their organization's political agenda.

The 1980 and 1984 election resulted in some of the most
senior members of the senate - including George McGovern and
Charles Percy - going down to defeat in the face of strong
negative advertising campaigns. Many experts expect the negative
trend in political advertising to continue. Lance Tarrance, in
Negative Campaigns and Negative Votes, discusses the prevalence
of negative advertising and suggests a possible scenario in which
negative advertising may dominate media strategies in future
campaigns:

Utilized only in the smallest of scales previous to
1980, it is likely that future elections at the
congressional and U.S. Senate levels will witness a
greater usage of negative theme campaigns as a
result of a strong increase in the numbers of and
abilities of single interest groups and their access
to campaign-related technology. The emergence of
this form of campaigning on a large scale represents
a new chapter in the political campaigns in the
United States, and will necessarily warrant
additional close observation in order to understand
how best to either utilize it or combat it
effectively.(11)

Tha Negative, Peliaeet Hinnina tha Mediated Dahill in Izia,
Illinsia, Ruth Carolina

The three senate races explored in this work are considered
to have been among the fiercest, in their negative tone, of the
election. They exemplify a spiral effect in which one negative
spot is answered with a second negative spot. Lance Tarrance
cites five (5) ways of retaliating against a negative strike:
1) admit it (2) explain it (3) apologize for it (4) ignore it (5)
attack the source. However, Bob Dow, media consultant to Iowa
senator Tom Harkin, corroborates Tarrance's viewpoint that none
of the five strategies are effective:

1) Admit it. In 1980. Iowa Senator John Culver used
this strategy. In essence, Culver said. . . "yes.
I'm a liberal. I admit it. And I' proud of it."
Culver lost. The problem is that a campaign only
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has so such time and money to tell its story. If a
campaign spends all its time and money telling the
other side's story. . .it loses. Its like shooting
at the other team's basket.

2) Explain it. Explaining takes more time and
money than admitting. If you try to explain, you're
not only shooting at the other team's basket. . .

you're shooting their free throws, too.

3) Apologize for 11. This is like scoring a
basket for the other team, then running to the
public address system and announcing, "Boy, was
that stupid of ael"

4) Ignore it. Politics operates on a simple
premise: GUILTY. People expect the worst. Thank you
Richard Nixon.

5) Attack tka source. Closer. . .but still no
banana. In Tarrance politics, attacks come from a
third party. . . NCPAC. Church tried to attack
NCPAC. So, when the Idaho voters went to the
polls, they despised NCPAC and its dirty politics.
NCPAC wasn't on the ballot. Church was. The voters
may have despised NCPAC, but they bought NCPAC':
story and voted Church out of office. Attacking
the source is like slugging the cheerleader.(12)

Instead, Dow offers a sixth strategy: to fight back with a
negative spot attacking the opponent on one of his or her own
weaknesses.(13)

Dow's reference highlights the primary strategy within the
mediated debate, control of the agenda. Hith a negative attack,
the perpetrator attempts to bring the agenda for argument on to
his or her own home park. The topic of the negative is chosen
because the perpetrating candidate perceives an advantage for
debate. All five (5) of Tarrance's suggestions for retaliation
call for the victim of the attack to wrestle with the opponent on
the opponent's terms. By fighting back with a negative spot
directed at one of the opponent's weaknesses, the candidate can
attempt to change the debate agenda to conform to his or her own
terms. The media debate, then, becomes a spiral in which each
candidate, through negative spots, attempts to retake control of
the agenda.

The Harkin-Jepsen race in Iowa illustrates one way to fight
back:

Jepson Spot

Video

Red Background... still photos
of old fireman...older woman
appear on the screen
at appropriate times.

Type reads...TT BOTHERS US.
IT SHOULD

o

ANNOUNCER:
CONGRESSMAN TOM HARKIN...HE WANTS
TO BE A SENATOR.

BUT HE HAS THE WORST ATTENDANCE
RECORD OF ANY IOWA CONGRESSMAN.

HE CLAIMS TO CARE ABOUT OLDER
IOWANS. BUT HE DIDN'T EVEN
BOTHER TO VOTE ON FINAL PASSAGE
OF THE RAILROAD RETIREMENT BILL.

AND WORSE YET. FAILED TO VOTE ON
FINAL PASSAGE OF THE TWO BILLS TO
SAVE SOCIAL SECURITY.

THE THINGS WE'RE BEGINNING TO AND
FIND OUT ABOUT TOM HARKIN REALLY
BOTHERS US.

AND THEY SHOULD.

AAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAA4AAAAA
Harkin Spot

Video ARUM

Black backround. ANNOUNCER:
ROGER JEPSEN SAYS ATTENDANCE
RECORDS SHOULD BE AN ISSUE IN
THE IOWA SENATE RACE.

LETS LOOK AT THE FACTS.

Jepsen starts to wipe his brow. THE DAY THE SENATE VOTED ON THE
CHILD PROTECTION ACT...TO TOUGHEN
UP CHILD PORNOGRAPHY LAWS...

Super NO VOTE over sweating ROGER JEPSEN MISSED EVERY ROLE
Roger. CALL VOTE.

95% under freeze of Harkin.
ACCORDING TO THE CONGRESSIONAL
QUARTERLY...TOM HARKIN HAS BEEN
PRESENT THIS YEAR FOR 95% OF THE
VOTES.

87% under freeze of Jepsen. ROGER JEPSEN'S ATTENDANCE RECORD
IS 87%...LOWER THAN ANY IOWA258 -239-
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MEMBER OF CONGRESS.

Black background...red "target ROGER JEPSEN...(BUZZER SOUND)
letters"...ROGER JEPSEN... WRONG AGAIN.
WRONG AGAIN.

Though Harkin does not change the issue for discussion, he
changes the topic of debate from one of his own record to that of
Jepsen's voting record. Harkin's spot reflects a, sense of
confidence that the candidate has the advantage on the issue of
voting records. There is no reason, therefore, to change topics.
Harkin's spot only takes the focus off himself and places it on
Jepsen.

A Percy spot demonstrates an attempt to
the debate agenda hoping that it will evoke
the part of the voters and embarrassment
opponent, Paul Simon.

Percy Spot

Video

Freeze of Ayatollah Khomeini

Iranians running in street

Shot of American hostages

Iranians chanting in street...
American flag burning

American flag with yellow ribbon

Copy of Simon letter, keyed
window of Khomeini on left and
Simon on right

Shot of hostage

Keyed windows... Khomeini,left;
hostage, middles Simon, right

bring a
a sense
on the

new issue to
of shock on
part of the

ANNOUNCER:
AYATOLLAH KHOMEINI ORDERS THE
DESTRUCTION OF THE AMERICAN
EMBASSY IN TEHERAN.

SIXTY-THREE AMERICANS ARE HELD
HOSTAGE...

AS IRANIAN MOBS EXPLODE IN
HATRED FOR THE UNITED STATES.

AMERICA UNITES AGAINST IRAN.

BUT PAUL SIMON WRITES AN
OFFICIAL LETTER TO AYATOLLAH
KHOMEINI PRAISING HIM AS A
JUST AND HOLY MAN.

SIMON LABELS THE SEIZURE OF
SIXTY THREE AMERICAN HOSTAGES
AS MERELY A MISUNDERSTANDING.

IS THIS THE KIND OF FOREIGN
POLICY WE WANT FROM AN ILLINOIS
SENATOR?

This particular spot marked a change of course from the
preceding media debates on the budget issue. The ad reflects an
attempt on the part of the Percy campaign to alter the mediated
debate agenda.
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Simon attempted also to gain control of the mediated agenda
with the use of an attack spot directed at Percy's perceived
weakness on the grain embargo issue.

Simon Spot

Video

Reagan and Percy at outdoor
rally.

Spotlight on Percy.

Audio

ANNOUNCER:
PRESIDENT REAGAN INDICATED LAST
MONTH THAT HE SHARPLY
CRITICIZED THE GRAIN EMBARGO
FOR HURTING THE ILLINOIS
ECONOMY.

BUT WAIT A MINUTE... ISN'T
THAT SENATOR CHARLES PERCY
NEXT TO HIM TAKING IN THE
APPLAUSE. WHAT'S HE DOING
THERE? CHARLES PERCY CAST THE
DECIDING VOTE IN FAVOR OF THE
GRAIN EMBARGO.

Freeze of Simon HOW SHORT DOES HE THINK OUR
MEMORIES ARE?

PAUL SIMON OPPOSED THE GRAIN
EMBARGO. AND HE'LL BE A
SENATOR WE CAN COUNT ON.

This volley of media spots illustrates the perpetual spiral
effect in which one negative spot leads to another attack spot,
as each candidate attempts to avoid sparring with the other on an
issue in which he or she perceives to be at a disadvantage in the
debate process.

The spots in the three races of North Carolina, Iowa and
Illinois all contain elements of style that are often found in
the classic negative spots.

All of the candidates refrain from appearing personally in
any attacks on the other candidate. Like Eisenhower, contemporary
politicians use surrogate announcers to speak for them fearing
the possibility that the voters will perceive the attacking
candidate negatively. None of the negative spots from the races
examined contained attacks in which the candidate personally
delivered the message on camera. In order to satisfy the legal
requirement that the candidate appear in his/her polispots, the
negative ads all concluded with a tiny picture and signature of
the candidate.

The most popular stylistic technique employed footage of the
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opponent against himself or herself. This technique was used by
Jesse Helms in a unique ten second format.

Helms Spot

Video

Small keyed window graphic of
Jim Hunt with his hand raised
apparently voting. Also,
newspaper headline reading "Hunt
Votes Plan to Raise Taxes".

Cut to two keyed windows of
Hunt; one speaking and one
still.

Audio

ANNOUNCER:
WHO VOTED TO RAISE OUR TAXES?
THE SAME JIM HUNT WHO SAYS...

JIM HUNT:
"I DO NOT PROPOSE THAT WE RAISE
TAXES".

Keyed windows of Hunt featured ANNOUNCER:
with graphics of the announcers YOU CAN'T HAVE IT BOTH HAYS,
message. JIM!

Using a similar stylistic strategy, Tom Harkin attemted to
portray Roger Jepsen as incompetent.

Harkin Spot

Video

Freeze of Jepsen on left

Hog appears center top

Harkin freeze in upper right
super INTRODUCED A BILL

Super LUNCH under Jepsen

Audio

ANNOUNCER:
SEEMS LIKE ROGER JEPSEN WOULD
SAY JUST ABOUT ANYTHING TO GET
THE VOTES OF IOWA'S FARMERS.

BUT LET'S LOOK AT THE FACTS.
,(11og snorts in Jepsen's ear)

LAST SPRING WHEN CANADIAN HOGS
WERE FLOODING OUR MARKETS .

TOM HARKIN INTRODUCED A BILL TO
SOLVE THE PROBLEM.

ROGER JEPSEN...HAD LUNCH WITH
THE CANADIAN AMBASSADOR.
(Clatter of dishes...waitress
asks, "more tea?")

Tractor approaches in upper AND WHEN TWO IOWA FARMERS-DROVE
center A TRACTOR ALL THE WAY TO

WASHINGTON TO TALK TO HIM ABOUT
Super ...AND A NAP under Jepsen FARM DEBT...ROGER JEPSEN FELL

freeze (w/ eyes closed) ASLEEP. (Sound of snoring)

ROGER JEPSEN SEEMS TO THINK THAT
HE CAN FOOL IOWA'S FARMERS...

(Buzzer sound.)

Red target letters...
WRONG AGAIN WRONG AGAIN!

The technique used here is important for its value in enhancing
the credibility of the attack ad. If a voter is exposed to actual
footage of the candidate saying one thing and doing another, the
likelihood is greater that it will be perceived as credible than
if he is simply told of the candidate's inconsistency by a paid
announcer.

CARPAIM at Argument

The attack spots that appear in the three campaigns analyzed
here express a perception of the political campaign as an
argumentative conflict manifested through the mediated debate.
In this dimension, the political campaign becomes simply a series
of arguments to be won.

More important, from this perspective, than the salience of
a particular issue to a voting decision, is the perception on the
part of the voter that the candidate has won the argument. The
subject of the attack spot is important only in as much as it
contributes to a media confrontation that is winnable. In other
words, the issue around which the argument is centered is less
important than the public perception that the candidate has won
the debate.

In choosing the topic for the attack spot, the candidate
attempts to select an issue on which he or she can defeat the
opponent. In the consideration process, the candidate attempts to
assess the opponent's potential to counter an attack on a given
issue. The candidate chooses the issue that is estimated to
afford the least opportunity for the opponent to counter. The aim
far the candidate is to ensnare the opponent into an argument
which he cannot win.

Both Percy and Helms reflect this perspective in their
spots concerning, respectively, Simon's stance on thb Iran crisis
and Hunt's support from New York. Jesse Helms employed what
Tarrance labels a cross-pressure strategy, hoping to accentuate
the age old North-South cleavage, by emphasizing the Yankee
constituency of the "New York Committee to Elect Jim Hunt."(14)
Charles Percy's mediated association of the Ayatollah Khomeini
with his opponent, Paul Simon, was an awkward attempt to take
advantage of the perceived inconsistency in values that would
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move supporters away from the southern Illinois congressman. The
Percy spot backfired.

It is possible that neither of these issues would have
surfaced were they not raised by the two candidates. The question
of their saliency to a voting decision is, of course, highly
subjective. It is likely, however, that in North Carolina and
Illinois, as in most of the nation, they ranked considerably
lower on the voter agenda than economic issues. Yet, despite
their likely low profile on the voting agenda of most North
Carolinians and Illini, the perceived value of these two issues
as winnable arguments may have been considerable.

The basic premise behind this perspective is that the
public perception of an argument won has a value beyond the
actual subject of that particular argument. Effectively, it
provides an additional criterion to be considered in the voting
decision. Even though a candidate may appear weak on a number of
high-profile issues, the candidate can gain support as well as
the appearance of momentum by picking an argument and winning it.

In line with this interpretation of the political campaign,
the strategy for the candidate is to make the winning of the
media debate as important a voting criterion as possible. The
increasingly popular suggestion that the political campaign turns
on questions of character suggests that such an objective may in
fact be realistic.

Though Terrance suggests in his article that contemporary
attack campaigns are based less upon character assassination than
past attacks, the root of any attack of the opponent is the
suggestion that he or she is in some way, either because of
incompetence, inconsistency or insincerity, unfit to represent
the people. The central issue of any political campaign is the
character of the candidates. Dee Moines Register staff writer
David Yepsen elaborates with respect to Iowa;

Iowans can't know all the positions the man they
elect would take on the roughly 2,000 votes he
will cast from 1985 to 1991. . . Many voters are
looking for a candidate they can trust - a
candidate of good character to represent their
needs and views.(15)

In a contest of character, the perception of being a winner
can be attractive and, indeed, invaluable. The possibility
exists, then, for the voter to be attracted to the candidate
based on his or her appearance as a success in winning the
mediated debate. The issue on which the attack spot is based then
becomes important to the voter because it is on this point that
the candidate is associated as the conqueror.
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A final consideration in the argument that transpires during
prime time television respites is the possibility that the
candidate has chosen an issue which the public rejects as either
completely uninspiring, or, as in the case of Percy'a Ayatollah
spot, completely unfair. In Percy's circumstance, a relatively
informed and understanding electorate sympathized with Simon's
explanation of the unique events surrounding his correspondence
with Khomeini. The issue did little, therefore, to arouse the
public or attract media attention. In choosing the Iran issue,
Percy attracted more public resentment toward himself, for what
was considered a low blow, than he did toward the Simon campaign.

The races in North Carolina, Illinois, and Iowa reflect
attempts on the part of the candidates to pick media fights with
their opponents, and win them. In turn, candidates attempt to
avoid entering into fights in which, they believe, they are
disadvantaged. In this fashion, such elements of agenda control
and the spiral effect become integral to a strategy for
functioning effectively in the environment of the negative
campaign.

Tht Attack At Thn Consultant's perspective

What are the predominant opinions on the negative polispot
among consultants? Is it accepted as a legitimate tool of the
campaign process? Are there agreed upon boundaries on subject
matter and personal attacks? Who is reponsible for ensuring the
validity and propriety of content within the spots? Should
further action be taken to curb use of this controversial
political commercial? These and other pertinent questions are
presented to some of the the country's leading political
consultants in the effort to better appreciate the philosophical
underpinnings of today's negative polispot. Those interviewed
include: Michael Goldman, Boston; Dan Payne, Boston; Harvey
Englander, Newport Beach, CA; Bill Roberts, Los Angeles; Gerald
Vento, Boston; and media critic Edwin Diamond, New York.

"The negative spot is essentially voter education with a sharp
knife." (161

Michael Goldman

Boston based Michael Goldman maintains that every campaign
has within it "elements that demand a potential response." If
during the course of the campaign the opposition's message is
perceived to be effective in reaching voters, the astute
candidate will develop "response spots specifically designed to
check this persuasive appeal." Goldman points out that such
response spots are usually classified as negatives, and play a
vital legitimate role in the campaign process. Thus, there is
nothing inherently unethical about the negative genre. There
are, of course, the tainted relatives of response spots -
innuendo, fabrication, and distortion. All are publicly shunned
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and readily dismissed as unethical and inappropriate in the
campaign process.

Goldman concurs with Tarrance's thesis that negative ads are
legitimate forms of campaign communication. Fellow Bostonian Dan
Payne agrees: " Any serious candidate running for office must
consider the use of negatives."(17)

Identifying the specific function of this strategy, Goldman
states, "negative ads inform the public of issues and beliefs
that sharply separate the potential candidate from the voter.
Harvey Englander further enumerates on the value of such spots:
"They identify inconsistencies in which the opponent has failed
to represent the district's interests. "(18) The best negative
spots "do not themselves create an imperfection within the
opposition," argues Payne. Instead they merely "play on
pre-existing issues." For example, Senator Helms' ten-second
negative polispota, highlighting the inconsistency of what his
opponent, Jim Hunt "says" as compared with what he "does" on the
highly salient issues of school prayer and taxes, serves to
illustrate this strategy. The Helms' spot closes with an
off-camera announcer chiding the Democrat's flip-flop: "You can't
have it both ways, Jim)"

Providing the viewer mediated dramatizations of contested
issues, the negative spot does, indeed, stimulate and intensify
voter interest. But Payne cites aide effects: "The campaign with
the predominance of negative spots often becomes very personal."
There is an increase in emotive interest within the public on a
given issue. Goldman explains that often the entire campaign is
skewed and interest on other pertinent issues neglected in the
heavily dominated negative campaign.

Englander suggests that a prerequisite for the use of any
negative spot against an opponent is the initial establishment of
the candidate's own credibility. Goldman concurs: "The
successful campaign must be integrated, there must be some
positive spots - identification and argument ads." Lacking a
carefully integrated strategy that employs both positive and
negative spots, the candidate plays a high risk game. The public
might perceive from the void of any positive programa that the
only tack is one of tearing down the opponent. A backlash of
support for the victim of this overly aggressive strategy can
often result. Payne explains that voters sometimes view such
ill-planned negative ads as "acts of desperation."

Goldman favors traditional wisdom on candidate usage of the
attack spot. He finds challengers more apt to use the negative
ad in the effort to "justify or reinforce a negative response to
the incumbent." No incumbent believes he "is doing anything
other than a sterling job," according to Goldman. Thus, the
negative polispot provides the challenger the means to "cherry

g
pick specific points and issues" judged fruitful enough to create
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dissonance within the voter on the incumbent's record. In
contrast, Payne maintains it is the issue rather than the
candidate's status that invites use of negative spots. In open
elections or close contests such as those studied in North
Carolina, Illinois, and Iowa in 1984, Payne argues "the negative
polispot is often predominant in the campaigns of both candidates
in the on-going effort to erode the support of their opposition."

"I think I ought to have the right to lie to you if I think it
will help me win." (19)

Sill Roberts

Critics view the negative ad as rife with questions of truth
and ethics.(20) Others are outraged that Bill Roberts and other
consultants publicly argue for no restrictions or rules in the
political campaign. To many, political consulting is a
meritocracy. One's reputation rises within the political arena
accordingly with a winning record. There is intense
philosophical debate on this ethical issue. Regarding truth of
content in ads, Goldman believes that "fairness is in the eye of
the beholder, as is the interpretation of facts." Payne asserts
there to be at least "a smudge of truth" in most attack ads.
Both disagree with Bill Roberta on no parameters or limits on the
campaign's message; the consultant should never-Blatantly lie to
the public. Advancing this philosophy, Englander places
verification of facts and a well- researched message as the
primary steps in building an attack spot's credibility and
establishing its propriety. Yet, not all players in the
political arena operate from this ethical base.

"Negative political campaigning is shaking our democracy off its
foundation and' its time we acted."(21)

Senator John Danforth

Responding to the possibility of legislation to curb use of
negative spots, all consultants interviewed are adamantly
opposed. They point out that one of the most extraordinary
qualities of political advertising is its exclusion from the
requirements of the truth and advertising laws. In addition,
first amendment rights are cited as major stumbling blocks for
passage of any legislation. According to Goldman: "Outrageous
rhetoric is a fundamental right of every candidate, and any
legislation would infringe upon this right of every American
citizen."

These consultants maintain that the beat jury to judge the
propriety of attack ads is composed of those agents for whom the
message has been so designed - the public. All express faith i

-248- 267



the growing sophistication of today's public in detecting
untruths and innuendos in the negative polispot. Bill Roberts,
who engineered Ronald Reagan and George Deukmejian's successful
gubernatorial elections in California states: "You can't give
the public b.s. today, because they are experts in picking out
sincerity and the lack of it." Roberts admits that "winning is
still numero uno," in any electoral effort. Furthermore, he
argues that it matters not "whether I am moral or whether the
candidate is oral." Instead, the final judgement rests with
society's most important jury: "If the public says if you lie to
me I am going to vote against you, if you do things that are
immoral I will vote against you, this has an effect." The
twenty-five year veteran of politics identifies the reciprocal
influence of television and the mass media on the consulting
community as the most feared and effective weapon in the effort
to "clean up" the campaign process.

"If a campaign is based on lies and innuendos the public will
find it out through the press and media."

Harvey Englander

All consultants interviewed favor a more activist press to
expose parties guilty of exceeding truth or common decency in
negative advertising. Ascribing to this viewpoint, Jerry Vento
states, "If the fifth estate would exert more pressure and point
out the questionable negative spot, or the fact that a message is
inconsistent with the actual record, the whole process would be
improved."(22) Media critic Edwin Diamond concurs, "The
instances where the press has been the cop on the beat and
identified questionable practices have witnessed the candidates,
more often than not, pulling the spot in question."(23)

Yet, while the press can, and on occasions, has influenced a
candidate's choice of polispots, it has not done so to the
satisfaction of some critics. In an attempt to meet this
exigence, Senators John Danforth and Ernest Hollings introduced
legislation in the U.S. Congress during the summer of 1985 to
curb the use of the negative polispot, Bill S-1310, The Clean
Campaign Act.(24)

Ms glum Campaign Act

Senator John C. Danforth. chairman of the Senate Commerce
Committee, believes that advertising is "eroding our democratic
process and creating apathy and cynicism amoung the public".(25)
The main provisions of The Clean Campaign Act" require a
candidate personally to make any references to opponents in radio
and television ads. If any reference to the opponent is not made
personally by the candidate, that opponent will be awarded free
time to respond to the spot. In the event that an independent
political action committee or third party runs an ad opposing or

268

-249-

endorsing a candidate, the opponent will be awarded free response
time.

ERBallM12111 Negative havertimina Ana Iht Advertising Cycle

The primary task of any advertising campaign is to attract
attention. If attention is not arroused there is reduced
probability that any carefully designed stimulus will be
converted into an assimilated perception within the public. Until
this proceiss occurs, there is little likelihood that a person
will be influenced by an advertisement. The ability of an ad to
act as an attention directing device is greatly influenced by the
nature and extent of the current advertising environment. In
essence, the persuasive process is similar to a ground-figure
relationship, i.e., the figure must be sufficiently different
from the background in order to attract attention and ultimately,
produce an effect. In advertising, this ground-figure
relationship is often conceptualized as "background clutter".
That is, a proliferation of other spots that tend to reduce the
uniqueness of an ad and, therefore, reduce audience attention and
impact. In theory and practice, any advertising technique is
only maximally effective if it stands out from the rest of the
advertising clutter. This concept suggests that the very
proliferation of negative political advertising will reduce its
attention attracting potential. In response, the evolutionary
cycle will offer new techniques to once again entice the voter,
suffering from overexposure to the negative polispot or just
plain turned off by the attack technique.

Negative political spots like other advertising techniques
should cycle in and out of favor as a preferred tactic. Recent
research by Garramone indicates that voters disapprove of
negative political ads; they do not consider them truthful.(26)
This, coupled with the increased prevalence of the technique,
should check the negative spot's popularity.

While the Danforth-Hollings "Clean Campaign Act" does have
merit, the process and effect of advertising in a highly
competitive environment should, in itself. reduce the necessity
of such controversial legislation.

Further investigation into the relative merit of positive
versus negative campaign thematics in general can provide useful
insight on the ability of polispots to actually influence the
outcome of an election. While it is important to note current
trends and to discuss modes and practices of today's negative
advertising, further study should also attempt to assess the
overall effectiveness of this questionable technique.
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IDEOLOGICAL ANALOGONS: PORTRAITS OF 'TRUTH'

David Cratis Williams
Wake Forest University

In his 1976 Enquire article, "What I Saw at the
Abortion," Richard Selzer, himself a surgeon, provides a
narrative description of witnessing the saline abortion of a
twenty-four week fetus. Selzer prefaces his narrative by
declaring himself to be both an objective observer and a man
of compassion. The epigram following his title reads, "The
doctor observed, the m&n saw." This combination of
dispassionate observation and 'true vision' allows Selzer to
avoid the pitfalls of sophistio argument, of linguistic
distortions. He sees -and reporza on--things as they are:
"I see. . blood, disease, phlegm, and ao on. I touch them
to destroy them. But I do not make symbols of them. What I
am saying is that I have seen and I am used to seeing."
Emphasizing visual images, Selzer proceeds to sets the stage
for the abortion (four 'abortionists,' the woman, and
himself) and to describe the insertion of the needle; then,

zee zomethinal
It is unexpected, utterly unexpected, like a

disturbance in the earth, a tumultuous jarring. I
see something other than what I expected here. I
see a movement--a small one. But I have seen it.

And then I see it again. And now I see that
it is the hub of the needle in the woman's belly
that has jeIced. First to one side. Then to the
other side. Once more it wobbles, is tugged, like
a fishing line nibbled by a sunfish.

Again. And I knam.
It is the retuz that worries the line thus.

It is the fetus struggling against the needle.
Struggling? How can that be? I think: that
cannot be. I think: the fetus feels no pain,
cannot feel fear, has no motivation. It is merely
reflex.

I point to the needle.
It is a reflex, says the doctor. . . .

A reflex, the doctor says.
I hear him. But I saw something. I saw

something in that mass of cells that understands
that it must bob and butt. And I see it again!. .

Wt are not six, I think. I think we are
Ausn.
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Selzer's 'witnessing' of pain, his 'seeing' the agonizing
death throes of the fetus, verifies for him the essential
humanity, the personhood, of the fetus: it must be counted
as fully present as the mother, the doctors, the nurses, and
Selzer. For Selzer, this 'sight' is incontrovertible
'proof,' virtually immune to the insidious seductions of
'argument':

Does this sound like argument? I hope not. I
am not trying to argue. I am only saying what I've

The flick Iof the needle in the womb,seen
as a harbinger of doom]. Whatever else

may be said in abortion's defense, the vision of
that other defense will not vanish from my eyes.

What I saw I saw as that: a defense, a motion
frog, a effort away. And it has happened that you
cannot reason with me now. For what can language
do against the truth of what I saw?"

Selzer's vivid account of the saline abortion
dramatically reveals the persuasive power of the visual.
His 'seeing' pain verifies for him the 'humanity' of the
fetus, and his imagistic narrative gains persuasive power
from its use of what Perry Hiller has called "the rhetoric
of sensation."3 In addition, Selzer's essay reveals the
argumentative resource whereby a discursive proposition
("the fetus is a person") may be metonymically condensed
("pain is emblematic) of personhood") and then re-presented
in visual form (his 'seeing' of pain), which in turn 'steps
out of the argumentative fray created by the metaphorical
and deconstructive currents of language: "For what can
language do against the truth of what I saw?" Selzer's
narrative does not itself 'step out of the linguistic,
since it recounts in imagistic language what he saw, and as
narrative it remains completely within the swirling
ambivalences of linguistic determination. Its structure,
however, as a 'conversion experience,' occasioned by the
'sight' of the 'truth' of the 'pain,' and hence the
'humanity,' of the fetus, is suggestive of the significance
of the relation between the propositional and the visual in
argusent and rhetoric.

The visual representation, and especially in our mass
media society the photographic and film representation, of
abstract argumentation is a legitimate, and perhaps even
pressing, area of interest for those concerned with
argumentation theory. This form of argument, this visual
sicocizings of linguistic propositions, seems to be
particularly powerful if considered in relation to the
resources of ideological argument, as the Selzer piece
dramatizes. This essay explores the relationship between
ideologically infused arguments and their visual
representation. The essay consists of two sections, one an
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explication of theoretical principles and the other a case
study guided by those principles. The first section will
advance a conceptualization of 'ideology' as a cohesive and
integrated argumentative structure which is 'inspirited' by
a core principle, an ideational 'hub' which 'controls' the
argumentative stances of the ideology. This core
proposition may, in turn, be 'condensed' or 'reduced'
metonymically to a sensation which may be rendered visually
present. The visual image is 'analogous' to, even while a
reduction of, the ideational hub. The more 'analogous,' the
more proportional, and the less symbolically mediated the
visual image in relation to the ideational, then the more
'purely present,' the more completely removed from the realm
of the linguistic, from the reaches of 'argument' as
traditionally conceived, is the ideology. These visual
reductions of ideological core principles will be called
'ideological analogons.' The second part of the essay will
employ the structural conceptualization of 'ideology'
developed in part one in an explication of the ideological
analogona of the pro-life movement. Of particular concern
are the photographic and film representations of the fetus
in the womb which purport to 'shows 'pain' and hence,
through a variety of metonymic 'reductions,' to prove the
'humanity,' the 'personhood,' of the fetus. The film "The
Silent Scream," and the controversy surrounding it, will be
used as representative of that mode of argument.

I.

To advance a conceptualization of 'ideology' as a
recurrent and recognizable argumentative form is to focus
the discussion on the characteristic structural features of
various 'ideologies' as they present themselves in public
discourse. It is, in other words, to treat 'ideology' as a
special case of language-use and argument. Ideology does
not exist outside of the realm of the linguistic but rather
is created by, and propagated through, language.
'Ideology,' then, is a linguistic, argumentative structure,
and as such it should be studied through modes of analysis
derived from a consideration of language in general. This
paper will approach 'ideology' in that manner; that is,
rather than grounding 'ideology' in social action, including
history, I will treat 'ideology' as a special case of
language use which attempts, through recurrent and
recognizable argumentative and rhetorical strategies, to
insulate itself from the deconstructive undercurrents of the
reflexive nature of language, to privilege itself above the
j guoaug. specifically, this section of the essay will
advance three theoretical) propositions: 1) 'Ideology' may
profitably be conceived of as an identifiable argumentative
structure, typified by four related, but theoretically
distinct, argumentative 'strategies.' 2) Visual
representations of the ideational 'genius' of an ideology
begin to remove the ideology from the realm of linguistic
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disputation and to insulate it from argumentative assault.
3) Ideological analogons may be recognized which function as
a visual representation, or condensation, of the ideology.
These ideological analogona provide a methodological
preapective by which, through a kind of 'tacking back and
forth,' the critic can discover the ideational hub and
structural coherence of the ideology.

In considering ideology as a special instance of
language use which is characterized by recurrent and
predictable argumentative strategies, I will appropriate
Burke's perspective that the 'perfection,' or
'end-of-the-line,' of a linguistic category may contain, m
dramatiatically speaking, the 'essence' of that category.'
Following that tradition, the delineation of the four
characteristic strategies of ideological argument considers
those strategies in their 'perfected' form, and as such it
would be problematic to point to hiatoracal individuationa
which achieved these forms 'perfectly.' Recognition of the
'perfected' structure of ideological argument, however,
allows subsequent recognition of arguments which participate
in the ideological, or even those which are suggestive of
'incipient' ideologies which have yet to emerge full-blown
on the social landscape. With this in mind, the four
charactgriatic strategies may be described in the following
manner:

1) Ideology contains an ideational unitary
principle which, although logically prior to the
ideological argument, may in fact not be
'discovered' until such argument approaches its own
'perfection.'

2) Ideology 13 characterized by a terminological
penchant to encompass, and thus to sublate and/or
dismiss, competing systems of explanation.

3) Ideological systems are self-contained and
self-authenticating; that is, ideological
terminology is self-referential, turning all
questions of legitimacy inward toward the unitary
principle.

4) The ideational huh, or the unitary principle, as
it approaches a 'perfected' state, tends to become
'self-present' through its instantiation in sensory
and imagistic emblems, which though infused with
the ideational principle of the ideology are
nonetheless in themselves non-linguistic and thus
insulated to some degree from argument and direct
challenge. This 'self-presence' of what was
heretofore an abstract linguistic proposition may
be either 'mythologized,' in the sense ,that the
image may achieve a deistic presence, or
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'de-mythologized,' in the sense that the visual presence IA,
or may metonymically substitute for, the ideational. The
'perfection' of this imagistic representation would be in
photographic mad documentary film analogons of the
ideational hub."

Before proceeding with a more detailed discussion of the
fourth strategy, especially the theoretical relation between
the linguistic and the visual, its seems appropriate to
offer a brief elaboration of the four strategies which are
viewed as constitutive of a formalistic conceptualization of
ideology.

The first argumentative resource, or strategy,
characteristic of ideology, that of evolving an ideational
unitary principle, contains three implications pertaining to
the form of ideology. The first is that ideology exists in
the realm of ideas and in the realm of symbolic action, not
in the realm of social action. This hprkens back to de
Tracy's original formulation of ideology, and, as will be
suggested below, just as de Tracy's 'science of ideas" was
soon translated into social theory this conception of
ideology as symbolic structure must eventually lead toward
an understanding of social action and culture, it is
nevertheless theoretically appropriate to start with the
abstract, idealized perfection of the ideology In itself.
The distinction is that although ideological argument might
have social impact, the 'essence' of the ideology is not in
the effect pat AS but rather in the argument proper, and
this leads back toward symbolic form. The second
implication is that ideology revolves around a unitary
principle, or an ideological hub. Burke makes this argument
in his explication of the typeA of association which are
constitutive of identification; the third type of
association, "the 'ideological,'' is predicated upon the
recognition that there are

distinct, specialized expressions, Ali derived from
auft generating principle. halm aU embodying

It,a without thA Deed AL direct 'interactive'
borrowing For, given sufficient discernment
and expressiveness on the part of the critic, such
a unitary principle should lead itself to statement
in terms of an idea And it would be 'prior' to
the economic in the sense that it would be more
general, so that the economic behavior, like all
other modes of expression, would in its peculiar
way manifest the same character.

The ideational hub, or the logically prior unitary idea,
functiqqs within the ideology as the 'ultimate
term." Although the unitary idea is logically prior to its
implication in social action, that is although ideology is
logically prior to the cultural embodiment of and action in
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accordance with it, the recognition of the unitary idea may
come temporally after social action 'motivated' by it. This
leads to the third implication: ideology often, although
not necessarily is 'discovered' in defense of social or
cultural actions. Ideology often functions as an ideational
rationalization of, justification or 'apology' for, what has
occurred, is occurring, or seems imminent. From one
perspective, this makes ideology appear as a tool of the
elite, as a means of social control and as an exercise in
and of power. From a 'dramatistic' perspective, however,
focusing on the linguistic structure of motives rather than
presumed a priori social or clams motives, such 'apologia'
serve to illuminate the argumentative reaournes of the
ideology. They may function as definitional 'aria,' or as
the 'hitting upon' a definition which, as Burke writes of
Aristotle's definition of 'tragedy,'

so sums things up that all the properties
attributed to the thing defined can be as though
'derived' from the definition. In actual
development, the definition may be the last thing a
writer hits upon. Or it may be formulated
somewhere along the line. But logically it is
prior to the observations which its summarizes.
Thus, insofar as all the attributes of the thing
defined fit the definition, the definition should
be viewed as "Mort in this purely nontemporal
sense of priority.

This perspective, besides forming a basis for a structural
or formal understanding of ideology, also 'stands on its
head' arguments for the directive force of history, for
historical forces are the products of definitional
recreation which may be evident, or existent, only
retrospectively. In A Date d& pt $otimes, Burke suggests
that 'ideology' is evident in "that linveEsion, whereby
material history is derived from 'spirit.'" " And, in his
response to Jameson, Burke further argues, 'The distinction
between ideas as causes and ideas as caused doesn't look
quite so clear if, along logological lines, one views both a
title like 'Providence' and a title like 'dialectical
materialism' as 'god-terms.'" The appropriate response,
Burke concludes, is the recognition that 'ideas' and 'terms'
'are not merely 'derived' from material conditions; they are
positively 'creative' of material conditions. In this
sense, a theory of 'consciousness' as hi3tOriOilliy
conditioned would not be accurate enough. Rather, we must
study the,Ahuman condition' from a theory of teLmipplAgy in
stnerAl."" Or, in respect to ideology, from a view of
what constitutes ideology in Itself; that is, as a special
case of terminology, ideology must be studied to determine
what is unique in the structure and functioning of its
linguistic and argumentative configurations.
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The second characteristic strategy of ideology is that it
'encompasses' competing systems of explanation. Another way
of phrasing this is that for its own evaluation, ideology
avoids semantic 'true /false' standards which judge oh the
basis of non-ideological perceptions of reality; rather, the
terminological structure of an ideology is such that it
engulfs counter-arguments, re-casts them in its own
perspective, and, through this, either dismisses them as
irrelevant or claims them as additional evidence of the
truthfulness of the ideology. In this encompassment,
ideology is metaphorical and, to that extent, poetic in its
formulation. Ideology is a perspective through which to
view and interpret the world, and the better able the
perspective is to account for all observations, the more
'pure' the ideology. Such engulfing metaphorical
constructions defy evaluation by any sort of objective
'truth criterion,' as Burke observes in "Semantic and Poetic
Meanings":

'Poetic' meanings, then, cannot be disposed of on
the true -or -false basis. Rather, they are related
to one another like a set of concentric circles of
wider and wider scope. Those of wider diameter do
not categorically eliminate those of nnrrower
diameter. Time la, rather, a progressive
gimomgaaament.

The more encompassing the ideology, the greater its
explanatory power and, simultaneously, the more impervious
it becomes to falsification. The most encompassing, the
largest of the concentric circles, and thus the most perfect
metaphorical construction, tends to become hypoatatized; the
perfect metaphor, the perfect ideology, has the appearance
of undeniable truth, for it encompasses and accounts for all
competing explanations. This, of course, reverses the
classic Marxist interpretation of 'ideology' as some sort of
"false consciousness." From 'inside' an ideology, that
ideology must appear as truth, or as 'non-ideological' in a
traditional sense.

The third strategy, by integrating the formal
characteristics of the previous two, provides a further
basis for the claim that to an adherent ideology must appear
as truth. Specifically, in a perfected ideology, the
unitary principle, from which the encompassing terminology
is derived, infuses every element in the ideological
structure such that, strictly speaking, the entirety of it
becomes self-referential and, hence, tautological. All
questions of the legitimacy of, for example, the
encompassment of a particular counter-argument thus become
referenced inward, toward the unitary principle; from this
perspective, at its 'outer edge' of argumentative defenses,
the ideology's strategic resource is to recycle its own
arguments and the counter-arguments through its ideational
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core, and the unitary principle thus re- infuses all elements
of the argument and in that sense validates the ideology's
claim. The process is somewhat analogous to Burkela
description of a materialization /spiritualization cycle in
language in general: in "On Words and The Word," Burke
argues that we begin with words derived from the empirical

. realm of our everyday experiences. These soon become
analogized to the spiritual realm, but even in subsequent
'de-analogizing' they are nonetheless 'inspirited.' This
materialization/spiritualization cycle is compared with
Plato's Upward and Downward Ways:

. . . first, there is the 'Upward Way' from 'lower
terms' to a unitary transcendent term conceived
'mythically' (analogically); and then there is a
reversal of direction, a 'Downward Way,' back to
the 'lower' terms with which the dialectician began
his climb; but now the 'lower' terms are viewed as
having become modified by the unitary principle
encountered en route. The secular, empirical terms
are 14efused by the spirit' of the 'transcendent'
term.

If the analogy is applied to the argumentative structure of
an ideology, then it should become evident the sort of
cycling-through which I have in mind. The outer-circles of
the encompassing ideology are continually referenced to, and
thereby re-infused with, the ideational god-terms, which,
even as 'transcendent' terminologies, function as
ideological hubs or centers.

The final strategy of the perfected ideology concerns
the transformation, or the condensation, of the ideational
into the imagistic and mythic; through this transformational
process, ideology gains social force. Once mythologized in
this specific sense, ideology provides the 'tyrannizing
image' which solidifies the belpfs of a culture and
produces cultural homogeneity. It is at this point that,
in Burke's description, ideology descends like a god to
earth and takes up "its abode in a body," making that "body
hop around in certain ways" although "that same body would
have hopped around in different° ways had a different
ideology happened to inhabit it." Ideology, at this
point, is far advanced from the abstract "science of ideas,"
for now those ideas are emblematized, stamped into the
culture, and repeatedly enacted in the ongoing social
drama. In a sense, these images represent true ideographs20

in that they provide summational 'pictures' of the
ideational hub of the ideology. These images 'step out of
the ideology proper; they become engrained in the culture,
again relatively impervious to argumentative assault. They
'.e the icons of the culture, the "reductiqq of the 'pure
idea' to terms of image and fable" and myth. These graphic
embodiments of the unitary principle contain the ideological
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'germ,' and a participant in the culture can 'work
backwards' from the image to the ideological principle
(indeed, this may represent one avenue by which ideology
becomes articulated only after the incipient culture, here
borrowing Weaver's use of that term, has 'backed into it').Burke writes,

For a way of living and thinking is reducible to
terms of an 'idea'- -and that 'idea' will be
'creative' in the sense that anyone who grasps it
will embody it or represent it in any mode of
action he may choose. The idea, or underlying
principle, must be approached by him through the
sensory images of his cultural scene. But until he
intuitively grasps the .principle of such an
imaginal clutter, he cannot be profoundly creative,
so far as the genius of that 'idea' is concerned.
For to be profoundly representative of a culture,
he will imitate not its mere insignia, but the2
principle behind the ordering of those insignia.

That principle constitutes the ideational core of the
ideological structure, and the intuitive 'discovery' of the
ideational in the emblematic might well constitute the
'mythic' dimension of the imagistic. Through ideology's
instantiation in image it acquires greater social force and,
by virtue of its non-linguistic 'concretization,' greater
immunity to counter argument. In this relationship, it
acquires a motivational force separate from, on a difggrent
order than, the motivational force of ideology proper."'

To appreciate more fully the 'supplemental' motivational
and persuasive force of the visual, it is necessary toexamine the nature of linguistic predication. Language
operates through signifying structures which referencethings which they are not; or, as Burke writes, "Language,
referring to the realm of the non-verbal, is necessarilytalk about things in terms of what they me not--and in this
sense we start out beset by a paradox." Given this
quandry, language, "to be used properly, must be
'discounted.' We must remind ourselves that. . . the word
is not the thing." For Burke, this essential paradox is
explicable as the principle of negativity:

The paradox of the negative, then, is simply this:
Quite as the word 'tree' is verbal and the thing
tree is non-verbal, so all words for the non-verbal
must by the nature of the case, discuss the realmof the non-verbal in terms of what it ia mat.
Hence, to use words properly, we must spontaneously
have a feeling for the principle the negative --

Infused with, and generated by, this principle of
negativity, human language can never be fully present; that
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is, linguistic meaning, the signified, is never fully
congruent with linguistic form, the signifier.

In the Derridean critique of language, this same paradoxis pursued in different terms. Derrida interprets language
as an unstable intertextual interpenetration of signifierswhich produces only the shimmerings of traces, of
signification. Meaning is necessarily indeterminate: nosign dominates, or 'theologically' commands, the
possibilities of meaning. There is only intertextual play,which charts the deoonstructive undercurrents of language,
always retracting the tide of linguistic assertion in theundertow of negation. The signification of a term is always
something other than itself; the meaning is absent, isother. This 'otherness' in language, this duplicity,
reminesoent of Burke's principle of negativity, alwaysplaces the linguistic in the realm of argument. Linguistic
assertions can always be d000natructed; they are, in fact,always already deconstructed. There is no privileged
concept or position outside of the play of signifiers, andit is in this sense that deconstruction, as a critical
system, is open to the jin a:moue, is itself already
deconstructed. As Derrida puts it, "the enterprise of
deconstruction always in a certain way falls prey to its ownwork. This is what the person who has begun the same work
in another area of the save habitation does not fail topoint out with zeal." This doubleness of linguistic
assertion posits propositions and simultaneously erodes the
univocality, the very assertiveness, of the propositions.
Within the realm of the linguistic, the play of signifiers,the doubleness, the negativity, of language itself,
guarantees the possibility of disputations of claims and
reasoning, of, in a word, argument. The projection, the
infusion, of the propositional into the imagistic, however,
radically alters the prospects for argument.

The sort of reduction of the propositional to the visual
which I have in mind is an analogical reduction; that is, asmuch as possible, the 'meaning' or 'interpretation' of the
visual should be congruent with the image; it should require
little, if any, supplemental code for its interpretation.
There is no 'negative' to this type of visualization; there
is no doubleness, no deconstructive undercurrent: the
visual image simply 1p. Dyer, following Barthes, writes of
these as 'iconic signs,' and her example is the portrait:
"Photographic images look like the thing, place, or personbeing represented. . . , and the signifier-signified
relationship is one of resemblance or likeness. A portraitof a person is an obvious example ogRan iconic sign, because
the picture resembles that person." As Barthes has
observed, such iconic signs suggest a "relationship between
thing signified and image signifying" which is analogical,or "quasi-tautological," but not larbigary, and digital, as
is the case with linguistic signifiers."! In its purest
form, the iconic image is a 'denoted image,' which 'loan
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appear as a kini of Edenic state of the image; cleared
utopianically of its connotations, the image would have
become rad4Rally objective, or, in the last analysis,
innocent." That is, the Edenic image is 'perceived,' not
'interpreted.' It does not, at any rate, require a
sophisticated code for its interpretation. For Barthes, the
photograph is the purest, most Edenic, of iconic signs:

In the photograph--at least at the level of the
literal message--the relationship of signified to
signifiers is not one of 'transformation' but of
'recording,' and the absence of a code clearly
reinforces the myth of photographic 'naturalness':
the scene is there, captured mechanically, not
humanly (the mechanical is here a guarantee of
objectivity)."'

The iconic sign, the Edenic image, is objective; it is
recognizable, meaningful, in itself, requiring no
sophisticated supplemental code for its interpretation. The
photographic image is 'present' in itself, although as
Barthel' writings suggest it is a presence in a peculiar
sense: it is "not a consciousness of the being-there of the
thing (which any copy could provoke) but an awareness of its
nayina-been ,there;" that is, "there is the always stupefying
evidence of this is hpw it was, giving us, by a precious
miracle, a reality from which we are sheltered." "What we
have," concludes Barthel, "is a new space-time category:
spatial immediacy and temporal anteriority, the photograph
being an iliggical conjunction between the here-now and the
there - thee." Curiously, a film, which lacks the Edenic
qualities of a photograph by virtue of its necessary
implication in a sequencing of events, in a narrative
structure, and yet for that same reason, attains a greater
sense of historical currency, or temporal presence. Film
"can no longer be seen as animated photographs: the
having-been-there gives way before a being-there of the
thing." Barthel speculates that as a result of precisely
this difference, viewers are bettas able to identify with,
to project themselves into, film.

In our helter-skelter, mass media culture, of course, no
image is really innocent; no photograph is truly Edenic, and
it is here that the relationship between the linguistic and
the visual becomes increasingly complex and nebulous. Our
culture 'captions' the iconic for us; our perceptions, even
the most rudimentary ones, are infused with, framed by, the
configurations of our cultural milieu. We gmre still, and
more than ever, a civilization of writing."" In this
sense, culture, and ideology, tend to 'caption' photographs
for us, and this 'captioning' moves toward narration as the
still hots of photography move into the sequences of
film. The relation between iconic image and 'caption,'
however, is a reciprocal one: even as the most innocent,
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Edon1c, and pure iconic image (the "message without a code")
necessarily, and paradoxically, punolements itself, or
captions itself in a connotative sense (that is, provides a
level of meaning "in addition to the analogical content
itself," as in the example of photographic style tBd the
cultural connotations attendant to various styles) so too
do overt 'captions' or narrations frame, and control, the
possibilities of meaning for the image. That is, the
'meaning' of the image, even the Edenic image, moves into
the linguistic, cultural, and ideological, and the 'meaning'
of the linguistic, cultural, and ideological moves into the
image. Each conditions the other. In an appropriation of
Berthed terminology, each has the potential function of
'anchoring' the other. In consideration of the function of
the linguistic message in relation to the iconic, Barthel
finds that the linguistic limits, or controls, the polysemus
possibilities of meanings in images; that is, the linguistic
anchors the range of meaningful interpretations of the
image. The ideological, for example, "remote-contols" a
believer "towards a meaning chosen in advance" The
converse seems equally true: the image, especially an

'Edenic image or a film representation, may Intl: ate the
observer in an interpretive web of ideological
configurations. That is, the more Edenic a photograph, or
the greater the presence attained in a film, the more that
photograph or film controls the range of linguistic
possibilities attributable to it, the more it anchors the
interpretive process. When an iconic image attains a
vividness, a sense of its own self-presence which
drastically curtails the range of meanings, and when that
'self-present' meaning is tied-in to an ideological
structure, then the observer risks being seduced by the
entirety of the ideological edifice. Thun, the image may
be, in analogous form, the ideational hub of an ideology.
This cross-current produces a margin of overlap, or a grey
area, between the digital and the analogical, between the
linguistic and the visual, and it is in this area of overlap
that we find 'ideological analogons.'

An ideological analogon is a visual representation, most
purely a photographic or film image; it is 'structured' in
such a manner, either in its own composition or through
relatively direct labeling and interpretation
('captioning'), that it is proportional with and anal:mous
tp ideological core principles. The visual 'contains'
through the reductive powers of metonymy the ideational
genius of the ideology. The success of the ideological
analogon seems to depend both upon how clear and
self-present the images 're and upon how proportional, or
analogous, the images are with the ideological. That is,
just as a portrait may be photographic or impressionistic,
so the image of an analogon may be more or less self-present
or Edenic. Similarly, an analogon may vary in its
proportionality to the ideological. The rhetorical
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effectiveness of the ideological analogon would seem to vary
along those two dimensions.

For the believer of the ideology, the images appear as'incontestable,' 'incontrovertible,' 'indisputable,' 'naked'
'truth.' The visual is not only a portrait of truth; forthe ideologue, it 1B the truth. The ideologue is now
essentially beyond the linguistic, above the play oflanguage and the fray of argument. For the non-ideologue,
the image is seductive: once you 'see' it, that is 'see'even the barest analogy between what is visually present and
a 'caption' or interpretive frame which participates in theconfiguration of ideological principles, then some small
portion of the ideology has been 'proven,' has been Been.This harkens back to Selzer's epigram: the doctor, the
detached, de-humanized technician, observes, but "the man,"a compassionate participant in our culture, 'sees.' He'sees' an analogy between what is visually present duringthe abortion and how the pro-life ideology 'captions' that
vision; that is, he 'sees' the 'humanity' of the fetus. Inthe case of this epigram, of course, to 'see' is to be a
'man,' linguistically re-affirming the virility of thepro-life stance and, incidentally, Selzer's own humanity,
since at least some will grant 'man' the status of a variantof 'person.' In "The Silent Scream," as we will see, to see
movement as visually present is to have a 'pure' observation(assuming for the moment that movement is indeed clearly
visible), but as soon as movement is 'linked-upward' with'pain' or 'purpose,' then the 'humanity' of the fetus isalso Been. There is a 'metonymy -in- reverse' or a workingbackward from the image to the ideology. In this sense the
non-ideologue who 'sees' may be an incipient ideologue.

II.

In his introduction of "The Silent Scream" before itsnational broadcast on WTBS-Atlanta on February 17, 1985, theRev. Jerry Falwell exhorted his viewers:

Imagine. What you're about to see, the nation hasnever seen before. We've always maintained that if
the nation could see--not hear about -- thedestruction of human jife in the womb the same way
that we were shown the Holocaust of the Jews byHitler, or the starving little children in
Ethiopia, the heart gi America would open up andsay, "Do something;"

As Falwell indicated, the uniqueheas of "The Silent Scream"is that
9
it purports to be the often spoken-of "window to thewomb."' It allows viewers to 'see' the actual abortion of

a 12-week fetus, to 846, in the words of Ronald Reagan, who"endorsed*
e1

the film, the "unmasking" of abortion's "brutalnature." Reagan declared, "It's been said that if every
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member of Congress could see that film, they would #.
quick142to end the tragedy of abortion, and I pray that they
will." The act of seeing is presumed to be tantamount to
the act of believing: for pro-life advocates, the visual
proof contained in "The Silent Scream" has, in the words of
the film's narrator Dr. Bernard Nathanson, "convinced us
that beyond question the unborn child is simply another
human being, another member of the human cowgunity,
indistinguishable in every way from any of us." And this
seems to be the central claim of the film: the fetus is a
human being, a person.14

The persuasive strategy which is important for our
present venture is the attempt in "The Silent Scream" to
visualize the concept of 'human life.' My examination will
proceed by: first, briefly suggesting that the proposition
that "the fetus is a human being" is the ideational core of
the pro-life ideology; second, positing that the concept of
'human life' may be metonymically reduced to sensations of
'pain' and the physical resemblances and proportionalities;
third, suggesting that "The Silent Scream" attempts to
instantiate resemblances and, especially, 'pain' in the
ultrasound images of the fetus during the abortion; and,
fourth, offering some evaluations of "The Silent Scream"
generated from the preceeding theoretical development of
ideological analogona.

The proposition that the fetus is a living human being
is the ideational hub of the pro-life ideology; from the
'genius' of that core assertion the remainder of the right
to life ideology radiates out like the spokes on a wheel.
The "actual gut of the case," as Dr. Nathanson put it, is
"whether abortion is the destruction of a living human being
or not." 45 Once the fetus is granted equal status as a
living, human person, "indistinguishable in every way from
any of us," then the associated claims of the right to life
ideology--e.g., abortion is murder, abortion is like
euthenasia, abortion is the American Holocaust, etc.--all
follow automatically. If a person becomes fully convinced
that the fetus, even as early as, say, 12-weeks, is fully
and equally human, then abortion-on-demand becomes a moral
impossibility. The rhetorical challenge of the right to
life advocates is, at its most fundamental level, to
convince its audience that the fetus is a human being, a
person.

That which constitutes a human being, that is his or her
humanness, remains a matter of question. Answers to "What
is it to be human?" have certainly varied, but, it seems,
for the most part, attempts to define 'human' have
approached it through consideration of topics such as body,
mind, and soul. That is, if a 'human' consists of both a
distinct form (a recognizable body) and a distinct substance
(the amorphus amalgam of mind and soul), then that which
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por_seases those same attributes must also be 'human.' While
this is tautological, it is so by reduction: it leads,
toward the metonymic substitution of observable traits for
abstract conceptions, such as 'humanness41 In the right to
life movement, 'humanness' seems to have been rnduced to the
lesser abstractions of physical resemblance and 'pain,'
which can, in turn, be reduced to, and visually represented
as, physical proportionality and movement.

The reduction of thumanneas' to resemblance and 'pain'
requires some explication. The reduction stems out of the
mind/body dualism (or even the trinity of body/mind/soul,
with 'pain' emblematic of both mind and soul). The reduction
of the 'body' to 'physical resemblances of the body' and, in
turn, to 'images proportional to the body' seemWairly
self-evident: that which looks human is human. The
movement fror mind/soul to 'pain,' however, requires uomt
development, both historically and argumentatively. The
national attention given to the issue of 'pain' escalated
dramatically following Ronald Reagan's first speech as an
officially declared candidate for re-election. In that
headline-making speech, Reagan declared, "Medical science
doctors confirm that when the lives of the unborn are
snuffed out

48 they often feel pain--pain that is long and
agonizing." The pro-choice response was swift, vigorous,
and, for the most part, based upon a definition of 'pain'
which distinguished between reflex responses and reactions
which are, in the words of Dr. Ervin Nichols of the American
College of Obstetricians and Gyggcologists, "in any way
interpreted by the fetus as pain." Reagan responded to
the cribicism by referring to a 1981 essay in the Human Life
Review, and the issue of pain began to gain prominence as
a major issue in the abortion controversy.

In the article to which Reagan alluded, law professor
John T. Noonan, Jr. argues that we normally know "whether
someone is in pain" by the person telling us "that he or she
is suffering." 51 Since the 'unborn' do not possess
language, how then can we tell whether or not they reel
pain? Noonan suggests that we look to sense receptors,
which will provide signals:

By what point do such receptors exist? To answer
this question, the observation of physical
development must be combined with the observation
of physical behavior. As early a3 the 56ti, day of
gestation the child nas been observed to move in
the womb. 5e

Based on this reduction of pain to movement, Noonan
declares, "It would seem clear that the reaction of the
unborn to stimuli like light and pressure are the
motivational responses we associate with pain." As a
result, "there is as much reason to believe that the unborn
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are capableaf pain as that they are capable of
sensation. "" Noonan ends his argument for equating pain
with sensation and movement by suggesting an empathetic
releti,nship between the observation of reackilons in another
and what those reactions would mean in us. Noonan's
eq....dtion of 'reaction' and 'pain,' and his invitation for
the observer to project himself or herself into the place of
the fetus, hat remained repResentative of the right to life
argument on the pain issue.

The pro-life ideology reduces 'pain' to movement away
from noxious stimuli, but why is pain itself such an
important issue, one important enlJgh for Ellen GoodRen to
declare as "at the center of the abortion dilemma "? One
obvious reason is that it invites the sort of empathetic
projection and identification which Noonan encouraged.
Another is that, in the eyes of some pro-lifers, it reverses
the issue of R9mpassion and makes the pro-choice advocates
seem unfeeling. Perhaps more fundamentally, however,
reaction to noxious stimuli imply a purposefulnesa in the
fetus, a sense, even, of impending doom, of death.
Nathanson, in his narration of the abortion, describes the
reactions of the fetus to the suction tip, even before the
tip makes direct physical contact with the fetus:

You will note, that as the suction tip. . . moves
toward the child, the child will rear away from it
and undergo much more violent, much more agitated
movements. The child is now moving in a much more
putposeful manner. Its orientation changes from
time to time; it is rearing again here.

Death approaches, and the fetus recoils. There is an
omniscence in it 'recognition' of impending doom, and what
could be more emblematic of 'humanness' than the anguish
generated by the recognition of mortality and death? By the
equation of movement with pain with purposeful behavior in
response to the anticipation of death, the right to life
ideology has founded a metonymic chain linking observables,
such as resemblances and movement, with humanness.

"The Silent Scream" attempts to instantiate the linkage
of observables with humanity in visual images which are
undeniable, which, in the words of Michael Linzey in his
introduction to The Silent ,Scream, leave "absolutely no
doubt about what has been portrayed in the film. A healthy,
twelve-week-old fetus has ht:n ripped limb from limb, right
before the eyes of the viewer." The visual evidence is, for
Linzey self-evident: "No one can deny this, and no one
does." 59 The primary ideological analogon in "The Silent
Scream" is in the real-time ultrasound imaging of the actual
abortion; it is in the ultrasound image that we 'see' the
child rear in pain, that we 'see' purposive behavior.
Nathanson provides a narrative description of the events
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.=Which we 'see' in the ultrasound imaging. The following
excerpt accompanies the visual images of the abortion:

Now the suction tip has not actually touched the
child, even though the child is extremely agitated,
and moving in a violent manner. . . . It is only
after the fluid has been broken, the sac disrupted,
that the tip sill actually come against the child.
. . . Once again, we see the child's mouth wide
open in a silent scream. . . . This is the silent
scream of a child threatened immenently with
extinction. Now the heart rate has speeded up
dramatically, and the child's movements are violent
at this point. It does sense aggression in its
sanctuary. It is moving away; ,e can see it
moving to the left side of the uterus in an
attempt, a pathetic attempt, to escape the
inexorable instruments which the abortionist is
using to extinguish its life.

The description is clearly one of a sentient being trapped
in a helpless condition and doomed to destruction. The
passage clearly reveals the relationship between movment,
pain, and humanity. The critical question, however, is,
"How self-present, how Edenio, are the images ?" hitt-rough
the Rev. Jerry Falwell maintains that "you will not need a
voice-over to tell you what is happening as that precious
little human being is destroyed and literally annihilated,
and is racing auay, in that restricted environment, Eccm the
tools of death that are reaching for that infant," ' this
critic finds that the primary persuasive quality of "The
Silent Scream" derives from its narrative 'captioning' of
the film and not from the images per AA. In what follows,
it will be suggested that "The Silent Scream" fails to
instantiate successfully the images of resemblance and pain
wid that it is for- this reason that the film has failed to
live up to the prediction that it wouldA4e the Uncle Towle.WW1 of the right to life movement. My evaluation is
framed in terms of the ideological analogon.

As suggested in the theoretical explication of the
ideological analogon, the success of the analogon could be
expected to vary both with the vividness or self-presence of
the image and with the proportionality of the analogon to
the ideological principles. "The Silent Scream" encounters
difficulties in relation to both tests; ultimately, however,
its failure of the first test renders consideration of the
second problematic. That is, if it is unclear what we have
seen, then it is impossible to compare the proportionality
of that to the ideological configuration. This evaluation,
then, will focus upon the failure of "The Silent Scream" to
achieve that which it most desired: a vision of the death
of a human being.

288
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In aonographio 'photography,' although the sound images
may et times appear as normal visual images (much in the way
that an X-;ay image 'looks like' a person), any
understanding of the iconic measage beyond the barest
recognition of proportionality (e.g., recognition of a head
or a hand) is dependent upon a sophisticated interpretive
node. What we see in *The Silent Scream" is not an Edenic
image, not a representation which renders present in its
fullest manner that which it IA, but Esther an image which
takes a "trained eye" to deciphor."' ...815. as moat of us
would need the assistance of a radiologist to 'see' the
presence or absence of certain organs in an X-ray, so too
must a sonographer 'translate' the image to the observer.
Thus the paradox of "The Silent Scream" is that while it
purports to shoal, in a virtually Edenio, pure manner the
humanity of the fetus, there are at least two levels of
transformation and translation required before the proof can
in fact be 'sera.' First, the swirls of black, grey, and
white which constitute the image on the pie-shaped screen
must be seen as coalescing into a resemblance of the human
body. While occasional images resembling the head or hands
may be distinguished, this untrained observer found highly
imaginative Nathanaon's description of the visual images:

Looking a little more closely at the child, we can
discern the eye, or the orbit of the eye here, the
nose of the child here, the mouth of the child
here, and we can even look at the ventricle of the
bran here. This is a fluid filleJ space in the
brain. We see the body of the child here with the
ribs in sAlhouette and the spine of the child at
the back.

The images of these attributes of resemblance and
proportionality to the'fully developed human body are not
self- evident; they require interpretation and translation by
experts trained in the area of ultrasound.

The second area in which translation is required is in
the 'seeing' of movement and, especially, its equivalent of
pain. In the viaual sequencing of the film, we move from a
freeze frame on the 'silent scream' itself (which I never
did 'see,' even after repeated viewing) to the "violent"
movements of the fetus away from the suction tip; that
happens, of course, is that just as we are told that
movement will occur, the film switches from the slow motion
and freeze frame sequence which depicted the 'scream' back
to its regular speed. This alteration of the film speed
creates an obvious illusion of motion, but it is difficult
for the untrained eye to distinguish the movement of the
fetus from the movement effects created by the change in
film speed. This is not to say that "The Silent Scream"
engages in photographic slight-of-hand; rather, it is to
indicate that, again, the untrained eye cannot 'see' in
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compelling fashion what is said to be occurring.

Sonographic images are not photographs or film images in
the normal sense of those terms; they are, rather,
themselves resemblancJs of film images. The interpretation
of the ultrasound images requires mediation: they are not
clearly visually analogous to that which they represent.
They are not Edenic. In this sense, they are failed
analogons because ultimately they must rely upon the
narrative 'captioning' provided by Nathanson. The
linguistic frames the imagistic, but, in this instance, the
imagistic cannot stand alone, and the images, because of
their need to be mediated, to be interpreted, do not seduce
the non-ideologue into the ideological configurations. In
the case of "The Silent Scream," the ideology must come
first, and it may then "remote control" the ideologue into
'seeing' the 'incontrovertible' visual proof of the child's
humanity. But the failure of the film to instantiate clear
ideological analogous will probably limit its success to the
audience which already participates in the right to life
ideology.
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POLITICAL PLURALISM AND IDEOLOGICAL ARGUMENT

Michael Weiler
University of Pittsburgh

One of the most persistent issues to gain the attention of
observers of politics from Plato and Aristotle to Hobbes and Rousseau
is the problem of faction. All theories of government have had to
deal in one way or another with the threat to political and social
order embodied in the existence of minorities acting in support of
their own interests over and against the general interest. "In order
for the general will to be well exp d," said Rousseau, "it is
therefore important that there be no partial society in the Stmts."?
Recognizing the inevitable, however, he added, "if there are partial
societies, their number must be multiplied and their inequality pre-
vented." This latter suggestion was Rousseau's way of rendering an
unfortunate phenomenon harmless.

In more recent political theories, that is, in several
since the seventeenth century, "partial societies" of individuals have
played a more positive role. For liberal theory, they have become
the source of a vital check on the power of the central government,
and their ubiquity has become a cause for celehration rather than
regret. Such groups and their functions are recommended today by
many political scholars under the label "pluralism."

The concept of pluralism has been analyzed in at least three
different functional contexts. Political association is the first.
Here, pluralism is a matter of political parties and factions which
represent the views and aspriations of various constituencies. These
parties and factions seek to influence public policy primarily by
means of political representation; that is, voting rights in decision-
making bodies. They are organized around and for this purpose.

7 "-Multiple parties are crucial to liberal politics in that they provide
a check on the power of the group in control of the central govern-
ment. For this reason, "the nowt natural privilege of man, next to
the right of acting for himself, is that of combining his exertions
with those of his fellow creatures and of acting in common with them."
"The right of association therefore appears to me," continued
de Toqueville, "almost as inalienable in its nature as the right of
personal liberty."2

As with all rights, however, the danger of abuse looms. The
right of association "may be perverted or carried to excess by others,
and from an element of life may be changed into a cause of destruc-
tion."3 The fictionalization of politics may prevent a government
from staying in power long enough, or if it stays, from mustering the
majority support necessary, to maintain political order. In European
countries, this problem is add d in the tendency of minority
parties of form coalitian governments, and by procedural barriers to
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frequent changes of government. In the United States, factional-
ization is not problem at the political party level since viable
third parties ate and have been for at least most of the twentieth
century, virtually non-existent. However, governmental paralysis
is still a major issue because factionalization can cut across formal
political party boundaries.

This is the second context in which pluralism maybe discussed;
that of non-political party organizations which influence political
docisicn-making directly. These are the so-called special interest
groups which use lobbying, financial contributions,

letter-writing,
etc. to influence legislative activity. These groups usually are
organized not only for political purposes, although some come so close
that they night be viewed as political factions narely. But others,
such cc labor unions, represent their members' interests on non-
legislative frfnts as well, and are organized primarily for these
purposes.

Finally, pluralism is sometimes studied in relation to organizations
which function entirely or almost entirely outside the political sphere.
Religious groups are obvious examples, although the overtly political
activities of many of these raise questions es to whether any relatively
large voluntary association of individuals can be totally apolitical in
its functions. Thus, the distinctions I have made among the three con-
texts of pluransm are most easily supported in terms of the functions of
organizations rather than their types. This, in itself, is a significant
fact. It aaggeeta that a giveu organization, though capable of dittereet
functions, nevertheless is likely to combine them at least to some extent.
Except for political parties and some lobby groups, most organizations
will bti political and non-political concurrently. This means that argu-
ments for pluralism which rest on defining organizations as one or the
other will be presenting at best an incomplete picture of what pluralism
implies, and perhaps a highly misleading one. I will be discussing this
"part/whole" fallacy st some length below.

I propose to analyze the arguments for pluralism presented in the
works of three authors operating from three distinct points of view. My
authors are Michael Walser, Robert Dahl and Ralf Dahrendorf, and they
represent respectively the approaches of political philosophy, political
science, and sociology.4

What do I mean by argument analysis? Obviously, an answer to this
question requires first, some notion of what an argument is, and second,
a notion of what an argument does. Just as obviously, I have insufficient
space to justify my answers to these questions. All I can do is state
them. For my purposes an argument is a formal claim occuring in a
particular discourse. In this case, I am discussing formal claims which
support a concept defined as pluralism. The discourses in which these
claims occur are scholarly studies, that is, books produced by people
employed in academic institutions, and aimed primarily at an audience of
others similarly situated, or with similar intersts.

The nature of the discourse I have selected raises some difficult
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Issues as to the question of what an argument does. The most obvious
difficulty is whither academic arguments do anything at all of much
importance. I am talking here of rhetorical effects whigextend
beyond the walls of academic institutions. Here again, an extended
discussion is not possible, but I offer the following observation..

I take the position that acadeaiu arguments for pluralism are
worthy of analysis insofar as they contribute significantly to the
reinforcement of liberal capitalist ideology; that is, to the impact
this ideology has on the maintenance of existing power relations in
capitalist societies. 1 choose to take as given the importance of the
ideology /power relationship.S My project is to specify the ways in
which particular academic arguments provide ideological resources for
liberal capitalism. In other words, I will attempt in a tentative and
abbreviated way to submit academic arguments for pluralism to an
ideological critique.

It is one thing, of course, to reveal the ideological eleaant in
a particular discourse. It is another to determine the extend to which
a discourse reinforces ideology generally. Not surprisingly, most
critics of argument and indeed, most critics of rhetorical forme of
whatever kind, are forced, by the vastness of this latter task, to confine
themselves to the former. The question of rhetorical effects le either
ignored or begged. Raymond Williams' comment on how critics of culture
usually deal with effects seems relevant here. "Certein sociological
facts and considerations are rather hastily admitted, usually in a received
and well-worn form, and some minor place is reserved for them. But then,
we understand, the real work can begin; we go to 'the works of art
themselves. "'6

A well-rounded critique of academic pluralist ideology should include
analysis of the significance of academic institutions generally in the
transmission of ideological messages to that audience(s) whose acceptance
of ideology is important to the maintenance of existing power relations.
Again, this is a subject so large that I can do little more than mention
some theoretical and empirical contributions which might provide the basis
for an institutional explanation of the impact of particular ideological
argument..

Althusser's analysis of "Ideology and Ideological State Apparatuses"
is a possible point of departure.7 He identifies the educational system
as the primary means by which capitalist ideology is transmitted. The
various other state apparatuses he lists are less significant for two
reasons. First, they do not involve the degree and intensity of influence
which an educational system can exert. No other state agency has access
to its subjects for several hours a day from childhood through adolesence.
Second, all other state apparatuses have historical equivalents in pre-
ideological (that is; pre-capitalist) periods. Only compulsary, eel Y.
universal education is unique to capitalist societies.8

kith* is viewing the education system as a whole. The arguments
I wish to critique are found in a part of that system, higher education,
which covers only a portion of the population, and that portion in an
unsystematic way. Yet its impact le likely to be much greater than these
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quantitative factors suggest. Those who teach in the educational system
at sny level are themselves products of higher education. The ideolo-
gical messages communicated in Political Science 101 are bound eo show
up in Social Studies I, especially in its textbooks.

We can make the case even stronger for the impact of higher
education by combining "elite" theory with Althusserie emphasis on the
educational system. Following Pareto, Hosea and Michel., and more
recently C. Wright Hills,9 we can hypothesize that the maintenance of
existing power relations in liberal capitalist society is dependent
not so such on an ideological consensus among the general public, as
among a much mealier group variously called opinion-leaders, the ruling
class, or the power elite. These are the very people who are most
likely to have been exposed to academic ideological arguments.

A number of empirical studies in the last several decades have
indicated that the strongest committment to whet are usually defined as
democratic liberal values in found among the most extensively educated
groups as measured by years of schooling.10 To the extent that the sort
of authors I am studying are among the chief purveyors of these values,
their discourse seems worthy of careful analysis.

I do not pretend that this brief discussion of the sociological
significance of academic institutions as they relate to the transmission
of ideology settles the controversial questions I have raised. 'I offer
it only as a tentative justification for the focus of this paper; as a
well portion of the evidence which eight be available to prove that
academics' ideas do indeed have consequences. How I turn to the specific
arguments I wish to analyze, arguments in favor of pluralism.

There is a reseon for supposing that among the myriad arguments
academics advance, pluralist arguments hold a place of special significance.
This is the fact that the very organization of academic institutions
themselves is an example of pluralist philosophy. The term "university"
suggests a conglomeration of disparate disciplines, each ruled by its own
particular methods and traditions, each relatively autonomous, all united
only by the desire to discover and transmit real knowledge. Within each
discipline it is expected that "all major" points of view will be
represented, or at least not suppressed. Thus, in the act of presenting
any argument, academics erect on argument for pluralism. This is just as
true for the champion of fascism as it is for the advocate of liberal
democracy. The university he perfect embodiment of Hill's "market-
place of ideas" where ell claims compete on equal ground for the adherence
of audiences. II The pluralism exemplified in the structure of academic
institutions may make more potent the effect of explicit arguments in its
favor.

The arguments I will discuss cove from authors who should not be con-
sidered friends of liberal capitalism. Michael Walser and Robert Dahl
have argued for decentralized socialism in preference to existing
political and economic arrangements. Ralf Dahrendorf'a discussion of
pluralism incorporates a theory of class conflict within industrial
capitalism.'' Nevertheless, all three consider pluralism compatible with
the political systems they espouse, and, indeed, necessary to them.
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claim that in arguing for pluralism, these academics unintentionally
use ideological argument strategies consistent with the maintenance
of liberal capitalist hegemony.

This is not to say that these works constitute ideologies as such.
I would prefer, with Anthony Giddens, to avoid the question of what is
en ideology by hypothesizing that all discourse is ideological to greater
or 1 degrea.L4 The point is not to specify some arbitrary point at
which a discourse becomes an ideology instead of merely ideological.
Rather, I wish to uncover what I believe are significant ideological
elements with these particular discourses.

I will rely chiefly on a Iterxiah critique of ideology in specifying
the characteristics of ideological argument. Giddens has summarised
these as follows: 1. The representation of sectional interests as
universal ones; 2. The denial or transmutation of contradictions; and
3. The naturalisation of the present.15

Pluralism as a political philosophy is uniquely situated to claim
:hat it represents universal interests as opposed to sectional ones because
by definition, it claims to represent all interests. The only question
remaining is an empirical one; what political arrangements are necessary
to guarantee that all interests receive their "day in court?" Or, in
other words,_ if some interests are inadequately represented, this does
not indicate a conceptual flaw in pluralism, but rather a failure to
arrive at the appropriate means of implemeiting it. Pluralism can present
itself AS Innocently non - ideological -- ideology being understood as the
false claims of partial interests to represent the whole.

This is not quite as clear as it seems, however. Even if all
interests are represented, this does not translate to the representation
of universal interests. The latter implies a single interest or set of
interests which every individual in society shares, while the former is
merely a conglomeration of interests each one of which serves only a part
of society's membership. The parts do not add up to the whole.

Or.do they? The problem for pluralist theory is to discover some
universal interest which underlies the political system while retaining
the essential feature of the relative autonomy and freedom of partial
interests. Michael Walter's solution is fairly typical. "Every particular
measure," he say', "is pushed through by some coalition of particular
interests. But the ultimate appeal in these conflicts is not to the
particular interest, not even to a public interest conceived an their sum,
but to collective values, shared understandings of membership, health, food
and shelter, work and leisure. The conflicts themselves are often focused,
at least overtly, on questions of fact; the understandings are assumed."16

This statement is striking in that it describes z process quite
similar to one which might appear in any Marxist critique of ideology.
Here We have the admission that actions motivated by partial interests
are justified in terms of universal "values." We need only take the
additional step of exposing these values as sham universals; that is, as
ideological tools which serve the perpetuation of ruling class domination
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while masquerading as servants of the general welfare. Clearly, defenders
of pluralism would want Co avoid this extention of their analyeis;..

. ,what grounds do they do so?

The most obvious answer is the argument that the values which
underlie pluralism really are universal. They really do serve everyone's
interest in a given society. The pluralist must advance this argument
cautiously, however. If we begin to look for universal values it will not
be long before our society will start to look more and more homogeneous in
its interests; in other words, less and less pluralistic. And the more
clearly we define our value concensus, the closer we will come to something
which looks suspiciously like an "ideology," the very result pluralist
theory is supposed to avoid.

Walter reflects these concerns. He acknowledges that "the first
impulse of the philosopher is to resist the displays of history, the world
of appearances, and to search for some underlying unity: A short list of
basic goods, quickly abstracted to single good; a single distributive
criterion. "tl

Raving posed the problem, Walter finds his solution in a theory of
justice. His book Spheres of Yustice is an attempt to construct a theory
which allows for different distributive criteria in different' social
spheres For instance, criteria by which justice is determined in the
religious sphere will be different from those in the political or economic
sphere. This is an ingenious approach, but not really satisfactory for
two ieewune. The first is chat as a practical matter, spheres cannot be
kept separate. Taxing policy regarding non-profit inctitutions is bound
to effect religious organizations, for example. In which of these two
spheres, the economic or the religious, do we place this issue? Which
set of distributive criteria do we apply? Or, if we attempt to combine
the two sets, on the basin of what principles do we do so?

Second, Walser, in fact, does propound a single general principle
which cuts across spherical boundaries. This is the principle of plura-
lism itself. In his words, "when meanings are distinct, distributions
must be autonomous. Every social good or set of goods constitutes, as it
were, a distributive sphere within which only certain criteria and arrange-
ments are appropriate."le In other words, spheres, to the exte "t they
really are separate, ought to operate autonomously. Obviously, this begs
the question of whether spheres can be separate, or how separation is to
be determined. Moreover, Walter ends up arguing that all human beings
within a society share an intuitive sense of justice, which though its
manifestations change from social context to social context (and rightly
so since this is part of the principle of justice itself), still retains
some consistent substance. The nature of this substance is hinted at in
his subtitle, "A Defense of Pluralism and Equality." Tat no formal
principle of equality is defended because this would violate the principle
of autonomy of spheres.

Walter' arguments are unsatisfactory as political philosophy, but I
sm interested in them mainly for their ideological character. From an
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ideological perspectiva, his theory amounts to the presentation of
pluralism as a kind of universal interest which does not have to
justify itself as such. Pluralism can deny that it represents a
partial interest only because by definition, it represents the sum of
partial interests. Yet pluralism need not defend itself as represent-
ative of any universal interest; that is. it need not demonstrate that
a given interest is universal, because at the point such proofs are
demanded, it can claim to represent no interests at all. This is the
ideological significance of Waiver's attempts to deal with the part/whole
problem. It is a strategic advance over arguments which claim that a
partial interest is universal. Such arguments at least involve a burden':
of proof. Pluralism, in effect, theorizes away the universal-interest
half of the pair. It then need show only that no minority partial
interest is allowed to predominate, a task accomplished definitionally.

Hy position is that pluralism does in fact represent a particular
partial interest made to appear universal, however effectively this fact
is disguised. That interest is the maintenance of existing power rela-
tions in liberal capitalism. The second catergory of ideological argu-
ment I am using moves us toward an explication of this relationship. In
their denial and transmutation of contradictions, advocates of pluralism
justify the status quo.

Ralf Dahrendorf's Class at.d Class Conflict in Industrial Society is
an analysis of what he calls poet-Capitalist Societies. These are
distinguished from capitalist societies in that in the latter "not only
authority and buclel vlalua, but also industrial and political conflict
are superimposed one on the other. "L9 In post-capitalist societies by
contrast; that is, in contemporary Western industrial countries, "the
aubdividion of authority positions stimulated by an ideology of rational-
ization in both enterprise and the state is an autonomous procese."20
In short, " in poet-capitalist society, industry and society have, by
contrast to capitalist society, been diaaesociated."21

Anthony Miens argues that capitalism's primary contradition is the
coexistence of private appropriation and socialized production,22 a state
of affairs that forces the interpenetration of social, political, and
economic concerns. By way of brief example, it is clear that large icdus-
trial corporations have enormous public significance for whole communities.
No one from Pittsburgh could doubt this in light of the current situation
of steelworkers. Yet the control of corporate policy and the disposition
of corporate profits are claimed to be private matters properly outside
the scope of public accountability.

Arguments which either deny this contradiction or transmute it to
a different argumentative content tend to obscure the extent to which
liberal capitalism ignores the interests of industrial wage workers, and,
for that matter, all employees. Dahrendorf's book exhibits both strategies.
He, with many others, notes that industrial wage workers comprise a
steadily shrinking percentage of the working population. The labor force
has shifted to service and high technology employment, both more likely
to involve "white - collar" work. This sort of work he claims has
significant consequences for the material and psychological well-being of
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workers. On the one hand it is well-paid enough to obviate the need to
be ob d with material concerns. On the other, it incorporates a set
of social status rewards not directly related to income. The general
result is a diversification of the work force in socio-economic terms,
which reduces the bases for the recognition of common, economic class
interests.

Dahrendorf wrote in 1959, and it is hard to deny the general accuracy
of his description. Indeed, the workforce has become increasingly diver-
sified (although more in the direction of low-paid service employment
than be foresaw), and with the decline of the organized labor movement,
it is hard to find much evidence of working class coherence. But these
developments do not deny the inherent contradiction of capitalism Giddene
emphasizes. They may simply make that contradiction easier to obscure
through ideological argument. The issuis whether the social existences
of employees are significantly less affected by the economic realities of
capitalism than formerly, or, put another way, whether the degree of
economic, political, and social interpenetration is insignificant enough
to justify the pluralist descripiton of contemporary Western societies,

The "post-capitalist" thesis, whether sre call its referent the "post-
industrial society" sr the "new industrial state, "23 is a theory of
social harmony based on pluralist assumptions. Dahrendorf argues that
only when economic, political, and social conflicts are superimposed on
one another; that is. when the same people line up on the same side of
more than one type o: conflict, is the social fabric threatened. Re
takes ce ime7itable the exiatenen of conflict within any given Nphere",
in Walter's terms. Within each there will always be two classes, one
dominant and one supp d. But so long as a large group of people does
not find itself suppressed all or most of the time in all or most spheres,
stability will reign. Pluralism is the term which describes this state of
affairs. a state which Dahrendorf believes exists in post-capitalist
societies.24

Notice how effective this line of argument is in preempting its
critics. Instead of denying the existence of conflict in society, this
theory embraces it. Dahrendorf acknowledges the existence also of
domination; in fact, he considers it inherent. But he is still able,
thanks to pluralism, to arrive at an end point of social equilibrium. So
long as conflict remains autonomous within spheres, this is possible. This
meens that the spheres themselves must be distinct. What makes them so
is the chenging roles of each individual across spheres. In one he will
be dominant in another supp d. There will be at leaat something for
everyone.

Even given this distribution of roles, however, the ubiquity of
conflict in pluralistic societies is a problem. Within a sphere, conflict
could well become intense and violent. A suppressed group may forget,
within the contuxt of a given conflict, the comforts of their dominant
position within another. Dahrendorf, therefore, adds a concept which
reduces the dangers of conflict, and at the same time, transmutes the
conflict/harmony contradiction he has created. This ie his theory of
conflict regulation.
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Dahrandorf lists several elements of pluralist societies which act
to keep conflict within acceptable bounds.

"First,.... both parties to
the conflict have to recognize the necessity

and reality of the conflict
situation, and in this sense, the fundamental justice of the cause of
the opponent."I5 This amounts to being able to say "If I were in his
shoes, I would take the same position." Second, conflicting interest
groups east bo organized.26 Organization,

in Dahrendorf's sense, implies
the acceptance of certain behavioral norms that exclude "guerrilla war-fare." He means organization for the purpose of participating in
regulated conflict, or at least organization which allows such participa-
tion. Such an act of organisation tends to preclude intense or violentoptions. Third, "the opposing parties in social conflicts have to agree
on certain rules of the game that provide the framework of their
relations."27 He adds that "rules of the game can sperms their function
only if and as long as they put both parties on an equal footing and do
not imply any substantive stipulations disabling

one or the other
conflict group .e211

It is important to realize that Dahrendorf' theory of conflict
regulation virtually eliminates the significance of conflict from his
general theory of society. This is true because once his conditions of
conflict regulation are present, it is difficult to see how conflict can
ever substantially alter the status goo. In the first place, recogni-
tion of the necessity of conflict and of the justice of one's opponents'
position does not imply impassioned advocacy, but rather, self-conscious
role - playing in much the same way as does participation in a debating
cunLert. Second, the effect of formal organization for the purpose ot
participation in controlled conflict precludes the sort of intense and/or
violent action which appears to be a pre.:equisite of change. perhaps
most important, acceptance of rules of the game which place both sides on
an equal footing merely reinforces preexisting advantages of dominant
groups over suppressed ones.

What Dahvendorf has done is admit, on the one hand, that societal
groups within a given ctreext have inherently contradictary

interests both
sets of which cannot be served simultaneously, while on the other, has
constructed a model of conflict regulation based on assumptions of
deliberative decision-making via persuasion. If conflict is real, and if
conflicting groups recognize this, then persuasion will hardly do. If,
however, conflicts can be regulated by these means, then it must mean
supp d groups do not take them all that seriously to begin with, or,
more to the point, can be persuaded not to do so in contradiction with
their real interests.

Pluralism comes to the rescue in both these latter cases. If groups
can be dominant in dome , they don't mind so much being suppressed in
others. Of particular importance to an ideological critique, however, is
the option of persuasion. What is it that might persuade suppressed groups
that their interests have been dealt with adequately even if they go
unservedi I claim is the procedures of conflict regulation themselves
which accomplish this rhetorical miracle. The attention of supp d
groups is diverted from their interests in a particular conflict to the
rules of the game by which that conflict is conducted and controlled.
Procedure becomes a substitute for substance.
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This fora of ideological argument is so common in liberal capitalist
societies that it might well qualify as a separate :ategory. I'inClude
it here because it seems to be a clear case of the transmutation of acontradiction. When attention can be focused on the rules of a game,
there is a tendency to forget the function served by the game itself. In
he case of conflicts of interest within capitalise societies, attention is
directed to ostensibly fair procedures within the game of public debate.
This tends to obscure the extent to which participation in debate precludes
more violent opitons for change, and obscures as well the ways in which
public debate legitimates existing political structures.

When anti-war protest groups in the 1960's organised teach-ins they
had already opted for a form of protest well within the ability of exist-
ing institution's to contain. Teach -ins required open, formal organization
and those active in these organizations were seldom involved in more
violent activities. Moreover, teach-ins implied acceptance of deliberative.
persuasive models of social change. This concession forced others. Teach-
in leaders preferred to include only anti-war speakers. Many universities.,
however, demanded that "all viewpoints" be represented. My undocumented
suspicion in that where universities had their way, the effect of teach-ins
was to increase faith in the existing syatem of government even as it may
have decreased supportfor the Vietnam War. Ineofar as one of the major
rhetorical objectives of some anti-war groups was to stimulate a systemic
critique of American society, the teach-ins may have been counterproduc-
tive.29

Ciddcnethird catergory of ideological argot:cut is aic natoralia.tion
of the present. This defines arguments which imply the inevitability or
inherent desirability of existing power relations based on allegedly
unchangeable circumstances. These arguments are subject to two possible
criticisms. First, the circumstances may indeed be changeable; that is,
they may be the result of a particular stage of historical development,
rather than "the way things are." Second, the implications of these circum-
stances may be invalidly drawn.

Robert A. Dahl's Dilemmas of Pluralist Democracy opens with the
following argument:

"....the most powerful ideologies of our age all suffer from having
acquired their shape and substance in the eighteenth and nineteenth
centuries, or very much earlier, before the world in which we live had come
fully into view.... liberalism, conservatism, capitalism, socialism, mareipm,
corporatism, anatchism, even democratic ideas, all face a world that in its
form and thrust confounds the crucial assumptions, requirements, descrip-
tions, predictions, hopes, or prescriptions they express."30

Students of religious rhetoric will recognize in this passage an
argument similar to those advanced by founders of new religions: "A new
faith is needed because all of the old faiths are wrong." Of course, in
religious arguments old faiths seldom are indicted on Grounds of failing
to take account of historical change. Usually, the converse is true. gut
the appeal of new religions is often based at least implicitly, on the fit
between religious principles and the lives people lead in the world as it is.
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For Dahl, the most important fact about the political world of today
is its scale. We live in nations of millions of citizens. This means
that traditional democratic rights, even if universally extended, "would
only mean that every citizen, nut merely some citizens would exercise an
infinitesimally small amount of influence over the government."31 This
menu that for democracy in large systems to be meaningful, it must
operate not on a mass basis for this is only sham democracy, but on a
small-scale model. How can this be done in large system? Pluralism
is the answer. Democracy must find its true realization in small-group
activity in the workplace, in the church, and in the neighborhood.
Decentralization of control in all these areas is therefore desirable.

The unalterable facts which Dahl assumes are the existence of the
large nation-state, and the political arrangements appropriate to it.
One could argue, of course that nation-states are a feature only of a
particular historical period, but even if this is conceded, the argument
of scale is persuasive since historical trends appear to move in the
direction of larger and larger systems. The problem is that this is no
less true in non-political arenas, particularly the economic, than in
political ones. Why is it that the brute fact of scale makes democracy
impossible on a national political basis, and yet decentralization of
power is a viable solution in other realms? Either the scale of political
units is not an inherent problem, or more likely, the scale of economic
units is. Dahl's argument along with those of other advocates of industrial
democracy tends to obscure this "fact."

Rousseau's argument for rendering partial societies harmless, you will
recall, was to multiply their number and safeguard thier equality. This
sounds very like what Dahl claims has happened to the individual citizen.
This raises the question of whether decentralized and fragmented groups
are consistent with the real decentralization of power which is the theore-
tical result of pluralism. This seems particularly relevant in'the
economic ahpere in which the international organization of capitalism raises
issues of scale which go vastly beyond the boundaries even of large nation-
states.

My purpose in this essay has been to identify ideological elements
in academic arguments for political pluralism. Obviously, I have not
presented a comprehensive discussion of this political theory or even of
the authors' works I have discussed. I mean this essay as a preliminary
investigation into ways in which pluralist arguments may operate ideolog-
ically to legitimate existing power relations in liberal capitalist
societies. I believe that subsequent efforts in this direction would, be
a worthwhile occupation for argumentation scholars, as they have been in
the recent past.
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REAGAN'S FIRST STATE OF THE UNION ADDRESS:
A CASE STUDY IN LANGUAGE, ARGUMENT AND CULTURE

Kenneth R. Chase
University of Illinois
at Urbana-Champaign

The popular press viewed the 1984 Presidential campaign
with an eye toward the phenomenon of Ronald Reagan's
popularity. Until the Democratic convention, Reagan's
stronghold on the political terrain seemed impenetrable.
Only after the convention did the popularity gap between
Reagan and Walter Mondale close somewhat; yet Reagan quickly
regained his massive lead in the polls.11)

Explanations for Reagan's apparent mastery of the
political field are not hard to come by. Speech
communication scholars focus primarily on the heroic
dimensions of the Reagan presidency, using the theoretical
foundations of myth and archetype.[21 The popular press
provides similar accounts of a mythic Presidency.[3I Yet,
overall, the press has been satisfied with marvelling at the
Reagan phenomenon and offering only a limited analysis of
Reagan's political supremacy.[4I Newsweek's August 1984 cover
story offered a typical portrayalUTReV3ans "His mastery of
the form [presidential politics' has a power of its own--and
there is simply no question that Reagan has radically altered
the nation's political dialogue."[5) This assertion seems to
be a result of a common observation during the '84 campaigns
thn Democratic candidates were hard-pressed to find a
weakness in Reagan's political armor. Reagan forced the
Democrats to fight on his own turf using weapons of his own
choosing.

I intend to provide another explanation for Reagan's
unique position in the political arena. Specifically, I
offer a partial account of how Reagan's political discourse
has constrained the political opposition, and how it is that
Reagan has "radically altered" political discourse in this
country. Whereas other accounts of Reagan's rhetoric usually
cover a cross-section of his public argument,[6I I provide a
comprehensive textual reading of a single Reagan speech;
Reagan's first State of the Union address in 1982 is both a
significant and representative sample of Reagan rhetoric.
The organization of the address, the nature of its appeals,
the thematic development, and the overall tone mark this text
as a typical Reagan production. Therefore, it can be
analyzed for its clues to the Reagan rhetorical mastery even
though the media construction of the Reagan phenomenon did
not blossom until the spring of 1984.
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Moreover, the State of the Union is always a significant
address for a President. The 1982 address became his first
opportunity to consolidate the policy victories of 1981 and
set the agenda for the future. Rhetorically, Reagan is in
full stride in this speech, laying out the positions which
would allow him to take credit for the economic recovery of
1983 and propel him to victory in 1984. Reagan's 1982 State
of the Union address is a particularly impressive instance of
the argument techniques that remain constant throughout the
adjustments, successes, and failuresin domestic and foreign
policies during Reagan's first term.

My analysis is also theoretically distinct from previous
examinations of Reagan rhetoric in that it is based upon
particular assumptions about the relationship between a text
and culture. I understand a particular text, whether oral or
written, to be embedded in culture; thus, it can be
interpreted within the encompassing social realm. This
assumption is not unique to the study of Reagan, nor is it
unique in the field of political criticism.(7j However, two
differences distinguish the particular kind of text-culture
relationship suggested in this essay from other essays on
Reagan.

First, a text is a production of signs dependent upon a
pre-given system of codes. The study of a text will
therefore entail an examination of both signification (the
codes) and communication (the production of signs). Umberto
Eco's work develops the theoretical description of
signification and communication.(8I The first section of this
essay will be devoted to the signification in Reagan's State
of the Union addreso, using Eco's semiotic meta-language to
explicate the cultural codes responsible for the production
of meaning in Reagan's message. The second section of the
study will be an attempt to analyze the organization of
meaning in Reagan's address, developing the way the meaning
is applied in Reagan's text. This second section emphasizes
the rhetorical function of Reagan's signifying practice,
relying upon Chaim Perelman and L. Olbrechts-Tyteca's
formulation of argument.

Second, systems of signification are linked to cultural
struggles for dominance and authority.[10] Specifically, the
struggle for political and social dominance involves the
struggle over cultural codes. For instance, in the 1984
Democratic convention keynote address, Mario Cuomo associated
the sign-vehicle /family/ with a diversity of social
collectivities, such as the population of New York, social
service recipients, and. Democratic party members. Cuomo's
associations are an attempt to alter the usual association of
/family/ with the cultural content <<nuclear family unit>>.
According to Stuart Hall's conception of political discourse
in culture, the objective of Cuomo's code-changing is not
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merely to provide an attractive image or vision of government
and society but to intervene into Reagan's dominant discourse
with the ultimate hope of providing an alternative way for
Americans to live their relation to economic and state
institutions, that is, as a nurturing and caring family unit
which is based on mutual dependency.[11] Therefore, Cuomo's
speech is a part of a struggle, albeit a losing one, for the
cultural authority to describe and define how individuals
experience and live their position in society.

Reagan's 1982 State of the Union address is a suitable
example of his own struggle for cultural authority.
Therefore, the use of a semiotic meta-language to describe
Reagan's discourse indicates not only the cultural context in
which the speech can be interpreted, but also, and more
specifically, the realm of an ideological struggle for
dominance. These assumptions provide a framework for
exploring Reagan's visible but little understood alteration
of the "nation's political dialogue."(12]

Codes

I have divided Reagan's text into five major divisions:
(1) Introductory remarks and review of the accomplishment of
his first year in office; (2) preview of the 1983 Federal
budget; (3) articulation of the New Federalism (the most
controversial section of the speech);[13] (4) survey of
foreign policy; (5) peroration filled with heroism and
patriotism.[14] Owing to the unlimited terrain of the
cultural semantic field,(15], I will limit my "field" of
study by tracing three major clusters of oppositions which
pervade and animate the text: <<superficial/foundational>>,
<<past government/present government>>, and <<undeserving/
deserving>>. These oppositions were discovered by tracing
nounsand adjectives throughout the address and linking these
sign-vehicles with their coded connotations in the cultural
semantic field. Since the cultural units are meaningful by
virtue of their opposition to other units, the tracing of
connotations identifies intersecting semantic axes. For
example, the sign-vehicle /artificial/ is coded to the
content unit <<artificial>>, which is in opposition to
<<natural>>. This semantic axis, <<artificial/natural>>, can
be connected with or intersected by other cultural units
depending on the speaker's adjustment of sign-vehicles. For
the purpose of clarity, I will analyze each of the major
oppositions separately.

<<Superficial/Foundational>>

The first clear hint of the <<superficial/foundational>>
opposition is found early in the speech. After the initial
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greetings and introductory preview, Reagan briefly reviews
the failures of past government programs and the actions of
the present goernment. Between this opposition of past and
present government, which will be discussed later in this
essay, are oppositions which can be grouped under the
<<superficial/foundational>> opposition. Reagan states, "We
have an economic program in place completely different from
the artificial quick fixes of the past." Reagan identifies
how the audience is to interpret "program" by opposing it
with "artificial quick fix." The negative connotations that
result from the combination of an <<artificial/natural>>
semantic axis with a <<quick fix/stable improvement>>
semantic axis are subsequently reinforced by Reagan's
metaphor for "program." In the introductory preview, he
speaks of the program as a "foundation we've carefully laid
for our economic recovery." The use of "foundation" and
"laid" places "program" in the semantic field of
<<construction>>. As opposed to "artificial quick fix."
"foundation" in <<construction>> is interpreted as the
necessary first step for producing a building that is stable
and will meet desired expectations.

A foundation is a beginning, and Reagan further enhances
the interpretation of "program" by proclaiming, "Together we
have made a new beginning, but we have only begun."
Characteristic of beginnings as foundations, as opposed to
beginnings as quick-fixes, the text continues: "No one
pretends that the way ahead will be easy . . . The economy
will face difficult moments in the months ahead. But, the
program . . . will . . . put us on the road to prosperity and
stable growth." Reagan valorizes a program of stable growth
as opposed to a quick-fix (a snr'erficial solution); a program
that is a beginning, a foundation, a road to prosperity.

Reagan proceeds in the second major section of the
speech to invoke otter semantic fields for the purpose of
strengthening the <<superficial/foundational>> semantic
opposition. He claims the economic problems "will not
respond to quick political fixes." Instead, he states, "we
must stick to our carefully integrated plan for recovery."
The sign-vehicle /political/ can connote the cultural units
<<partisan>> and <<election-minded>>. When combined with the
previously mentioned connotations of "quick fix," the
sign-vehicle /political/ portrays the Democratic plan as a
carelessly developed program to gain political advantage.
The opposite of this scheme is Reagan's own intergrated
plan. "Integrated" is used to place the plan on the axis of
<<simple/complex>>, an opposition Reagan connotes in a prior
sentence by metaphorically describing the economic problems
as "deeply rooted."

Reagan describes the basia of this integration as
"common sense" whereas a "quick political fix" is described
in the next paragraphs as "the only alternative" and as
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"turning back the clock." The text therefore relies on
cultural codes which associate /economic program/ with
<<integrated common sense plan>> and /the only alternative/
with <<politically motivated rearession>>. This opposition
is also reaffirmed in the concluding paragraphs of the
message. Reagan affirms economic problems and denies any"quick fix . . . to instantly end the tragic pain of
unemployment," but suggests "the process has already begun
and we'll see its effect as the year goes on." Reagan's
description of his solution as a "process" and the
implication that its effects are inevitable ("as the year
goes on") further connotes <<progress>>. The development of
the <<regress/progress>> opposition is therefore combined
with the <<superficial/foundational>> opposition, a
combination which is articulated in the two remaining
sections of the address.

In the third major section Reagan promotes the
"essentials of that (economic) program" with the New
Federalism. He continues the opposition of <<regress/
progress>> to emphasize the desirability of the suggested
"change." Moreover, he adds to the meaning of "program" by
placing it in two different semantic axes: <<timid/bold>> and
<<conventional/innovative>>. As Reagan claims, "Our next
major undertaking must be a program--just as bold, just as
innovative." This intersection of <<boldness>> and
<<innovation>> connotes a program of <<strength and
courage>>. This connotation is particularly desirable in
light of the fourth section dealing with foreign affairs.

Twice Reagan refers to the "progress" of American
foreign policy: once in the introduction to the addre:: in
the context of /foundation/ and /spirited initiative/, and a
second time in the opening section of the fourth section ofthe speech. Reagan clearly uses the positively coded
connotations of /progress/ to characterize his proposals. Inthe next few paragraphs Reagan speaks of the "program" as a
"sound strategy" to deal with foreign "instability." Building
on the <<regress/progress>> and <<superficial/foundational>>
oppositions, Reagan classifies American response as making
the difference between "peaceful change" and 'disorder and
violence."

Thus, Reagan's State of the Union address has been
produced by a reliance upon the historical-cultural coding
practices familiar to many Americans: the expressions of
/progress/, /program/, /strategy/, /innovative/, /bold/, and
/realism/ have been associated in contrast to the expressions
/quick fin/, /turn back the clock/, /naivete/, and
/self-delusion/.
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<<Past Government/Present Government>>

A second opposition appearing throughout the text is
<<past government/present government>>. Every section of the
address is implicitly marked by this distinction. In an
introductory paragraph, Reagan outlines the opposition to be
developed within the texts "When I visited this chamber last
year as a newcomer to Washington, critical of past policies
which I believed had failed, I proposed a new spirit of
partnership between this Congress and this Administration and
between Washington and our state and local governments." At
this early point in the speech, Reagan draws the line between
"past policies which . . . had failed" and "a new spirit of
partnership." Reagan refers again to the <<past/present>>
opposition a few paragraphs later. He explains: "To
understand the State of the Union, »s must look not only at
where we are and where wc're going but where we've been. The

'situation at this time last year was truly ominous." He adds
to the already proposed <<past failings/new partnership>>
opposition the expression /truly ominous/.

Reagan continues to identify the <<past>> by associating
it with the economic evils of society: "inflation, taxes, and
interest rates would all be higher" if the present proposals
had not been adopted. The suggestion is also made within the
text that domestic affairs were "uncontrollable" prior to the
present Administrative actions.

The association of /past policies/ with /failure/,
/truly ominous/, /inflation, taxes, interest rates/, and
/uncontrollable/ is strongly contrasted with the concluding
paragraphs of the first section. Reagan metonymically
replaces references to "Administration and Congress" with
"Together, we"; references to <<past government>> are
expressed by "Government." In seven brief paragraphs,
"Together, we" introduces differences between <<present>> and
<<past>>.[161 For instance, "tax reductions" are a product of
"Together, we," whereas "built-in profit" and "hidden
incentives" are a characteristic of "Government." "Saving the
taxpayers $2 billion" is a product of "Together, we," whereas
"waste and fraud" are a characteristic.of "Government."

This distinction is continued in the next two sections
of the speech. Reagan once again places all responsibility
for economic programs on "the inheritance of decades of tax
and tax and spend and spend." <<Tax and spend>> is
repeatedly affirmed as the nature of <<past policies>>. The
repetition of "tax" and "spend" clearly connotes
<<irresponsible government>>, a connotation subsequently
emphasized by Reagan's description of government entitlement
programs as characterized by "spiraling costs" and
"uncontrollable expenditures." The taxpayers are being
"defrauded," announces Reagan, but present efforts by
Congress and the Administration will serve to 'control" such
"corruption."

-294-

313



Within the foreign affairs section <<present
government>> is described by "strength" and "negotiations."
Conversely, <<past policies>> are described by "restraint"
and "accommodation," which led to an "unrelenting buildup of
[Soviet) military forces." <<Present government>> is
therefore associated to <<strength>> and <<Soviet weakness>>,
whereas <<past government>> is linked with <<accommodation>>
and <<Soviet strength>>.

Similar to the <<superficial/foundational>> opposition,
then, the development of <<past government/present
government>> is a hierarchical combination of different
semantic axes. The adjustment of sign-vehicles in the text
results in the coded message that Reagan's Administration
will produce a controlled, responsible, strong government.
This government is in marked contrast to the previous
administration which, while in the process of strengthening
the Soviets, managed to present themselves as irresponsible,
uncontrolled, weak, and accommodating.

<<Undeserving/Deserving>>

Like the other two oppositions, <<superficial/
foundational>> and <<past government/present government>>,
the final opposition is difficult to untangle from the
context. This opposition is also particularly difficult to
express, but there is a clear distinction drawn within the
text between Americans who are able and willing to contribute
to their country and those who detract from the ideals of the
country.

A sample of the numerous references connoting these
oppositions is found in the introductory section. Reagan
invokes the familiar political sentiment to make government
the "servant of the people." But Reagan extends these usual
rhetorical tokens by prolonging his emphasis on the American
people. He devotes a paragraph to listing various
workers--auto workers, lumberjacks, steelworkers, farmers,
etc.--to whom the American government should "make all the
difference." He concludes the paragraph with a reference to
"everyday Americans who harbor the simple wish of a safe and
financially secure future for their children." In this
description of "Americans" as "everyday" with a "simple
wish," the connotation is that these people are not asking
for much. And since the motivation of this "wish" is for
their "children," the content focus is not on <<self>>, but
<<others>>. Everyday Americans are <<unselfish>>.

The <<deserving Americans>> are also very
<<responsible>>. Reagan announces his implicit faith in
citizens toward the end of the introduction: "Together, after
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fifty years of taking power away from the hands of the people
in their states and local communities we have started
returning power and resources to them." He later stresses
the need to "mobilize the private sector" so that Americans
can be brought "into a volunteer effort to help solve many of
America's social problems." This relationship between
<<power>> and <<solvency>>, usually coded by politicians as
connotations of /government/, is reversed by Reagan. This is
one of the unique marks of Reagan's rhetoric. Whereas most
politicans refer to the dependency of government on the
people, few have stated the ideal as actively as Reagan.

The opposition is drawn most directly with the
discussion of entitlement programs in section two. Here
Reagan argues that "waste and fraud" are present in such
programs. The argument is developed, however, in terms of
the American people. Reagan describes those people involved
in the fraud as "cheating the system," and also as those who
were "'very confident that nothing was going to happen to
them.'" Then Reagan boldly proclaims: "Well, something is
going to happen. Not only the tar-payers are defrauded--the
people with real dependency on these programs are deprived .
. . ." This passage clearly connotes the
<<undeserving/deserving>> opposition which began in Reagan's
introduction. Reagan e-,,n strengthens the opposition by
contrasting the "needy" with the "greedy."

The third section of the address continues the
affirmation of Americans' <<unselfishness>>. As Reagan
states, "We also believe in the integrity, decency and sound
good sense of grass roots Americans." "Grass roots" is a
metaphor for "everyday," once again connoting a <<lack of
selfish ambition>>. /Grass roots/ is also a culturally coded
expression used in political discourse to emphasize the
interests of the people rather than the bureaucrats. Thus
the cultural unit <<non-political>> would be part of the
semantic field, which would also invoke the axis of
<<partisan/non-partisan>>, again connoting the <<selfish/
unselfish>> axis. Reagan s next paragraphs further serve to
link the various desirable qualities of humanity to American
people. He speaks of community service groups "that help
community needs. Such groups," Reagan claims, "are almost
invariably far more efficient than government in running
social programs."

The final section of the address most strongly affirms
Reagan's support of unselfish, deserving Americans.
Characteristic of this rhetoric, Reagan uses a specific
incident combined with a formal name to emphasize the
accuracy of his observatimn. He supports his belief in "the
integrity, decency and eound good sense" of Americans through
reference to Jeremiah Denton and Lenny Skutnik: two
individuals characterized as "heroes." He also refers to
"parents who sacrifice long and hard," "volunteers" who help
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the "needy," and the millions of "unsung heroes who may not
have realized their own dreams."

The unselfishness that characterizes all these Americans
is contrasted to those who slight the American spirit.
Reagan warns: "Don't let anyone tell you that America's best
days are behind her . . . . We've seen it triumph too often
in our lives to stop believing in it now." In opposition to
the heroes and the volunteers are those who refuse to
believe, the pessimists. Thus, the <<pessimist/optimist>>
axis is linked with the other axes to portray two very
different types of Americans.

SIGN PRODUCTION

The small portion of Reagan's textual semantic field
displayed in the previous section is sufficient to show how
the cultural code permits an explication of the meaning In
Reagan's text. I have synchronically divided the text into
three major oppositions, yet the key to the Reagan message is
the hierarchical combination of these oppositions: the
development of each opposition is blended into one
overarching structure of meaning. All of the links from
<<deserving>>, e.g., unselfish, volunteer, heroic, and common
sense, are connected with the semantic associations of
<<foundation>>, e.g., progress/bold, realism, and
prosperity. These correlations are brought to bear on, and
articulated with, the development of <<present government,
which is linked with partnership, tax reductions, strength,
Soviet weakness, etc.

In contrast to these positive connections is the
development of <<past governmont>>. The negatively valued
semantic units associated with <<superficial>> and
<<undeserving>> are in turn associated with the past policies
of "Government." Therefore, the opponents of Reagan's
proposals are pessimists, politically motivated, naive
supporters of taxes and uncontrolled spending, selfish,
willing to turn back the clock, supporters of waste and
fraud, and responsible for high interest rates.

Provided with this semiotic understanding of the text's
signification, what can we say about Reagan's mastery of the
nation's political discourse? First, we must understand the
strategy of the text and then consider that strategy in light
of a theory of culture. Eco describes the labor of
constructing and interpreting a text as "sign production."
Rhetorical labor involves adjusting the code through
manipulating sign vehicles. Eco suggests that rhetoric
"represents one of the more complex manifestations of sign
prOduction.1171 Eco does not develop the possible avenues for
manipulating expressions, but he does say that Perelman's
rhetoric can be assimilated into semiotics. Thus, we can
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understand Perelman's description of argument techniques as a
description of textual operations, taking it as a guide to
describe the coding adjustments in Reagan's text.

The most obvious observation about Reagan's sign
production is his use of dissociation. An audience's
conflicting conceptions of reality is the key to the argument
technique of dissociation.(181 Reagan spoke in the face of
such conflict. His constituency applauded his successful
first year, yet much of his audience held to a conception of
socio-economic policy shaped by the New Deal and the Great
Society. Similarly, Reagan's "talk-tough" foreign policy
clashed sharply with Carter's emphasis on human rights.
Reagan works his dissociations against these views of Federal
reality by skillfully splitting each of the concepts of
government, economy, and foreign policy. The result is an
appearance and a reality: Reagan's "new partnership" is
deeply rooted in the historical ideal of American democracy,
undeterred by an ultimately unrealistic alternative. "In
forging this new partnership for America," Reagan announces,
"we could achieve the oldest hopes for our republic;
prosperity for our nation, peace for the world, and the
blessings of individual liberty for our children and,
someday, for all of humanity." Reagan's implicit description
of his statecraft as the true, fundamental, and essential
form of American Government is made explicit in his
conclusion to the fourth section of the address: "Our foreign
policy must be rooted in realism, not naivete or
self-delusion."

This central dissociation of past government from
Reagan's "new partnership" is developed through the contrasts
of artificial and natural, weak and strong, violent and
peaceful, etc. Thus, the semantic axes discovered through an
analysis of codes are recognized strategically as the
fleshing-out of the appearance/rea3tty pair. Perelman argues
that oppositional pairs are connected with the philosophical
pair so that the privileged term of the philosophical pair
(Reagan's "new partnership") is linked with positive
qualities, and the negative qualities are linked with the
discredited terms (the political philosophy of Reagan's
opponents).(191 Reagan's text is strategically developed by
dividing the conflicting picture of reality into negative and
positive portraits.

Furthermore, the process of dissociation as an argument
technique requires a consideration of its starting points.
Perelman explains that philosophical pairs frequently
correspond to "two human fundamental tendencies: the
classical and the romantic spirit."(201 To promote audience
adherence to a particular view of reality, a speaker relies
on values and loci (common places) to enhance the
acceptability of the dissociation. These classical and
romantic tendencies illuminate Reagan's sign production,
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leading into an account of the Reagan phenomenon.

In Reagan's text, sign-vehicles are syntactically
connected in order to associate Reagan's domestic and foreign
policies with both classical and romantic cultural values:
the past government/present government opposition relies
mainly upon classical connotations for its development, e.g.
partnership, control, and responsibility. However, the other
major oppositions rely upon a combination of classical and
romantic values: the development of the superficial/
foundational opposition relies upon the romantic values of
naturalness, boldness, and courage, as well as the classical
values of integration, foundation, and stability; the
undeserving/deserving semantic axis is connected to the
classical values of non-partisanship and common sense and the
romantic values of optimism, charity (unselfishness), and the
concern for others. Therefore, Reagan's dissociation of his
programs from alternative proposals incorporates values from
a wide spectrum of the cultural semantic field.121)

This survey of Reagan's values is not intended to
exhaust the starting points of argument in Reagan's text.
Perelman's description of tendencies is a reduction of a
complex network of loci, beliefs, truths, etc. These
descriptions are handy characterizations which can be used to
emphasize Reagan's ability to bring the contradictory
dimensions of American experience together in support of his
proposals. Yet this essay suggests the values are used not
only as starting points in support of Reagan's
administration, but are applied via dissociation as the
antitheses of Reagan's political oppoaition.(221 Thus,
opponents of his speech face not only the task of using
American values as skillfully as Reagan, but must do so while
denying the characterization of their own position as naive,
selfish, pessimistic, responsible for Russian strength, etc.

The dilemma faced by Reagan's political opponents tends
to bear out the political aphorism that "the person who can
set the terms of the debate has the power to win it."[231
This bit of political wisdom even comes close to the Newsweek
quote testifying to Reagan's political mastery. Yet we are
still far from accounting for the ability of Reagan to alter
the nation's political discourse. The analysis of his
argumentation in the State of the Union address is only one
piece of a complex puzzle; nevertheless, it is an important
piece. The relationship of this argumentation to the Reagan
phenomenon can be approached through a consideration of
Reagan's text as part of a political struggle for hegemony.

As indicated earlier, I follow Hall in describing
culture as composed of social struggles and contradictions.
Any text, therefore, will be determined by and determining of
several of these social fissures. This view of the text
builds upon a semiotic conception of meaning: the power.to
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adjust the cultural code is a power to influence the verbal
resources people use to define, describe, and live their
position in the social sphere. Reagan's text is not excluded
from this practice. The State of the Union address is one
text among many that combine to create an ideological
authority of Reagan's political discourse. The struggle in
which Reagan is engaged is a struggle over the "common sense"
thinking and living of the American voting public.124)
Reagan's production of signs is designed to bring the
contradictory and historically-based values of American
culture together into a new relationship. The public would
no longer think primarily of the Federal Government as the
guarantor of public services, but as the protector of a
progressive, equitable and inspirational free market.
Individuals would live in relation to market structures as if
they were living out the very potential of the American
dream. For an individual to deny Reagan's overall sense of
American life is to deny their own experience as an
unselfish, courageous, heroic, optimistic, and responsible
citizen.

Hall's research into British politics of the later
1970's and early 1980's is instructive here. He describes
the authority and domination of the Thatcher government as
hegemony.1251 "Hegemony," Hall writes, "is always the
(temporary) mastery of a particular theatre of struggle. It
marks a shift in the dispositions of contending forces of
struggle and the articulation of that field into a tendency.
Such tendencies . . . create the conditions whereby society
and the state may be conformed in a larger sense to certain
formative national-historical tasks."(261 The Reagan
phenomenon is similar to Thatcher's hegemony in this respect:
both leaders are able to orient the society and the state
toward their own particular domestic and foreign tasks.
Reagan's discourse is one means of developing the cultural
tendenc?.es leading to this hegemonic formation. When
Newsweek describes Reagan's alteration of political discourse
IIIi1175ticing the Reagan hegemony and the function of
Reagan's discourse in constructing and containing the
argumentative appeals made throughout culture.

Reagan's first State of-the Union displays an early
effort to secure hegemony. His associations and
dissociations play equally upon the values of political
friends and enemies. A political opponent attempting to gain
the adherence of an audience to a contrary proposal will
probably rely on the classical and romantic values associated
with Reaganism. In this sense, Reagan has altered the
political dialogue of the nation, creating a new articulation
of common sense with which oppositional rhetoric must
struggle. Criticisms of Reagan's policy seem to be
criticisms of fundamental, common-sensical American values.
Alternative policies necessarily rely on values already
instantiated in the Reagan policies. In short, Reagan
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controls the semantic bases. His unique ability to subsume
the privileged positions in the cultural field to his own
political policies apparently leaves critics and opponents
scrambling to find a place to stand in the political arena.

CONCLUSION

I have outlined one determining moment in Reagan's
struggle for hegemony: and this has involved a theoretical
articulation of language, argument and culture. I now offer
an underview of the theoretical practice in this essay as
well as the implications for rhetorical practice. Eco
argues: "all theoretical research must . . . have the courage
to specify its own contradictions, and should make them
obvious where they are not apparent."(27] Since my analysis
of Reagan's State of the Union address involves theoretical
claims, the presence of two theoretical contradictions in the
analysis can be briefly noted.

First, Eco's semiotic meta-language is designed to
provide a formal and theoretical constraint on the analysis
of culture. Indeed, the reliance on slashes, guillemets, and
oppositions in this essay might present an appearance of a
systematic and objective method. However, the experience of
culling useful material from Eco and the subsequent (or even
prior) application of that material to Reagan's text is as
much the result of a critic's unique placement within the
cultural semantic field as it is the result of systematically
considering the cultural units invoked by Reagan's text. The
critic's observations are, on the one hand, constrained by
the connotational range of American political discourse and,
on the other hand, always and necessarily escaping the
theoretical framework of semiotics. Nevertheless, the
reading of Reagan's text I offer should be recognizable and
defensible as a reliable description of the cultural code.

Second, and perhaps not as obvious as the first, is the
contradiction created by combining the theoretical stances of
Eco, Perelman and Hall. I am convinced that Perelman is
useful and necessary as a link between Eco and Hall:
Perelman's insights into the strategic value of argument are
a significant aspect of semiotics, an aspect in which Eco
makes few contributions. Perelman's insights also allow for
the specific analysis of a text, and thus provide the
strategic detail missing from Hall's cultural analysis. Yet,
some potentially interesting theoretical conflicts are
created by using Perelman to bring Eco and Hall together.
Foremost among these is Perelman's reliance on a traditional
humanistic conception of the human subject as rationally and
reflectively present-to-self, one who is the locus of
decision making and persuasive experience.(28] Conversely,
Eco's reliance on the boundaries of semiotics leads him to
avoid-any claims about the nature of the human subject; and
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Hall's Wrategic reliance on Althusser's structural-marxism
is desigh,d precisely to rethink human experience as an
ideological construction.(29]

I have detailed these particular contradictions because
the relationship between them displays some fundamental
issues in the analysis of argument and culture. The
experience of the critic in working through a particular text
is similar to the experience of the advocate intervening into
culture. Both activities seem to require a reflective and
conscious atterpt to discriminate among competing discourses:
the critic must seUct a framework suitable for the task and
reconstruct the text accordingly while the advocate must
select the fundamental aspects suitable for the task and
reconstruct the cultural code accordingly.130]

This common experience pervades our cultural existence.
The assumption that humans selectively produce and respond to
discourse is powerful, intuitive, and "common-sensical."
However, Hall's cultural theory contains a substantive
reworking of the notion of "common sense." Hall's motivation
for redescribing human experience stems from his attempt to
explain and influence social organization. Therefore, one
task for the argument theorist-critic who seeks to think
through the relationship of argument and culture is to
critically consider the humanistic presuppositions pervading
most contemporary research on argument.

The critique of human experience in the name of cultural
theory also raises another fundamental issue for the argument
critic. The conceptualization of the human subject in terms
of culturally determined meanings casts doubt upon the
assumed value of the critic's self-appointed task: the
description and, perhaps, prescription of rationality.
Specifically, the question is raised concerning the role of
rationality in social change. The following formula for a
better society is often assumed by argument criticism: public
issues + rationality public knowledge (wise decisions).
Culture theory provides a critique of this formula through
the demonstration that public issues and public knowledge are
saturated with history, complexity, and struggle.(31) Where
is the place for rationality? In this essay, the already
tenuous connection between Perelman's argumentation
techniques and his defense of rationality is sacrificed in
order to appropriate the techniques for the analysis of
political struggle. Indeed, Hall ignores the place of
rationality in any formula for social change. Certainly, one
task for the critic, suggested by this essay, is to secure a
theoretical place for rationality in the description of
social change.

Along kith raising some theoretical issues concerning
argument and culture, the resew:ch offered here can also
enhance rhetorical practice, i.e, the actual practice of
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intervention into the struggle for hegemony. The analysis of
the State of the Union address is an example of how an
advocate might survey the cultural terrain in order to find
the strategic place of attack (or defense).

Due to the complexity of hegemonic formation, potential
places for intervention are numerous. However, a tentative
site of struggle can be located based on the research
presented here. Generally, one wishing to break into the
Reagan hegemony must attempt to disarticulate, or dissociate,
Reagan's association of classical and romantic places. One
need not forsake American values. Instead, one can use the
values in the same oppositional manner as Reagan yet reverse
their application. For instance, Reagan's use of the
romantic opposition "artificial/natural" can be turned
against him by appealing to an equally strong classical
opposition, "chaos/order."(321 Thus, one can argue: "We
cannot allow the Reagan administration, or any
administration, to let its citizens be subject to the
inconsistencies and injustices of marketplace barons who are
free to benefit some and, tragically, betray others. The
shifting winds of high finance should not prevail against the
reasonable order provided by our democratically selected
governing body." This bit of political prose, although
admittedly overdone, is saturated with classical values
centering around the "chaos/order" pair. The oppositional
structure is typically Reagan, yet the classical values are
used to dissociate Reagan's view of government from the
advocate's view of government.

Based on the analysis of Reagan's first State of the
Union address, the advocate could prepare an overall message
in which the central opposition would be "Reagan
Administration/Propcsed Administration," and this opposition
should be essentirlli articulated with romantic values. The
support of the opposition, however, should not be limited to
romantic values but rely heavily on classical values as
well. Notice that this message strategy is the exact
opposite of Reagan's argumentative structure in the State of
the Union address. His basic opposition between past
government and present government is essentially a classical
opposition (an emphasis on partnership, control, etc.), yet
this opposition is combined with the romantic values
supporting the other major oppositions. By selecting
romantic values to characterize the central opposition, the
advocate's intervention providee both an alternative to
Reagan's vision of government and an opportunity to
dissociate Reagan's vision from several American values.(33)
Further analyses of Reagan's language and argument might
serve to modify or extend this strategy of advocacy. The
particular synthesis of semiotics, argument, and cultural
analysis presented here can be a useful guide in such
endeavors.
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Central States Speech Journal, 34 (1983), p. 76). Hall,
on the other hand, understands academic discourse as the
means to identify possible avenues for political
intervention. This essay is produced in agreement with
Hall's interest in the value of theoretical discourse.
However, I do not share Hall's political investment in
socialism. The insights offered through semiotics and
cultural theory can be useful in the development of a
representative democracy.

32. See Perelman, "Classicism and Romanticism," pp. 164-165,
for a helpful listing of romantic and classical pairs.
Also see The New Rhetoric, pp. 426-28, for the
description of how to overturn a dissociation.

33. This proposed strategy is very similar to Cuomo'
strategy at the Democratic convention. Cuomo presented
a view of government that is fundamentally
romantic--government involved with the unique needs and
concerns of individuals--yet he developed this view by
using classical values: the "family" metaphor, to which
I referred earlier, relies on the classical values of
social organization. Although the strategy of Cuomo's
keynote address was not sustained throughout the
Democratic campaign, his approach seems to be the best
possible option against Reagan's ideological authority.
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ARGUMENT AND CONSCIOUSNESS IN LABOR HISTORY:
A CASE STUDY OF THE GASTONIA STRIKE

James Arnt Aune
University of Virginia

Theodor W. Adorno remarks at the beginning of Negative Dialectics that
philosophy lives on because the moment to realize it was missed. 1 Despitethe immense prestige which Mar:iota

recently have attained in such diverse
academic field. as history, economics,

anthropology, and cultural studies,
the rhetorical situation of contemporary Marxism is much like that of
the early Church fathers. There must be some explanation why the eschatonnever arrived.

American Marxist historians have turned to the study of the American
Communist Party as a way of answering Werner Sombart's famous question,
"Why is there no socialism in the United States?" 2 In fact, a rather
significant battle is shaping up between o-called "institutional" histor-
ians of Communism such as Harvey Klehr and Theodore Draper and so-called"social" historians of Communism such as Maurice Isserman and Vivian
Gornick. The "institutional" historians

emphasize the control of the
Soviet Union over American Communism,

while the "social" historians empha-
size the relative autonomy of the Party during key periods, especially
the Popular Front. 3 In a sense, the history of the American Communistparty has become a site of cultural struggle between neo-conservatives
and neo-Marxietn. The rhetorical and argumentative dimensions of AmericanCommunism, not to mention the labor movement in general, have received
relatively little attention. 4

The purpose of this paper ie to analyze the argumentative strategies
of writers who have tried to represent one of the strangest episodes in
the history of American radicalism: the Gastonia, North Carolina, textilestrike of 1929. The strike was the first American Communist-led labor dis-pute to receive national and worldwide

attention. IL was in many respects adismal failure, resulting in the conviction of the strike leaders for
conspiracy to commit murder, and in

a long-lasting hostility to labor organ-izing in the South. The events leading up to the strike and the trial ofthe strike leaders, however, exercised
a powerful hold on the imaginations of

many writers. The Yale theologian Liston Pope used the events to write aclassic work in the sociology of religion, Millhands and Preachers. 5 Atleast six 1930' novels drew directly
on the Gastonia events, three of which

were translated into Russian for the edification of the Soviet working class.Fielding Burke' (Olive Tilford Dargen)
Csll Home the Heart, the only novel

of the six to attain genuine
literary stature, has recently been reissued inthe Feminist Press series

on "forgotten" American women writers. 0 W.J.Cosh's The Mind of the South has
a major section on the strike. 7 A whole

set of sociological studies of the
Southern textile industry, most of themoriginating at the University of North Carolina, also were inspired by thestrike. 8
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The story of the strike itself is rather bizarre. Whether one reads it
as an example of the perfidy of international Communism, the tragic spirit
of Southern culture, the beginnings of "socialist feminism," or an unfor-
tunate episode on the way to more civilized labor-management relations
under capitalism, the story is worth telling, both on its own terms and
as the site of a continuing interpretive struggle over the "meaning" of
American radicalism. Although this paper is largely ii(Jn.riptive, I view
it as a contribution to the larger problem of the textuality of Mwrxism.

The Gastonia Strike

Before 1929, Gastonia, North Carolina, was one of the major textile
centers of the South. Labor sirs cheap and productive, and the industry
had been relatively free of conflict which had marked it in the Northeast.
The Southern ruling class had done their best to attract Northern capital,
and, as Irving Bernstein writes, "felt it their sacred duty to protect the
industry against outside encroachments in such matters as foreign competi-
tion, the child labor amendment, and federal investigation of working
conditions. 9 Even in the South, however, the industry was increasingly
plagued by overproduction, speculation in the price of raw cotton, and
competition by other fibers such as silk and rayon. lu The response to
these market factors at the Loray Hill, the largest mill in Gastonia,
owned by the Northern Manville-Jenckes corporation, was the "stretch-out,"
a "modern management" technique used to increase productivity and to
discipline the labor force--a technique more recently described in the
film. Norma Rae. Although the Loray Mill was perhaps the most profitable
unit in the corporation, F.L. Jenckes, the owner, had foreseen a further
drop in demand for cotton fabric resulting from the shift from cord to
balloon tires, and in 1927 ordered the superintendent of the Loray Mill,
G.A. Johnstone, to reduce costs of production at least half-a-million
dollars a year. Johnstone arbitrarily increased work loads, at times
doubling them. Within fifteen months the superintendent reduced the number
of workers from about 3500 to 2200, while keeping production at previous
levels. it Most writers consider the stretchout to have been the immediate
cause of the strike. W.J. Cash, in his inimitable style, finds a larger
lession about Southern ideology about work in the response to the stretch-
out:

330

To be wrenched out of the old, easy -going way so long native to the
country, to be required to exhibit more energy than the climate
allowed for--that was in itself bad enough. But to be deprived of
one's dignity as an individual and made into a sort of automaton;
to be stood over by a taskmaster with a stop-watch in his hand
(a taskmaster who himself would have an "efficiency expert," usually
a Yankee, at his elbow), and checked on at each visit to the water-
cooler or toilet; to be everlastingly urged onto greater exertion
by curt commands and sneers, and to have to stand periodically and
take a dreaming down with a white face, just as though one were a
nigger, under the ever present threat of being summarily dismissed- -
for this people so immensely proud in its curious way, bred to the
anciet Southern notion that each was a white man like any other,
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that each in some fundamental fasion was as good as any white man
who walked the earth and entitled to be treated with respect and
consideration; bred, too, to the heritage of knowing the masters
of the mills on the old casually intimate terms for such a people,
that was well-nigh or wholly intolerable. 12

Cash's comment, as is characteristic of most "readers" of the strike,
probably mays more about his own ideology than it does about the workers.
A number of other factor. contributed to social unrest in the mill. Wages,
for instance, ware incredibly low. In 1926, a southern textile worker
earned aq average of $15.81 for a 55-hour week compared to 1.49 for a
48 hour week earned by her or his New England counterpart. I' This
average, however, masks the fact that at the Loray Mill the work week
often was extended as long as 72 hours. 14 Night work for women and
children also was common. It is important to remember that the unit of
employment in the mills was the family rather than the individual. Ai
Bernstein writes, "From the employer's standpoint, the family was more
efficient. Many jobs required nimbleness of finger and keenness of eye-
sight; hence the employer's interest was in the young rather than the
old. Children, not the mill, assumed the obligation to support those no
longer employable." 15

The control of the millownera over the work force was enhanced
immediately by the act that they provided houses, stores, schools,
and even churches for the workers in the "mill villages," and in a larger
sense by the chronic oversupply of labor caused by the depletion of
agricultural land. The stretch-out, however, seems to have broken this
control. On March 5, 1928, weave-room workers at the Loray Hill staged a
brief walkout to protest the stretch-out and wage cuts. The actual cause
of the strike itself, however, seems to have been the rhetorical efforts
of Fred Beal. Fred Beal, who recounts his life in hls book Proletarian
Journey, was a veteran of the great Lawrence strike of 1912, and more
recently had been a leader of the New Bedford strike, which had moved him
rapidly from an I.W.W. syndicalist to a member of the Communist Party. 16
Beal, for all his revolutionary rhetoric, was at heart a pragmaoic trade
unionist. Hs had come to Gastonia in mid-March 1929, under orders of the
National Textile Workers Union (NTWU), one of the o-called "dual unions"
created by the Communist Party. He had immediately formed a secret union,
comprised of a handful of workers at the Loray Hill. Company spies found
out about the union, and in late March several union members were dismissed.
Beal then called a public meeting of all Loray workers for March 30. Several
hundred workers joined the union after the meeting, and Beal was authorized
to call a strike, despite his objections to the timing. On April 1
virtually the whole work force on both shifts walked out. The demands
presented to management on the third day of the strike seem, in retrospect,
rather modest:

1. Elimination of all piece work, hank or cloth systems, and sub-
stituion of a standard wage scale.
2. A minimum standard weekly wage of $20.
3. Forty-hour, five-day week.
4. Abolition of all speeding and doubling up of work.
5. Equal pay for equal work for woman Rnd youth.
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6. Decent and sanitary working and housing conditions:
(a) Immediate installation of baths without extra charge to workers.
(b) Screening of all homes without extra charge to workers.
'Zc) Repair of toilets in the mill.

7. Reduction by 50 per cent of,rent and light charges.
8. Recognition of the union. 11

The response to the walkout was swift and shrill. On April 4, Governor
O. Max Gardner ordered the National Guard to Loray Village. The conservative
AFL denounced the strike. The rhetorical tone of the aftermath of the
strike was set by circulars distributed by the millowners:

Our Religion, Our Morals, Our Common Decency, Our Government, and
the very foundations of Modern Civilization, all that we are now
and all that we plan for our children IS IN DANGER. Communism will
destroy the efforts of Christians of 2,000 years. Do we want it?
Will we have it? NO!! It meat Go from the Southland. 18

A cartoon in the Gastonia Gazette depicted a snake wrapped around the base
of a flagpole bearing the American flag, with the caption, "Communism in
the South. Kill It!" Advertisements in the paper, paid for, as it said,
by "Citizens of Gaston County," read: "RED RUSSIANISM LIFTS ITS GORY
HANDS RIGHT HERE IN GASTONIA." They described the Communist Party as a
"party that seeks the overthrow of capital, business, and all of the estab-
lished social order. World Order is its ultimate goal. It has no religion,
it has no color line, it believes in free love it advocates .the
destruction of--lines unfortunately left out in the actual advertieemen0
all those thing. which the people of the South and of the United States
told sacred." 19

The Party rushed representatives of Worker's International Relief,
em International Labor Defense, the Young Communist League, the Young
Pioneers, and the Daily Worker to Gastonia. Control of the Strike shifted
from Beal to the leaders of these organizations who, among other things,
arranged for delegations of emaciated workers to visit New York and other
Northern cities to raise money. Albert Weisbord of the NTWU ordered Beal
to make racial equality a central issue in the strike, despite the fact
that the Loray Mill had only two black employees. Beal's more pragmatic
strategy yielded to orthodoxy. 20

Reporters from the Nation, the New Republic, and many other periodicals
also descended on Gastonia. Protests were staged by Communists in England,
Germany, Denmark, and elsewhere. As Theodore Draper writes, "For a few
months, Gastonia was lifted out of mill-town obscurity and made into a
symbol of all that was wrong with the capitalist system." 21

The strike itself, however, was nearly broken by April 15, when strike
breakers had brought the mills back to normal production. On April 18, a
band of masked men, singing "Praise God from Whom All Blessings Flow,"
wrecked the union headquarters and destroyed their store of food by dousing
it with kerosene and setting it afire. On April 20, Governor Gardner ordered
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the withdrawal of the National Guard. On May 6, the mill ordered the evictionof 62 families, including a child euffereing from smallpox,
Eros 'companyhouses. The NTWU constructed a tent colony on a vacant lot to house thesefamilies. An extraordinary

young woman named Ella Mae Wiggins, a 29-year-oldmother of nine children, four of whom had died in childbirth, sang originalsongs, which she called "ballets,"
to raise the morale of the strikers.

Many of these songs were later
collected by the Party into a small pamphletentitled Songs of the Class Struggle. One of the most memorable is called

"The Mill Mother's Song":

We leave our home in the morning,
We kiss our children goodbye,
While we slave for the bosses,
Our children scream and cr!:.

And when we draw our money,
Our grocery bills to pay,
Not a cent to spend for clothing,
Not a cent to lay away.

And on that very evening,
Our little son will say,
"I need some shoes, dear Mother,
And so does sister May."

How it grieves the heart of the mother,
You every one must know,
But we can't buy for our children,
Our wages are too low." 22

Fearful of trouble, the strikers
created an armed guard. On June 7, PoliceChief A. O. Aderholt and several
deputies - -at least two of whom had beendrinking heavily--entered the union grounds without a warrant. Shot wereexchanged and four officers were wounded, including Aderholt, who diedshortly afterwards. There is no evidence that Beal himself was armed. 23

A mob descended on the tent colony
and destroyed it. Beal fled to

Spartanburg, South Carolina, but
was later arrested and charged, along with

sixteen others, including three
women, with conspiracy to commit murder.

The trial, which was widely covered in the national and international
press, began, after a change of venue, on August 26, 1929, in Charlotte.
Attorneys for the defense included

Leon Josephson from the ILD, John RandolphNeal from the ACLU, who had previously
been on the defense team for theScopes trial, and Arthur Garfield Hayes, also from the ACLU. Attorneys forthe prosecution included John G. Carpenter, Clyde R. Hoey--the brother-in-law of Governor Gardner and later governor of North Caroline himself, andA.L. Bulwinckle, the local attorney for Manville-Jenckes, later member of
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Congress, who allegedly had led the vigilantes in their destruction of
the tent colony. The governor chose Judge N.V. Barnhill to conduct the
trial. 24

A rather bizarre move by Carpenter resulted in a mistrial. Carpenter
ended his case for conspiracy by introducing a device he had seen in a
popular film of the day, The Trial of Mary Dugan. Carpenter had constructed
a black-shrouded, life-sized dummy of Aderholt, bullet-holes, bloodstains,
and all. When he unveiled it, the murdered man's widow and daughter wept.
Just after the judge ordered the dummy removed, one juror, Joseph C.
Campbell, became terror-stricken and went mad. This led Barnhill to call
a mistrial on September 9. Several jurors told reporters that on the
basis of the case thus far presented they would have voted for acquittal. 25

A reign of terror followed in Gastonia. Hundreds of 'en roamed
through Gaston and adL,Jinins counties,

destroying NTWU and ILD property.
Morris Wells, a British Communist, was beaten by a mob. e was later able
to identify five of his assailants, who were tried but not convicted
because Wells' testimony was ruled inadmissible on the grounds that he
did not believe in God. 26 On Saturdby. September 14, Ella Mae Wiggins
was murdered by five Loray Hill employees. They also were acquitted,
despite the fact that the murder had been committed in broad daylight in
the presence of more than fifty people. 27

The strike had been called off completely when the second trial opened
on September 30. The ILD, in tactical blunder, dismissed Hays and Neal
of the ACLU from the defense, chefly because they refused to follow the
orthodox Communist line that the case was a fremeup. Carpenter shrewdly
dropped charges against nine defendants, including the three women,'and
reduced the charges against the other seven from first to second-degree
murder. Carpenter also managed to get a jury more sympathetic to the
prosecutor. Although Seal and his codefendants confined their testimony
to the facts of the case, their attorneys permitted Edith Miller of the
Young Communist League to proclaim revolution and denounce religion from
the witness stand. The result was, as Liston Pope writes, that the trial
of the Gastonia defendants turned into a heresy trial. John G. Carpenter
focused heavily on religious themes in his final summation, a speech whose
spaciousness Richard Weaver no doubt would have admired.

Carpenter knelt before the jury, as if at Aderholt's death bed. He
handed the bullet-riddled coat of Aderholt to his weeping widow, telling
her to take it home. He told of scenes of immorality at the union head-
quarters. He even gave an encomium to the yarn made in Gastonia:

Why, you could wrap it around the sun sixteen times, around the
moon thirteen times, around Mercury, Venus, and Saturn, stretch
it from San Francisco to southernmost Africa and right back to
Gastonia. 28

He concluded:

Do you believe in the flag of your country, floating in the breeze,
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kissing the sunlight, singing the song of freedom? Do you believe
in North Carolina? Do you believe in good roads, the good roads of
North Carolina on which the heaven-bannered hosts could walk as
far as San Francisco? . . . Gastonia--into which the union organizers
came, fiends incarnate, stripped of their hoofs and horns, bearing
guns instead of pitchforks. . . . They came into peaceful, contented
Gastonia, with its flowers. birds, and churches . . . sweeping
like a cyclone and tornado to sink damnable fangs into the heart
and lifeblood of my community . . . . They stood it until the
great God looked down from the very battlements of heaven and
broke the chains and traces of their patience and caused them to
call the officers to the lot and atop the infernal scenes that
came sweeping down from the wild plains of Soviet Russia into the
peaceful community of Gastonia, bringing bloodshed and death,
creeping like the hellish serpent into the Garden of Eden. 29

Judge Barnhill denied all but one objection by the defense to this summa-
tion. Court was recessed for the weekend as soon as the summation was
finished. The jury was sent out on Monday, October 21, and returned in
less than an hour with a verdict of guilty. The judge sentenced Beal and
the four other Northern defendants to seventeen and twenty years in the
state prison, imposed sentences of twelve to fifteen years on two others,
and a sentence of five to seven years on the remaining one.

Counsel for the defense had taken a total of 159 exceptions to the
trial, and filed an appeal to the North Carolina Supreme Court. The Court
handed down its decision in August 1930, finding no error. Responding
to objections against the admission of religious issues in the trial,
the Court concluded, "Ours is a religious people. This is historically
true. American life everywhere, as expressed by its laws, its business,
its customs, its society, gives abundant recognition and proof of the
fact." 30

The subsequent story of what happened to Fred Deal and the other six
defendants is perhaps even stranger than the trial itself. They all jumped
bail and fled to the Soviet Union, where Beal and some of the others
rapidly became disillusioned. Beal saw that Soviet workers, under pressure
from Stalin's demand for rapid industrialization, themselves were subjected
to the stretch-out. He also saw firsthand the famines that were caused by
Stalin's agricultural policies. Beal secretly returned to the United States,
where he wrote Proletarian Journey, which was serialized in the Hearst
papers. Proletarian Journey is an eloquent and bitter book which attacks
Stalinism, the American Communist Party, and liberal fellow-travelers who
refused to listen to his revelations about the truth of the Soviet system,
a system which had even jailed his fellow defendant, Louis McLaughlin, for
stealing a loaf of bread in Moscow because he was hungry. Beal was arrested
in 1930 and returned to North Carolina to serve his sentence. He was pardoned
in.1962, after much agitation by liberals and labor. groups, including the
AFL, and he spent the rest of his life in poverty and isolation, returning
to public view only to testify briefly as friendly witness before the Housec
Un-American Activities Committee in 1947. ''

-316- 335



"Rending" the Strike

The narrative of Gastonia can be told in many ways. I ended the

previous section of this paper with the death of Fred Beal mainly, I

suspect, because for me Beal is a tragically heroic figure. Soon after the

end of the strike, many other writers nought to impose a narrative line

on the events. Of all the readers of the Gastonia text, only Fred Beal

and the workers themselves failed to find what they expected.

The Gastonia events, in a sense, mark the beginning of what Rena

Girard calls a "sacrificial crisiv," or Kenneth Burke calls a "ritual.

drama," culminating in a search for a surrogate victim or scapegoat.
The pages upon pages of commentary on Gastonia, even in their most self-

effacing scholarly moments, all take sides in one way or another, praising

heroes and blaming villains. The commentaries often tell u more about the

writers themselves than they do about the lives of the illiterate

mountain folk, the "lintheadn," who for one brief moment acted heroically

in the face of brutal oppression.

The Communist Party, for example, immediately reacted again.(: its

own failures fin Gastonia by exRelling the other major leaders of the

strike from the NTWU in 1929. '3 In an Orwellian way, William Z. Foster

rewrote the history of the strike in his 1937 book From Bryan to Ualin
by giving credit for leadership of the strike to William Dunne and by

calling Beal a "defendant who later turned traitor." Carl Reeve, who

represented the Party's International Labor Defense at the trial, redresses

some of the official CPUSA injustice to Beal in two posthumously published

essay published in the Party's theoretical journal Political Affairs

in 1984. Reeve restores Besl's place in the history of the strike but

accuses Beal and others of being "weak and fainthearted" for not staying

the course that would lead to the triumph of socialism. Reeve compares
the Gastonia strike to the J.P. Stevens organizing campaign of the
1970's and the campaign to free the Wilmington Ten, concluding:

Those who do not turn way have the knowledge and satisfaction
that they are going forward with history and that a better and
fuller life for all is ahead, without exploitation, without
racism, in a peaceful world, where socialism in a fact of life. 35

Another set of readers have used the strike to extract lessons
about the evils of Communism. Irving Howe and Lewis Gofer, for example,
take this stance in their history of the Communist Party. They conclude,

The stress must be placed upon the profound irresponsibility with
which the Communists seized upon the desperation of the Gastonia
mill hands inorder to make political capital; the cynicism that
lay hidden like a canker in their idealistic readiness to suffer
so long as it was "their" strike; the indifference to the dignity

and needs of the human beings whom they involved and then manipulated
in the interests of ideology. In the Gastonia strike, as in no many
other situations, the Communists committed the greatest of all
sins in their treatment of the workers% they used them. 36

Howe and Cotter's argument is characteristic of the so-called "institutional"
view of American Communism, which assumes that Communist policy was always
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directed from the top down. The argument makes sense in terms of the conduct
of the trial, but not in terms of the strike itself, when one considers
that it was the workers, not Beal, who wanted the strike in the first
place. One venders, too, about th3 "cynicism?' of the many Communists who
risked their lives during the strike. W.J. Cash is perhaps more accurate
in his conclusion that the Southern reserve army of surplus labor and
a constraining Southern ideology were responsible for the strike' failure. 37
The failure of the.AFL-led textile rtrike in Danville, Virginia, in 1930,
and virtually all other Southern textile strikes until the 1970' are
further evidence for Cash's position. 38

Perhaps the most interesting aspect of the representation of the
strike is its fictional depiction. Five of the novels written'about Gastonia
were by Party members or fellow-travelers: Mary Heaton Vorse's Strike!,
Grace LumpkIn's To Hake Hy Bread -which vu later made into a popular
Broadway play, Let Freedom Rine, William Rollins' The Shadow Before,
Myra Page's The Gathering Storm, and Fielding lurke's Call Home the Heart.
The penchant of proletarian novelists for writing about failed strikes
is a rather strange one. In Burke's case, the only novel to rise above
the turgid monventions of proletarian literature, her deep interest in
women'a consciousnesa reveals profound tensiona in Communist ideology.
Her heroine, Kahma (a sort of Southern Emma Bovary) is really interesting
to the reader, even today, but only when she is dealing with more personal
concerns, such as birth control, than with the strike itself. Burke
locates the failure -If Communist ideology to persuade her heroine in
Ishme's physical encounter with a black women, after Ishma has saved
the life of the woman's husband. The black woman's embrace so nauseates
Ishma that she runs away into the the mountains, back to the husband
she had deserted to seek her fortune in the world outside. There have
been few serious readers of these novels since the 1930's, and all of
them read the novels with differing ideological purposes. Sylvia Jenkins
Cook, for example, in her magisterial study, From Tobacco Road to Route 66,
retells the story as an episode in the recurring American cultural struggle
to define the character of the Southern poor white. 39 Alice Kessler-Harris
and Paul Lauter, however, call for a retelling of the story, and the
story of the women writers who first told it, in order to reconstruct
the history of American "aocialiat feanism," to reexamine questions about
the role of art in a revolutionary movement, and to "provide another piece
of the puzzle that illustrates how women have come to consciousness over
the years." 40

In contrast, Draper takes a mandarin stance of worldweariness at
revolutionary hubris in his 1971 essay, "Gastonia Revisited":

In the American annals of the Third Period and the revolutionary
upsurge, Gastonia came first. It took place before the Wall Street
crash and in as unlikely a place as one could have imagined. Little
or no attention has been paid to it in the recent books on the
depression. Yet it may hold a special interest for the present
revolutionary generation--not because it suggests how similar a
previous revolutionary generation was but rather how different
it was. For on. generation, revolution may mean a change in
"consciousness": for another, it meant going to Gastonia or its
equivalents. The story is worth telling both for its own sake and.
for what it tells about the difference between yesterday and today.
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The liberal sociologists of the 1930's including Liston Pope,
Jennings J. Rhyne, and others tended to view Gastonia ao a "prize laboratory"
to test sociological theories, theories which themselves no doubt cou10.
take a herioic role in reforming rather than revolutionizing society. 'L
The characteristic liberal theme of reform is best captured by Irving
Bernatein's conclusion to the Gastonia story in his history of American
labor, The Lean Years:

A careful search of the wreckage reveale that not quite all was
lost. There was some improvement in working conditions. The mills
in Gaston County, for example, reduced the work week from sixty
to fifty-five hours with the same take-home; at Marion hours were
shortened by six per week, wages rose five per cent, and welfare
was liberalized. At its 1930's convention the Cotton Textile
Institute voted to abolish night work for women and minors under
eighteen. More important than economic change, however, was
a stirring in men's minds. The decent people of the south
were profoundly disturbed by the rot exposed when the stone was
rolled over by the Piedmont revolt. Religious bodies began
seriously to study and debate what might be done to better the
lot of the millhand. The universities, notably North Carolina,
undertook systematic investigation of the 'textile industry and
the mill-village system. Finally, the strikes left nuclei of
workmen, though bitter in defeat, determined to do battle again
for their unions when the time was ripe. 43

Bernstein's optimism is hardly borne out by subsequent Southern labor
history. The success of the J.P. Stevens organizing effort in the 1970!
is largely attributable to the influx of black workers into the textile
Industry

44
who lacked the traditional mill village psychology of the poor

whites. Further, even the Stevens contract seems a largely hollow
victory in light of capital flight from the South to the Third World. The
Southern textile industry lost some 28,000 jobs in 1984 alone. 45

The textile mills in Gastonia today remain largely unorganized. Fred
Ratchford, executive secretary of the Gastonia Chamber of Commerce in the
1970's, and himself longtime employee of Burlington Industries, the world's
largest textile company, said of the 1929 strike in Loray:

One good thing about it is that there have been several efforts to
organize here in the plants and not one has been successful Some
of the old folks in the plants remember that earlier time. 48

A larger study of the strike and its representation might focus on
what Hayden White calls modes of emplotment used by historians of the
strike. 47 One could say that the Communists wrote the history of the
strike as a romance, leading to an ultimate triumph of light over darkness.
Liberals such as Pope or Bernstein wrote the history in a comic mode,
stressing the limited victories of reform. The anti-communists such as
Howe and Coser or Draper vacillate between tragedy and satire.

It would be all too easy to conclude a study of the various argumenta-
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tive strategies involved in representing the strike by making some
fashionably post-structuralist pronouncement that history is ultimately
an unfollowable text. If no one's "consciousness" in the strike was
exactly correct, it does not follow that everyone's was false. The
Gastonia strike and the subsequent history of Southern textile workers
largely supports Marxist hypotheses about the importance of class
struggle in history, the role of ideology (particularly religion) in
repressing workers, the doomed character of revolutionary efforts that
do not or cannot seize the state apparatus, and the continuing problem
of capital flight. The problem then, as always in Marxism, is the once
and future role of the Party's rhetoric as the joker in the dialectical
pack. 48
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THE PLACE OF MORALITY IN THE MODERN WORLD

Philip Wander
San Jose State University

An ethics . . . , based largely on opposition
to clericalism and dogmatic religion, is
confronted with the problem of an attitude to
the compelling moral values that religion
sometimes embodies. Naturalists have been
inclined to feel secure in their
methodological warfare with revelation,
miracle, and rationalistic proofs of diety,
but a little uncomfortable before the
injunctions of humility and love. . . . One
wishes that Russell, immune to the emotional
aura of Christianity and extraordinarily
perceptive of the nuances of conduct, could
have translated systematically the empirical
import and application of the old concepts and
demonstrated their greater felicity in a
better philosophic environment.

Justus Buehler 1

One measure of the power of religion at the turn of the
century, and the change which has taken place, lies in the
ferocity of the attacks leveled against it by those who spoke in
favor of a modern world. For those who called for a society
guided by the precepts of science and shaped by the miracles of
technology, the modern world did not exist. It was a kind of
dream, the future they were working to create. For those of us
now living in advanced, industrialized societies, the "modern
world" is the one in which we live. All that remained, until
recently, of the great struggle between science and religion was
an allusion to Bishop Usher's date of creation and the testimony
of William Jennings Bryan in "Inherit the Wind."

However secure the modern world may seem, however
progressive, sophisticated, and free thinking one has become,
there remains one area, staked out by the religionists in the
great debate, that remains troubling, and this, as Buchler's note
indicates, concerns the place of ethics and morality in the modern
world. Religious faith, whether Eastern or Western, Protestant or
Catholic, fixes on the realm of ends, visions called upon to
orient judgment and guide action. Where, in our world, with its
faith in science, evolution, mathematical physics, and technology,
do we address the questions of how people ought to think and act?

342 -323-

The development of academic philosophy in the 20th century
may be interpreted as an effort to answer this question. The
specialization taking this as its object of study is called
"ethics.° The ways in which professional philosophers have
attempted to come to grips with ethics in the last seventy years,
both through what they have and have not said, is, I think,
illuminating. The study of ethics in England and the United
States, over this period, focused on the meaning of "good,"
"ought," and 'is'; rejected the worth of propositions associated
with theology and metaphysics; and tried to transform the study of
morality into a descriptive science. In the early 20th century,
for example, G. E. Moore, an influential Cambridge philosopher and
editor of NO in the 1920s, in his book, Principle Athlca,4
attended to the "non-natural" properties of moral and ethical
terms, meditated on examples drawn from the perception of colors
and physical presence, all in an effort to "clarify' ordinary
language. A. J. Ayre, in the early 1930s, introduced logical
positivism to the English speaking world. In his book, Langsage
Truth., and Logic,' Ayre divided intellectual activity into the
study of empirical propositions (the domain of science) and
analytic propositions (the domain of logic and mathematics).
Propositions associated with ethics, aesthetics, and theology he
dismissed as nonsense. Metaphysics he equated with meaningless-
ness. a way of talking filled with "emotive" terms.

The study of ethics in England and the United States became,
on the one hand, expositions on how people who actually debated
moral issues used language, and, on the other, following Charles
L. Stevenson's Ethics end Language,' in the 19408, an inquiry into
the emotions associated with the use of moral terms. But whether
the turn was toward linguistics or psychology, what is most
striking about such work concerns the examples. The crises and
confusions encountered by real people--cheating in business,
capital punishment, bombing defenseless cities--were not taken
seriously, were not, in fact, the sort of examples provided. By
1960, Nary Warnock, in her survey, Ethics since 1900, denounced
the trivialization of the subject, including the refusal of moral
philosophers (she confined herself to England) to commit
themselves to moral opinions, a problem arising out of the
positivist distinction between moral philosophers who analyze the
logic of moral discourse, and moralists who practice it. She
looked forward to discussions containing long, complicated, more
realistic examples. "I think,' she concluded, "that the days of
shouting to revive the fainting man, and the days of grading
apples, are over."'

It is not as though philosophers were caught unawares. Of
Moore and the ordinary language philosophers, R. G. Collingwood,
an Oxford philosopher and archeologist, wrote in his
Autobiography, in 1939, they have "destroyed everything in the way
of positive doctrine they had ever possessed. Once more, I am
concerned only with the effect on their pupils. It was . . . to
convince them that philosophy was a silly and trifling game, and
to give them a life-long contempt for the subject."A decade
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after Mary Warnock's hopeful prediction, Ernest Gellner, an
English philosopher and anthropologist, commented on the state of

Airofessional philosophy in the United States. He noted
avoidance of real issues and a preoccupation with meth' as an end
in itself:

A heavily professionaliced, routinized profession is
tackling an issue which, precisely, is about the
relation of the technical-professional to the personal,
individual, and ultimate; and in as far as it tries to
satisfy some non-professional style of life, it tends to
be alien models which alone have glamour for it. The
result--an unconvincing, tedious, largely irrelevant
technicality, and a sad dependency on foreign modes, an
absence of local roots.'

Alasdair MacIntyre's recent book, After Virtuete with its
excoriation of modern academic philosophy, is part of an ongoing
indictment.

The attack, and it is occurring in a number of fields of
study, focuses primarily on the impact of logical positivism, but
it expands to include any philosophy (realism, naturalism,
behaviorism, pragmatism, etc.) which share the following
assumptions: (1) A distrust in or repudiation of the
intellectual, moral, and spiritual potential of ordinary people;
(2) A belief in the privileged insights of a technically trained
scientific elite; (3) A rejection of idealism, metaphysics, and
the subordination of moral and ethical questions to science; (4)
An uncritical faith in the progressive nature of Science,
Technology, or the Scientific Method. Pursued in a variety of
ways, the critique questions the equation of Science with Reason,
to be precise the assumption that anything not sanctioned by
science, scientific method, or scientists is either non-rational
or irrational. "Whatever knowledge is attainable,' Russell once
stated, 'must be attained by scientifig methods; and what science
cannot discover, mankind cannot know." It is this attitude, the
assertion of the epistemological primacy of science and the
scientific method, which is now being disputed.

Taken in isolation this attitude and the assumptions it makes
are striking in their familiarity. It is odd to think that they
were once radical propositions. To understand the historical
origins of these themes, the problems to which they formed
strategic answers, the attractions they had for real audiences is
to understand a world in which science and technology held some
hope for the future, but were being held back by a different faith
and obscured by a different sort of common sense. In an effort to
get at these origins, it might prove useful to examine one text
which various schools in academic philosophy recognize as seminal,
Ludwig Wittgenstein's Tracts Looico-Philosonhicus.10 Logical
positivists and analytic or common language philosophers alike
point to the Tractatus as a founding document.
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Acknowledged as a source of inspiration, its arguments
engaged, redefined, corrected, and refuted, the Ilectatds has,
nevertheless, remained isolated in the hypothetical space of
propositional logic. That is to say the historical context in
which it was written, itc appeal to and interpretation by
different audiences has, until recently, played little t st in the
professional dialogue over it. Burdoned by formal anal,sis and
systems of logical notation the text itself helped to encourage,
both substantively and stylistically' the human voice, speaking
through the IX/status, was stilled." One of the many virtues of
Allan Janik and Stephen Toulain's book, Wittgenstein's Vienna,12
is the recovery of the rhetc.ical dimension in the explication of
philosophical texts, the Tractalge in particular. This work along
with masterful treatment of politics and culture in Carl
Schorske's Fin-Oe-Siecleyiennal3 not only burst through the
remarkably persuasive limitations placed on the meaningful by
modern philosophy, but manage to explore the reasons for and
attractions of modernism itself.

The Tractatus, as the product of an actual author,
constructed in a particular time and place, was culled by
Wittgenstein from notebooks he had been keeping while a member of
an artillery regiment in the Austrian army during the Great War.
In an Italian prisoner of war camp, in 1918 he brought together
several propositions about language and logic on which he had been
working, established an order for them, producing a manuscript
which was smuggled out of the camp by a friend of John Maynard
Keyens and delivered to Wittgenstein's teacher and friend at
Cambridge, Bertrand Russell. Translated by C. K. Ogden from the
German, it appeared in English in 1922 with an introduction by
Russell. Some eighty pages long, containing a series of numbered
propositions, ranging from common sense definitions, to
technically drawn deductions, to the most sibylline comments on
death, ethics, and silence, the TIAStatus remains a remarkable and
varied document.

Because of the hermetic nature of the text, it is virtually
impossible to infer the historical context surrounding the
production of the Tractatus and its early reception. There is no
mention of the Habsburg Empire or the Vienna where Wittgenstein
grew up. There is only one reference to an Austrian, Fritz
Mauthner, and that a repudiation. References to Russell and
Gotfried Frege exist, passing mention made of Whitehead and Moore.
These references are brief, often technical allusions not
involving quotations.

It is, therefore, necessary to go beyond the text to fathom
the historical context in which it was produced and interpreted.
The Vienna in which Wittgenstein grew up was a cultural center.
It was the Vienna of Ernst Mach, Karl Kraus, Gustav Klimpt, Oscar
Kokoska, Gustav Malher, and Arnold Schoenberg among others.
Brahma was a visitor in the Wittgenstein home as was the young
Bruno Walter. This was the Vienna of the Austro-Hungarian empire,
an aggregate of warring nationalities held together by a central
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government dominated by a monarchy. For the state to survive, for
government to function, no one group of subjects could be favored
at the expense of another. As a consequence, the ruling elite
encouraged in the arts, architecture, literary, and intellectual
life an avant guards whose work was not merely abstract, but also,
and this was its political import, non - particularist, a style
detached from national, local, ethnic, racial, religious, in brief
historical associations. Such a style reduced the likelihood of
conflict and, at the same time, favored, ironically enough, the
rise of cosmopolitanism. Thus, during the final stages of a
reactionary state, conditions were such that it encouraged, among
others, artists, free-thinking intellectuals, and Jews.

Stylistically, the Tractatus is of a piece with other forms
of cultural expression in pre-war Vienna in its disengagement from
history and from forms of expression associated with ordinary
existence (i.e. conversation, poetry, plays, speeches, etc.).
When examples do appear, and they rarely do, they are taken from
music, mathematics, and logic. Mathematical notation
predominates. The sense of coherence that comes from integrating
the comments of others, drawing from many different groups or
schools, fashioning transitions relating, through words, cultural
variety and historical complexity is absent in the Tractatus. In
its place exists a much tighter and, in our world, a more
persuasive organizational strategy, the consecutive numbering of
sentences or propositions. Quite apart from the logical
entailments actually displayed and recommended, the appearance of
order in the Ilaptatus gained from the use of numerical sequencing
imposes itself at a glance. The withdrawal from everyday life, or
at least everyday life as Wittgenstein might have recollected it
during the war, was a conscious one, and it related to the
overwhelming complexity examples from that sphere were bound to
introduce. Colloquial language, he writes, is part of the human
organism and no less complicated than it, but "it is humanly
impossible to gather immediately the logic of language from
it . . . the silent adjustments to understand colloquial language
are enormously complicated" (4.002). Stylistically, in relation
to everyday life, history, and ethical and moral issues,
Wittgenstein's treatise is to the essays of Kraus and Freud, the
latter with its clearly drawn characters with their animality
contained in classical Greek drama, as the art nouveau paintings
of Gustav Klimpt are to the Cubism of Picasso and Braque.

Just as the Tractatus, philosophically, repudiated the
historical, anecdotal, sensuous, and the emotional, restricting
its subject matter to still life, so does Cubism in art.
Rejecting impressionism, they verge on quasi-geometric forms.
True, the Tractatus is influenced by, takes up the major themes in
Russell and Whitehead's Principle Mathematics, but the break
stylistically between the frinciola and the work of P. H. Bradley,
for example, is enough to indicate a generic difference and to
reflect on the nature of its appeal and audience.
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Not only are the examples, style, and logic in the Tractatus
divorced from the everyday world, but so also, and quite
explicitly, is the persona it commends--the "philosophical I":

The philosophical I is not the man, not the human body
or the human soul of which psychology treats, but the
metaphysical subject, the limit--not part of the world
(5.641).

The boundless translucence which is the "philosophical I," is not
an actor but a species of Ideal Observer. Action, the rational
deliberation of policy, has nothing to do with logic in the
Tractatuss

The world is independent of my will (6.373). Even if
everything we wished were to happen, this would only be,
so to speak, a favour of fate, for there is no logical
connexion between will and world, which would guarantee
this . . . (6.374).

In the absence of an existential I, one who can act in the here
and now with the aim of changing the world, there is no need, nor
can there be any justification for talk about morality and ethics.

Of the will as the subject of the ethical we cannot
speak (6.423).

There is no way to talk meaningfully about such things, because in
this world,

All propositions are of equal value (6.4).

There can be no ethical propositions because propositions cannot
express anything higher (6.42).

This is not to say that, for Wittgenstein, whose learning and
sensibilities moved through every cultural sphere in old Vienna,
moral, ethical, and aesthetic concerns were meaningless. They
were not pertinent to the logic worked out in the Ilsctstus:

It is clear that ethics cannot be expressed. Ethics is
transcendental. (Ethics and Aesthetics are one).
(6.421).

After the war, Wittgenstein's brother who had been a concert
pianist and lost an arm in the war, commissioned a piano concerto
for the left hand, by a French composer, Maurice Ravel. Ludwig
himself was a fine amateur musician. I mark this, as do Janik and
Toulmin, to indicate something of the class, the Wittgensteina
were quite wealthy, and the culture, especially the richness of
the culture, within which his comments about music and aesthetics,
and by implication ethics, may be interpreted.
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While the TractsIgs, through its author, may be situated in
the context of pre-war Vienna, its reception by the members of the
Vienna Circle, founded by Moritz Schlick in 1921, occurs in a
radically altered historical context. I dc not wish to deny the
intellectual continuities which occur, a continuing interest in
the works of Mach and Frege for example, or a commitment to using
science and mathematics as a model for knowledge, but to emphasize
a change which had occurred in the socio-political and cultural
context. The Empire was destroyed. Austria had a population of
some seven millions after the war, compared with seventy-millions
under the Monarchy. A state of civil war now existed between
"Red" Vienna and the outlying areas. Even nationhood stood in
doubt, as the middle-classes were bent of joining Austria with
Germany, and the themes of racial purity and anti-Semitism were
becoming viable politically. For the academics, Schlick, Carnap,
Goedel, Waismann, Bergmann, and the others who met after the war,
the old culture was dead. Religion, government, politics, simple
forms of civility had failed. The old order could not be revived.
Amidst the collapse, they looked about them for something
promising a more coherent future. They placed their faith in
science and mathematics, in the methods used in these areas which
had proved so powerful and exciting, methods which work even when
all else passes into irrationality and despair. However quaint
Wittgenstein may have appeared to them in Spring, 1927, at their
first meeting, as he read aloud the poems of the Indian mystic,
Rabindrath Tagore, they had found in the Tractatus an approach to
language confining it to what t..) them made sense. They could
retrieve language from the madness of politics and place it at the
service of science and mathematics. The logic which came to be
associated with the Vienna Circle divided the world into
propositions of fact and propositions of definition. All other
propositions become meaningless not because of their
transcendental status, but meaningless because they could not be
transformed into questions of fact or elemental definitions.

Science and mathematics are progressive; the applications of
science have enormous potential in helping mankind; therefore, the
logic of science should be applied to language itself in a world
where irrationality and illogic pass for reason. Wittgenstein
dissociated himself from the positivist program in the early
1930s. Otner philosophers unconvinced by the 'logic' attributed
to mathematical physics, the paradigmatic science in the
positivist critique (the effort to show one logic underlying all
the sciences was ongoing), argued for a different approach to
logic. The issue was framed by Collingwood. He objected to
"propositional logic':

According to propositional logic . . . truth or
falsehood . . . belongs to propositions as such. . . .

It seemed to me that this doctrine was a mistake due to
the early partnership between logic and grammar. The
logician's propositions seemed to me a kind of ghostly
double of the grammarian's sentence.
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There is, he argues, a different way of understanding logic in
relation to propositions:

This attempt to correlate the logical proposition with
the grammatical indicative sentence has never been
altogether satisfactory. There have always been people
who saw that the true 'unit of thought' was not the
proposition but something more complex in b the
proposition serves as answer to a question.

A logic of question and answer breaks out of the bounds of
psychology and method and comes to grips with actual people in
real sitp#tions. Collingwood's most famous work is The iggagf
Hjstory;" it is a logic enabling us to fathom the action making
up an historical event that he has in mind. This is a logic which
can cope with a range of allusions and concerns encompassing what
an observer might call history or culture, a logic which does
justice to the ongoing flow, the reality of history and culture
found in the eternal present of dialogue and purposeful activity.

This is the logic underlying Janik and Toulmin's treatment of
Wittgenstein. Through a logic of question and answer, the
Tractatus becomes, more than a text or a philosophical position, a
response to issues, part of an ongoing dialogue. ResponF,s to the
Tractatus, its reception by different audiences at diffActqt
times, become not only ideas about or rejoinders to the acactatus,
but interpretations of the text in the context of different sorts
of questions.

A question posed in and through the Tractatus was how is it
possible to make sense through language during a period of
economic, political, and social disintegration. This was, in the
postwar period, roughly the question asked by members of the
Vienna Circle. Whether or not they actually articulated the
question, it is a question which makes sense of their project,
gives it purpose. The persona embedded in the answer, the
"philosophical I," the commitment to the natural sciences, to a
world of colorless, isolated, anticeptic "facts," to the
hypothetical space of mathematics, to symbolic forms detached from
politics and culture, from history itself, the resort to method or
technique as a way of stipulating what is and what is not
meaningful, all this can be understood not only as a brilliant and
complex idea, but also as a strategic response to the problems
facing the Empire as well as the needs of rebuilding after the

The psychology implied in an Ideal Observer, the doing away
with subjectivity, making one perfectly responsive to the findings
of science, the work of technically trained people in posit:Ions of
power and influence (i.e. scientists, applied scientists, and
expertise) fits the needs of a central government in a society
where hope for stability lies in effacing all signs of localism,
that is ways of understanding, seeing, and acting one grows up
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with, learns from the family, at church, or from one's immediate
friends.

As industrialized nations after the Great War consolidated
the powers granted the state to prosecute a world war, as the huge
corporations emerged and the agrarian areas emptied into the
worker's enclaves we call metropolitan areas, the prestige of
science and technology grew. It is in this new world that the
logic embedded in the Ilsetatus and amended by logical positivism
ceased being a revolutionary challenge and became more a matter of
common sense.

An uncritical celebration of the ideals of science, a belief
in mathematics and science as a guarantee of progress, these
themes merge in positivism, so that, in the way Comte envisioned
it, positivism expanded in the public space to become a secular
religion or what we now call "Scientism." The point here,
however, is the degree to which positivism, as a world view,
accords with the needs of government bureaucracies and a corporate
state for unattached and "objective" expertise. Scientism,
operating through structures evolved during two world wars,
encourages a persona which uproots the subject, severs, in the
name of professionalism, all links to the subject's life world,
reduces ethics and morality (in contrast to "k:rofessional
standa7ds and commitment") to nonsense, and calls for the removal
of important decisions from the public space and places them in
the hands of expertise. Having constructed an Ideal Observer,
Scientism further subordinates the subject, this time the subjects
to be described, experimented on, or otherwise acted on, through
its procedures for knowing. Through the scientific method'
people become objects (i.e. objects of study) and masses (i.e.
aggreg 4es to be studied and described rather than individuals or
groups to be consulted with or understood on their own terms).
Through the logic attributed to mathematical physics are methods
secured arbitrarily repudiating, as unscientific, ways of knowing
based on egalitarian relationships between the knower and the
known. It is faith in instruments--which are simply assumed to be
neutral and wielded by ideal observers--and the 'findings" made
possible by their application which disengage the practice of
science from questions about meaning and purpose. Questions about
purpose, the moral implications of objectification, the ethical
basis of the structure employing people to use such instruments
are, in Scientism, not merely evaded but transformed into evidence
of irrationality or miti-intellectualism.

At the heart of Scientism is an uncritical acceptance of the
goal of prediction and control, to the harnessing of nature (i.e.
the goal of natural science) and, when the objects to be studied,
classified, or experimented on are people, to the imposition of
order on even unwilling subjects. The fact that people have to be
required, either by government, the corporation, or the
university, to become 'subjects," because of the nature of the
methods employed (often statistical requirements), is not a
Problem but rather a given in Scientism.
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While Scientism may usefully be understood as the religion of
technocracy, its historic reluctance to allow personal experience
or the life -world to determine what is logical, rational, or moral
has provided points of resistance in the struggle between
progressive centralists and proto-fascistic localists. Such a
conflict took place toward the end of the Austro-Hungarian Empire,
in post-war Austria, and during the collapse of the Weimar
Republic in Germany. In the United States elements of positivism,
pragmaticism, and realism ("realistic" policies becoming the
byword for reasonable) informed the Progressive movement and
Roosevelt's New Deal in the 19302 and 40s. Throughout this period
technically trained expertise grew in prominence in the national
government and worked closely with other progressive forces
against local bastions of racism, authoritarianism, and greed.

Scientism, wedded to liberal, progressive politics can, and
did in the 1950s and early 60s, lay claim to a vision and methods
for realizing it superior to other groups in the political sphere.
In the struggle to make progress, people who are not objective,
who are biased, unscientific, outmoded become obstacles.
Religious groups had been accused of being superstitious,
metaphysical, and anti-intellectual in the 19th and early 20th
century; political groups were characterized as inefficient,
unprogressive, and ideological in the period following the Second
World War in the United States. The incarnation of Scientism I
refer to here was called the "end of ideology movement" associated
with social scientists such as Daniel Bell, Edward Shi.1,1s, Seymore
Martin Lipset, Irving Bristol, and Richard Hofstadter. They did
not call for an end to ideological disputes. Ideological struggle
was over. Political debate, class conflict, protest movements
were no 1Gnger necessary, had become obstacles to efficient
government. Experts in the Kennedy and Johnson administrations in
the 1960s announced that they were poised not only to win the war
on poverty, ignorance, and disease at home (completely eliminate
them), but also to begin the task of nation-building abroad 17

Scientism, joined with central governments trying to stave
off civil war, fight fascism, promote racial equality, and
eliminate poverty, etc., can ignore the theoretical problems
concerning the place of ethics and morality in its world view.
Richard Hofstadter, in his apologia for liberal Scientism, noted
its rise during the Progressive era and its precipitous fall after
the war. One reason for this fall, he wrote in Anti-Intellec-
tualism in American Life, was that the "intellectuals" may have,
in the words of Walter Lippman, "supplied the Battalion of Death
with too much ammunition.18 But with the re-emergence of
intellectuals--technically trained "experts"--during the New Deal
and then, what to Hofstadter in the early 1960s, looked like their
ultimate vindication in the Kennedy administration, liberal
Scientism, in its triumph over fundamentalism's revolt against
modernity, became equated with "political intelligence":

Characteristically, the political intelligence, if it is
to operate at all as a kind of civic force rather than
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1 -' as a mere set of maneuvers to advance this or that
special interest, must have its own way of handling the
facto of life and of forming strategies. It accepts
conflict as a central and enduring reality and
understands human society as a form of equipoise based
upon the continuing process of compromise. It shuns
ultimate showdowns and looks upon the idea of total
partisan victory as unattainable, as merely another
variety of threat to the kind of balance with which it
is familiar. It is sensitive to nuances and sees things
in degrees. It is essentially relativist and skeptical,
but at the same time circumspect and humane (pp. 134-
35).

What carries the weight in Rofstadter's celebration of political
intelligence, from the standpoint of ethics and morality, is the
term "humane.' While it is possible to impute to expertise or
technocracy humane beliefs as an act of faith, there is also the
matter of the policies actually promoted.

Put simply, when conflict is not between progressive
centralists and fascistic or racist localists, but between
emperial and pro-nuclear centralists and anti-emperial and
anti-nuclear localists, a commitment to silencing or effacing
local commitments may be called into doubt. In his rejoinder to
the end of ideology movement, Michael Novak, in 1968, noted that
the war in Vietnam was a liberal, a pragmatists' war. Opposition
to it encounters a "vast consensus, a tradition that has been
appropriated with growing extension and solidity since at least
the first days of the New Deal. That tradition is anti-meta-
physical; it values compromise and-adjustment; it prides itself
upon its diagnosis of 'real' interests and its estimate of
immediate 'realizable' possibilities; it thinks itself, in a word,
unusually 'realistic."19 In his view, the anti-ideologues were
simply blind to their own ideology. They too had interests.
Their own 'subjectivity," their value judgments, predilected
standards (like "quantification "), and political preferences, all
evidence choice and, therefore, responsibility. This they conceal
in the white light of their suppressed ideals. The partiality of
these ideals, along with the consequences of acting on them,
becomes mystified. The American intellectual community, Novak
declares, mystifies such issues in its uncritical preference for
"how to questions' and its mindless commitment to "prediction and
control":

Such questions demand as much quantification as the
material will bear ('and then some'). Effectively, this
preference removes the intellectual community from
facing value questions and questions of ends--these are
'soft' questions and those who deal with them are
considered unprofessional. Rewards go to hard-nosed
analysts who provide the power of prediction and control
(p. 391).
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Governient exports, during the war in Vietnam, employed,the
rhetoric of science, as well as the methods, in support of
American policy. Actions were measured through tonnage dropped,
acres defoliated, and body counts, progress assured through
infra-red detection on the ground and precision bombing from the
air. Through the rhetoric of science, the language of Scientism
used to legitLmixe government actions, the victims of the war were
imprisoned in the hypothetical space of mathematical symbols,
their cries muffled by the massive walls of descriptive
statistics, their ordeal intensified by the miracles of military
science and technology.

This may be too complex an argument for an approach to
language built on examples such as "here now is a brown patch" and
°a bachelor is an unmarried man,' but I do not want irony to cloud
the issue. The official use of statistics (i.e. body counts)
referring to physical objects (i.e. bodies) legitimized the war in
Vietnam by offering an 'objective" index of progress and by
neutralizing victimage. This use of language conforms to the
strictures laid down by various forms of Scientism. Methods can
be and were, in fact, established to verify body counts. The
claims were, in a word, falsifiable. New techniques were employed
to test hypotheses about more efficient ways to establish more
favorable ratios. The "data" were, of course, embedded in larger
issues having to do with official policies and the value of
American and Vietnamese lives. Insofar as the sciences are
content to describe, to accept the world as given without
inquiring into who gave it, why it is given, and what occurs when
it is 'found' through scientific methods, they contain nothing
enabling one to evaluate the "facts" or to determine the most
"humane to treat them (whether, in the case of Vietnam, it was
better to call the stuff of body-counts 'murders,' "unnecessary or
meaningless deaths," "slaughter," 'patriotic sacrifice,"
"corpses," or to render them numerically).

Science stands mute before the stuff observed. It has no
obligation to examine the consequences following on the use of
scientific procedures. The degree to which stuff is legitimized
in the act of being observed and recorded in prescribed ways, the
degree to which the symbolic transformation of unnecessary
suffering into brute fact contributes to the policies continuing
the suffering lies beyond the realm Science, unless contracted to
look into such matters. In the absence of support, however, such
questions are concealed not only in the 'givens," but also in the
"findings,' terms relieving those who accept what is in the
attitude of an explorer in an alien country of all responsibility
save for following the proper steps and keeping accurate records.

In the broader political context in American society, the
language of science is associated with technocracy; the language
of morality with religious groups; and the language of ideology
with leftist political parties. However crude, these associations
do clarify socio-political struggle. The technocratic party's
effort at totalization, at de-legitimizing its rivals through the
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end-of-ideology movement in the early 1.160s foundered not on the
influence of the opposition, but on the alliance between Scientism
and government policy in Vietnam. With the appropriation of the
rhetoric of science by representatives of the military-industrial-
educational complex to legitimize the construction of multi-
billion dollar weapons systems, there is no reason to believe that
a new end-of-ideology movement will appear, at least not one armed
with a sincere belief that science and scientifically trained
expertise should be the makers of our destiny.

Even if progressive centralists begin to nee the light,
Scientism offers little hope. The assumption that the good, the
true, and the humane will once again be embraced by a unified,
self-correcting scientific 'community' end, through its
representatives (experts, consultants, advieors), impress itself
on decision makers, in the way that Fabian socialism was supposed
to work in England, seems hopelessly naive, the sort of naivete
which can, however, protect itself through a firm resolve to
remove science from history and, in the case of Vietnam and the
war industries, from living memory.

In the absence of a constituency able to influence decision
making, the scientist who would oppose government or corporate
policy can no longer lay claim to being an agent for progress.
Calling someone an 'expert' or a "scientist' does not tell us
anything about his or her politics or morality, nothing at all.
This is because neither Science nor a technical education can be
pointed to as a unambiguous instrument for human progress. A
scientist in opposition is simply one more individual in a society
so confused about democracy that it equates the opinions of
publics with the findings of public opinion polls. What happens
when scientists disagree? Debates take place over the nature of
research, research methods, the interpretation of findings.
Inquiries are made into the shape given scientific knowledge
through the system paying for it. When experts disagree, the
issues fall back into common language, a medium wherein 'facts'
can be debated, "methods' cross-examined, and 'findings"
scrutinized over their moral, ethical, and political implications.

What then is the place of morality in the modern world? I do
not believe the question is equivalent to asking what is the place
of religion in the modern world, though there is considerable
overlap. Frederick Copleston, an historian of philosophy, puzzled
over the metoric rise of logical positivism. One of the urgent
problems of our times lies in reconciling technical industrialized
civilization with religious faith, artistic sensibility, and the
perception of moral values. But while there is no real conflict
between scientific theory and revealed dogma, the empirical
sciences, he notes, have fostered an outlook unfavorable to
metaphysics and religion. The cause is not, however, to be found
academic philosophy, but rather in the 'type of mind" produced by
an industrialized, technical civilization, governed predominantly
by economic values. The materialism of commerce and worship of
efficiency in the here and now of digital clock time produce a
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consciousness "naturally" closed to the Transcendent, to
metaphysics, and to theology. In my opinion, writes Copleston,
'it is the existence of this type of mind, or of this mentality,
which is largely responsible for the influence of positivist
philosophy in such countries as England, Sweden, and the United
States. We are, in the modern world, persuaded to reject not'"
only the past, most especially the 'pre- scientific era," but also
everything hostile to the ideology of corporate capitalism, in
other parts of the world, state socialism.

How does this relate to the question of morality? Morality
concerns individual conduct ("how ought I act') and the standards
for the evaluation of conduct in actual communities ("what is the
good by which I should guide my actions'). When the individual is
taken in isolation, crisis requiring him or her to examine conduct
and evaluate courses of action make themselves felt. This is the
'felt need' pragmatists talk about when pushed to define a
problem, and the powerful sense of ethical issues positivists
concede when they identify an emotive dimension in moral and
ethical definitions. But the place of morality, the origins of
the idiom, images, rules, stories, arguments, and feelings called
upon in the here and now to clarify what one is doing or about to
do lies in the space provided by traditional groups (family,
church, professions) and voluntary associations (friendships,
action groups, unions, movements) to which individuals refer when
taking stock of who they are or ought to be.

The question linking political, religious, and professional
groups in the modern world concerns their continued existence in
the great metropolises dominated by the corporate state
communicating day after day, year after year, an ideology of
consumerism, promoting tAA subtle terrors of not possessing
consumer products in and rough a 'popular' culture filled with
stories about the threat of physical violence and the joys and
perils of recreational sex. The continuation of mass based
political movements and the emergence of both the Catholic church
and Protestant fundamentalists into the political sphere are
symptoms of a growing disenchantment with the modern world. The
issues raised, ranging from abortion to nuclear weapons, signals
an unwillingness on the part of many to contain moral and ethical
issues in the silence of individual choice, the vagaries of
professional codes, or the results of scientific research.

CONCLMION:

Religious communities in the United States, most recently the
Catholic church, political groups, communities of artists,
writers, and intellectuals, people who get together and talk over
real issues are approaching a common vision on the dangers of the
war industry and its impact on the political process. Within the
scientific community are those, one can read their work in the
Bulletjp of the_Atomjc Scieptjsts, who also stand in opposition.
Increasingly scientists, in various fields, have assumed
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leadership in this opposition. Lees than a quarter of a century
ago,,vhile American social scientists were proclaiming the end of
ideology, Bertrand Russell called for a radical change in the
scientists' conception of duty. Scientists the world over, he
said, should join in enlightening mankind as to the perils of a
great war and in devising methods for its prevention. Such action
would entail personal dangers. But after all, he argued, it is
the labours of scientists which have caused the danger and on this
account, if on no other, scientists must do everything in their
power to save mankind from the madness which they have made
possible.21
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The Rhetoric of Historiography* fled Left Revisionism in
the Vietnam Era

J. Vichael Hogan

University of Virginia

Argument fray history is Cxenon in deliberative debate; political
advocates routinely look to the "lessons of history " legal precedents,
parallel scenarios, or traditional wisdom--to guide decision-asking and to
justify policies. Perhaps, as Ernes} suggests, looking to the past is
human nature--a habit of thinking.' Put whatever the cause, looking to
history for answers gives historiography on-going political relevance.
Historiography, when evoked in debate over contemporary issues, functions
rhetorically to constrain interpretations of current events and to limit
consideration of policy options.

Historians often write with an eye toward influencing political
decision-making. And not surprisingly, they disagree on the proper point of
view and on the "lessons" of history. Few still insist that historfograthy
must be "complete" and "objective" if it is to provide lessons for
policymakers. Historians generally recognize that political and social
processes are complex, multi-faceted phenomena which cannot possibly be
described exhaustively. They know they must inevitably report only a trall
slice of past reality, and that their data may be selectively preserved or
otherwise sketchy. Horeover, historians recognize that their an beliefs and'
values inevitably color their interpretations of historical evieence. Thus,
modern historians strive, not so much for objectivity, but for
pershasiveness. All historiography is partial and subjective. Some accounts
are just more believable than others.

This essay examines two ampeting frameworks for describing anu
interpreting American foreign policy in the historiography of the Vietnam
era. The first, which may be called the "traditional" perspective, includes
both "official" interpretations developed in the accounts of those involved
in policymaking in the Cold Jar era, and a "liberal-realist" critique by
professional historians. The second perspective, New heft Revisionism,
gained popularity in the mid-1960's through the early 1970's. It reflected
the beliefs and values undergirding radical protest against the war in
Vietnam.

These differing perspectives on history are contrasted sect strikingly
in two areas of disagreement. The two schools clashed most vigorously over
the questiOn of responsibility for the Cold liar. Traditional writers placed
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blare for world tensions squarely on the Soviets, while New Left revisionists
placid'. varying degrees of blame on American policymakers. Second,
traditional and revisionist historians differed theoretical)), on the nature
of domestic influences on American foreign policy. Noce conventional writers
attributed significant powers to public opinion; they treated it as a
dominant influence. In dissent, the revisionists highlighted the interests
of a ruling economic elite. They attributed such decision-making to the
desire to protect corporate America's interests overseas, while they
described a disinterested general public stupified by a rhetoric of illusion
and myth.

Both historical perspectives contributed to our understanding of
post-war American foreign policy. While New Left revisionists employed
questionable methods and daubtful theoretical premises, and while their
writings were irritatingly polemical, they did force more traditional
historians to rethink their own overly simplistic interpretations of American
foreign policy. In the end, the result may be a synthesis superior to both
traditional and revisionist historiography. Through a synthesis of the two
perspectives, a more complete view of post-war diplomatic history emerges,
along with a more sophisticated theoretical understanding of the forces
shaping American foreign policy.

The Origins of the Cold War

The history of the Cold War, especially the question of its origins, has
been perhaps the most controversial topic in all of American diplomatic
history. The debate became particularly heated in the mid-1960's, as young
New Left historians challenged the "official' interpretation found in the
memoirs, diaries, and travelogues of American politicians and diplomats,
along with the "liberal-realist" critiques of professional historians. The
more radical of the New Leftists, or the so-called 'Wisconsin School,'
provoked the most vigorous controversies over American foreign policy since
World War II. But questions about their scholarly practices and their
theoretical assumptions detracted from Ule persuasiveness of their case.

The primary target of the revisionists was the "official" history of the
Cold War, Adentified most frequently with the memoirs of Harry S. Trunan.
Published in 1955, Truman's memoirs held the Soviets entirely responsible for
the rapid deterioration of relations following World War II. In witnessing
the Russians at Potsdam, Truman learned that the Soviets were not "earnest
about peace" and that they hoped to exploit post-war chaos to spread
communist ideology. This led him to conclude that this "new menace" was
"every bit an grave as Nazi Germany and her allies." Ibe Russians, according
to Truman, "were coldly determined to exploit the helpless condition of
Europe to further Cbummnism rather than cooperate with the rest of the
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The "official" interpretation contrasted this aggressive, expansionist
portrait of the Soviets with a portrayal of America as unselfish and
idealistic. "For the first time in the history of the world," Truman wrote,
'a victor was willing to restore the vanquished as well as to help its
allies." According to Truman, containment was defensive, altruistic, and
dictated by America's historic ideals: "The ideals and traditions of our
nation demanded that we cane to the aid of Greece and Turkey and that we put
the world on notice that it would3 our policy to support the cause of
freedom wherever it was threatened."'

One did not need to probe deeply to find the "lessons of history" in
Truman's memoirs. Recalling America's past mistakes, the former president
urged Americans to avoid again retreating into isolationism. Times had
changed, and the nation could no longer turn its back on its international
duties. In summarizing the "lesson" of the Cold War, Truman wrote:

Throughout my years in the Senate I listened each year as one of the
senators would read Washington's Farewell Address. It served little
purpose to point out to the isolationists that Washington had advised a
method suitable under the conditions of bia day . . . and that although
conditions and our international position has changed, the objectives
of our policypeace and securitywere still the same. For the
isolationists this address was like a biblical text. . . .

I had a very good picture of what a revival of American isolationism
would mean for the world. After World War II it was clear that without
American participation there was no power capable of meeting Russia as
an equal. If we were to turn our back on the world, areas such as
Greece, weakened and divided as a result of the war, would fall into
the Soviet orbit without much effort on the part of the Russians. The
success of Russia in such areas and our avowed lack of interest would
lead to the growth of domestic Communist parties in such European
countries as France and Italy. where they were already significant
threats. Inaction, withdrawal., "Fortress America" notions could only
result in handing to the Russians vast areas of the globe now denied to
them.

Truman claimed that the case for resisting world-wide camtmist
aggression persuaded even those who "had, not so long ago, been outspoken
isolationists." When he announced the policy to Congress, 'the congressmen
rose as one man and applauded.' He boasted that "all over the world voices
of approval made themselves heard, c while Communists and their falai,
travelers struck out at me savagely." And in the beginning, the historical
establishment joined Truman in proclaiming that Russia had shattered
"America's wartime vision of a peaceful and progressive postwar world by
aiming "to forment revolution and conquest on behalf of conaumdsm's came."
Like Truman, most historians contrasted an aggressive and ergansionist Russia
with a "virtuous, restrained, and almost passive" America. While Russia's
post-war internationalism was deemed an attempt to enslave the world,
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American internationalism "represented her assumption of leadership among the
'peace-loving' peoples of athe world in defense of self-determination and
other 'democratic' values."'

Dut uncritical acceptance of the "official" view was short -lived within
the historical establishment. Indeed, as Robert Tucker has noted, the view
that eventually became the "dominant post-war interpretation of American
diplomacy" --a "liberal-realist" perspective was pervasively critical. "In
this historiography," Tucker wrote, "the American diplomatic record is marked
by confusion and uncertainty over the ends and means of foreign policy,
indeed, over the very nature and meaning of foreign policy." But the
"liberal-realists" stepped short of morally condemning American
policymakers. As Tucker explained, the liberal-realist critique was critical
of strategy, but not of basic aims in American Cold War policy:

But if American policy has been misguided, this is not to say that it
has been malevolent. A conventional historiography nay find our
perceptions faulty, but it does not identify our perceptions with our
intentions. It may find our judgment wanting, but our motives cannot
be gainsaid; if we have misused our Fader, it is not through the desire
to exploit others. She failure of American foreign policy is a failure
canpounded of sentimentality and intellectual error. . . . Although a
policy of misplaced altruism nay lead to disaster, particularly when
recipients are determined to resist American benevolence, it is still
somehow redgemable precisely because of its essentially disinterested
character."

The liberal-realist critique became a target along with the "official"
interpretation when William Appleman Williams led a wave of Dew Left
revisionism in the 1960's. Inspired by Williams' writings and seminars at the
University of Wisconsin, the revisionists completely overturned the official
interpretation, laying blame for the Cold War squarely on U.S. officials bent
on promoting the interests of an economic elite. The Wisconsin revisionists
wrote an advocacy history, defending it as a remedial measure to balance
government propaganda and the writings of the gullibile liberal-realists.
She revisionists sparked an uproar within the historical profession. But

much to the chagrin of their critics, the controversy only served to

spotlight their challenge.

Williams acheived notoriety with his "Open Door" thesis: the argument
that American foreign policy throughout the twentieth century has
aggressively and belligerently promoted American business penetration into
new foreign markets. He dismissed as unpersuasive the argument that American
Cold War policy was defensive, for "a nation with the great relative
supremacy enjoyed by the United States between 1944 and 1962 cannot with any
real warrant or meargsg claim that it has been =Cad to follow a certain
approach or policy." Nonetheless, Williams was relatively charitable to
American policymakers. Denying that American policy was the product of
"purposeful malice, callous indifference, or ruthless and predatory
exploitation," he granted that American leaders "believed deeply in the
ideals they proclaimed"; they had "internalized, and had come to believe the
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theory, the necessity, and the morality of open door expansionism." He
refused to say that America "stasted or caused the cold war" or that American
policymakers were "evil men."" As the title of his most famous book
suggested, he considered the Cold War a "tragedy of American diplomacy," not
a crime.

As passions rose in the Vietnam era, younger revisionists increasingly
viewed Williams as overly conservative. Indeed, the Founding Father of the
"Wisconsin School" ventually became "a constant embarrassment to the younger
radical scholars. "1 Intent on strongly indicting American policymakers for
the war in Southeast Asia, the younger radicals were chagrined by Williams'
emphathy for the motives of American policymakers end by the "old-fashioned
philosophical idealism" of some of his writings. Thus, writers such as
Gabriel Kolko, Car Alperovitz, David Horowitz, and Lloyd C. Gardner adopted
Williams' "Open Door thesis," but they infused it with a moral indictment of
American policymakers and strong sympathy for Soviet motives. Like Williams,
Gabriel Kolko blamed the Cold War on America's "militant intervention into
the affairs of literally every area of the world." While Russia followed a
"conservative policy" in the post-war world, the U.S. blamed "all the world's
social and economic ills" on "a Atmsaian plot" and made Russia the scapegoat
for "the collapse of capitalism." The younger revisionists thus went well
beyond saying America caused the Cold War to saying they did it for selfish
economic reasons. And then, in effect, they lied to the American people
about those motives.

Unlike Williams, the younger revisionists displayed a relentless
economic determinism. While Williams described a moralistic as well as
economic We bsuUng behind American foreign policy, Gabriel Kolko led the
radicals in portraying American international interventionism as strictly a
business proposition. In the aorta Qf American Foreign policy, Kolko wrote:

The dominant interest of the United States is in world economic
stability, and anything that undermines that condition presents a
danger to its present hegemony. . . . In today's context, we should
regard United States political and strategic intervention as a rational
overhead charge for its present and future freedom to act and expand.
One must also point cut that however high that cost may appear today,
in the history of United States diplomacy specific American economic
interests . . . have often defined the national interest on the
assumption that the nation can identify its welfare with the profits of
same of its citizens. . . . The costs to the state as a whole are less
consequential than the desires and profits of specific class strata and
their need to operate everywhere in a manner that, collectively, brings
vast prosperity to the United States and its rulers.

The young revisionists were also harsher and more strident than Williams
in their moral critique of American policymakers. Rather than grant American
policymakers the sincerity of their principled rhetoric, the younger radicals
deemed than cynical and hypocritical. They argued that moralistic rhetoric
only masked the true forces behind American foreign policy acquisitiveness
and greedand duped the American people into blind quiescence. Gabriel
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Kolko warned readers not "to confuse the American rhetoric and descriptions
of intentions with the realities and purposes of operational power."
lbe"reality" for "many decades" was that American foreign policy pursued "the
domestic i90 international objectives of private American business
interests,' and that American pglicynekers often did not "truly" believe
"their moralistic contentions."" Similarly, David Horowitz called 'the
rhetoric of opposition to (communist) aggression" a "mere cover for
containing internal change" in foreign nations. Perhaps Lloyd Gardner put
the revisionist thesis best, labeling American palicymakers "architects of
illusion." According to Gardner, American officials masked their true
motives with a "series of rationales, expediente, and explanations which grew
into the myths and illusions of the Cold War.""

In its harshest form, the revisionist critique even dismissed America's
rationale for dropping the atomic: bomb as myth or illusion. Arguing that the
U.S. really sought to intimidate Russia with the bomb, Gar Alperovitz issued
a profound moral indictment: 'The caw= belief is that the question is
closed, and that President Truman's explanation is correct: 'Tine dropping of
the [atomic) barbs stopped the war, saved millions of lives.' My am view is
that presently available evidence shows the atomic bomb was not needed to end
the war or to save lives--and that this was understood by American leaders at
the time." 21

Revisionism thus saddled American officials with the moral
responsibility for using the boat on Japan as a symbolic act. And this they
did, presumably, for narrowly selfish motives.

Alperovitz's thesis proved too much for more traditional historians.
Arthur Schlesinger, Jr. declared it "time to blow the whistle°22n New Left
revisionism in a letter to the 211e Micah York Review a Soaks. Later, in
Foreign Affairs, Schlesinger conceded that one should not necessarily
"deplore the rise of Cold War revisionism.' But he warned that "all of these
books, in spite of ostentatious display of scholarly apparatus, must be
used with caution. " Others, like John Gaddis, argued that the revisionists
coedited the same sin as the "official" histories criticized by William
Appleman Williams: regarding history "as a stockpile of facts to be
requisitioned on 4,he basis of what is needed to prove a conclusion decided
upon in advance."

By far the most serious challenge to New Left revisionism came in 1973,
when Robert Maddox inblished the first detailed and systematic evaluation of
revisionist scholarship. In his analysis of seven major revisionist books,
Maddox concluded that all were "without exception based upon pervasive
misusages of the source materials.' According to Maddox, "the most striking
characteristic of revisionist historiography" wad "the extent to which New
Left authors have revised the evidence itself. Critics of the New Left,
such as George Kerman, hailed Maddox's book for exposing "the liberties taken
with historical evidence in much recent literature about the origins of the
Cold War.' Calling the abuses "quite shocking," Keenan claimed that Maddox
"performed a needed service" in bringing revisionist sins "to public
attention." Arthur Schlesinger, Jr. agreed, cal:renting that "Professor
Maddox's meticulous examination of the Cold War -Rontroversy raises the most
serious questions about revisionist scholarship. " Schlesinger even expanded
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the dispute by raising questions about the revisionists' political loyalties:
"The fact that in some aspects the revisionist thesis parallels Ehe official
Soviet argument must not, of course, prevent consideration of the case on its
merits,,nor raise questions about the motives oA" nthe writers, all of whom, so
far as I know, are independent-minded scholars.'

David Horowitz responded for the revisionists, attacking Princeton
University Press for publishing the "spurious and defamatory" book.
According to Horowitz, the publisher was influenced most "by the favorable
recommendations of the late Professor Fels, Arthur Schlesinger, Jr., George
Kennon and Eugene Rostow, who are either principals in the historical debate
over the cold war, or have been associated with the making of the foreign
policy under review." This fact, in Horowitz's opinion, raised "the most
serious questions about the standards of° publication, review, and scholarly
discourse in the historical profession."

lbe revisionists had long been arguing that there was sane sort of
conspiracy against their work within the historical establishment. In the
revised edition of itig free World Cbllosus, published in 1971, David Horowitz
wrote of this alleged suppression of radical thought and of the connection
between his work and the anti-war movement:

FIDE World mug was written in the winter of 1962-3, but first
appeared only in 1965, having languished for more than a year on the
desks of various editors. At that time the cold war was still regarded
as America's holy crusade to save the world from Communist
totalitarianism, and it was not easy to find a publisher in the United
States ready to print such a book. The intellectual atmosphere was
frigid, both on and off campus, and remained so until the birth of a
mass anti-war movement created a new climate in which dissenting theory
and analysis could begin to develop with sane self-confidence. lb the
extent that The free World Calms= . . , assisted the growth of this
movement by advancing a new understanding of cold war history, I an
satisfiehthat the effort put into research and writing was not wholly
in vain.

Horowitz may have been right that "the historical establishment . . .

for two decades promulgated and inculcated a propagandistic view ofn the
history of the post-war years under the guise of academic scholarship."' But
as Horcwitz's awn words reveal, the revisionists were even more explicit in
their political advocacy. And their conspiracy logic notwithstanding, they
were blessed with more than ample opportunity to participate in the scholarly
dialogue. Books by Williams and his students flooded the market for nearly a
decade. Revisionist books were repeatedly reprinted and revised, and they
bore the stamp of such "establishment" publishing houses as Simon and
Schuster, Random House, and Hill and Wang. New Left revisionists enjoyed all
the attention, prestige, and creature contorts of academic "stars." For
portraying Truman as perhaps the greatest war criminal in all of history, Gar
Alperovitz was rewarded with fellowships at both the John F. Kennedy
Institute at Harvard and the Brookings Institution. In 1965 NBC even hired
Alperovitz as a "Special Consultant" for the White Paper, "The Decision to
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Drop the Atomic Bomb.' Such was the 'repression" of "all critical thought.'
Such were the "tremendous obstacles' plaTO before the revisionists by 'the
guardians of the intellectual statue QUQ.

Claims that revisionism was suppressed were also belied by the fact that
"radical criticism came to exert . . . an unexpected influence, particularly
among the younger generation." That the revisionists significantly
"influenced the thfaugh,t of a generation of students," as 'Ricker has observed,
"cannot be doubted." Even grown-ups who should have known better, such as
rhetorical critics, embraced the revisionist perspective wholesale and
without reservation. Karlyn Campbell, for instance, fell victim to the
illusion that revisionism was beyond argument in her critique of Richard
Nixon's "Vietnamization" address of November 3, 1969. Upholding an
unsubstantiated revisionist interpretation of America's early involvement in
Vietnam as a standard of "truth, Campbell proclaimed Nixon's traditional
interpretation a " misrepresentation." Of course, theorists of argument
might demand that the revisionist shoulder a burden of proof in debate with a
traditionalist. And the ordinary citizen might demand at least mu proof
that the President a liar. But Marlyn Campbell would have ggne of that;
revisionism presumably was "the truth" and required no evidence."

Such was the impact of the New Left revisionists; they received
extraordinary attention and exercised considerable influence. Yet in the
final analysis, they contributed little to our understanding of American
foreign policy. Even if their evidence had been sound and their partisanship
restrained, the revisionists failed to offer a useful way of looking at the
forces that shape decision-making in American foreign policy. They offered
an overly simplistic, single cause interpretation of human behavior. "None
of them . . . analyzed (the) internal determinants of policy in terms of
their full diversity and relative significance," as John Gaddis argued, and
their wholesale acceptance of the Open Door thesis constituted wag old
methodological fallacy: the single-cause interpretation of history."'" The
revisionists ignored the multiplicity of motives evident in the rhetoric of
policymaking officials. In effect, as Gadelis argued, they dismissed all
rhetoric not expressing economic motives and took very seriously all rhetoric
that did:

Public and private statements made by policymakers at the time . . .

indicate that they did not accord the Open Door the importance
revisionist historians have given it. . . . Washington officials
articulated with at least equal emphasis such other goals as
unconditional surrender, the disarmament of defeated enemies,
self-determination, and the establishment of a new collective security
organization.

The revisionists are no doubt aware of thee.; other war aims, which
figure so prominently in the statements of American policymakers at the
time, but they pay little attention to then. They seem to assume that
government officials exposed their true motives only when they
discussed econanics--all the rest was rhetoric. It is unclear what
grounds the revisionists have for making this assumption."

366 -347-

New Left revisionism did not come labeled "advocacy history." Just as
an earlier generation of students and casual readers may have unquestioningly
accepted 'official" historiography, some people undoubtedly swallowed New
Left revisionism under the illusion that historiography is factual narrative
rather than political rhetoric. How many casual readers recognized that the
revisionists, like the traditionalists criticized by Horowitz, presented
their own "propaganda" under "the guise of academic scholarship'? now many
readers were aware of the questionable uses of evidence in revisionist
scholarship? How many questioned the assumption of econanic determinism
undergirding revisionist scholarship? If trained scholars like Marlyn
Campbell seemed oblivious to these questions, one hardly could have expected
the casual reader to raise them.

Trust the People?

For many years, diplomatic historians simply assumed that public opinion
basically determined American foreign policy. For instance, Thomas Dailey,
in p Dips story of the American People, concluded that "the American
people, exercising their democratic privilege and enjoying freedom of speech
and press, have shaped their own foreign policies." '' Bien critics of foreign
policies shaped by public opinion, such as Hans Florgenthau and George Kerman,
always assumed that American foreign policy did reflect "the will of the
people." Mhat they said, as Ernest Hay has noted, was that "this should not
be sotigt policy should come to a larger extent from calculation by
experts.'"

Traditional historians always had problems explaining the many
exceptions to their rule that the public dictates American foreign policy.
Robert Browder once wrote, for instance, that FDR "was remarkably sensitive
to public opinion and throughout his tenure as Chief Executive seldom moved
politically or diplomatically until he was sure that the majority of his
countrymen would follow either fon previous conviction or, on, occasion,
because they were fascinated by the boldness-of his actions." In other
words, FDR always followed or moved with public opinion except, of course, on
those occasions when he did not.

Traditionalists also failed to elucidate j policymakers came to "know"
public opinion. For the most part, traditional historians assessed
"objective" public opinion with such imperfect measures as polls or electoral
behavior, and then assumed that policymakers perceived public opinion in
precisely the same fashion. They failed to consider in any practical sense
the mechanisms or processes by which policymakers themselves measured the
public will. They seemed to assume, in Bernard Cohen's words, that accurate
portraits of objective public opinion were "absorbed, by osmosis, into the
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political bloodstream." °

Above all, the traditional assumption that the people" fulfilled the
role 'prescribed by democratic theory seemed devastated by the first
generation of empirical survey research. Indeed, survey research in the
1950's, as summarized in the classic study, Thm Mexican Voter, suggested
that the American people were simply incapable of fulfilling such a role:

We have, then, the portrait of an electorate almost wholly without
detailed information about decision making in government. A
substantial portion of the public is able to respond in a discrete
manner to issues that might be the subject of legislative or
administrative action. Yet it knows little about what government has
done on these issues or what the parties propose to It is almost
canpletely unable to judge the rationality of government actions:
knowing little of particular policies and what has led to them, the
mass electorate is not able to appraise either its goals gi the
appropriateness of the means chosen to serve these_goals.

At first glance, the New Left revisionists seared more in touch with
empirical reality. Rejecting the traditional assumption that "the people"
shaped American foreign policy, they argued that "the close and serious
student of modern American foreign relations" could "rarely, if ever, find an
instance of an important decision qa0e with any reference to the alleged
general public desires or opinions." "The fact that a ruling class makes
its policies operate, even when the MOM of society ceases to endorse Chem,"
Gabriel Kolko argued, was "a central reality mast analysts agerpetually
exclude from a descriptive explanation of American society." And, of
course, the war in Vietnam presumably proved such contentions. According to
Kolko, Vietnam proved beyond all doubt that the ruling elite will continue a
policy that sonnw,its interests even while "mass agreement withers away and
even disappears."

One can only speculate about how the revisionists came to their
conclusion that support for governmental policy in Vietnam had "disappeared"
by the late 1960's. Some of the explanation may lie in the mutual
reinforcement of like-minded thinkersin the parochialism of America's elite
college campuses. Cr perhaps the radicals were deluded by a mass media that
declared quiet support for the government less newsworthy than noisy
dissent. But whatever the cause, the result was an illusion. Indeed, the
case of Vietnam demonstrated, if anything, the responsiveness of policgmakers
to public opinion and the public's fundamental distaste for the radical
critique.

Contrary to radical rhetoric, very few Americans supported withdrawal
from Vietnam before the government itself was pursuing such a policy. From
late 1964 until late 1968, public support for withdrawal never exceeded 20
percent; those who were dissatisfied witb,the fitatUfaqUowere far more likely
to support escalation than withdrawal. As late as 1967, those favoring
escalation ,outnumbered those favoring withdrawal by the striking margin of
581 to 6%. And while it was true that support for withdrawal increased
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rapidly after the 1968 elections, it is also true that withdrawal (albeit
gradual) had became the government's policy. Ironicallyr as Lunch and
Sperlich have (lamented, the radical critique actually nay have Lenin
support for the government's program of gradual withdrawal by generating
resistence from those "who considered themselves loyal and patriotic':
"Antiwar demonstrations had not convinced most citizens that the United
States was morally wrong in being in Vietnam and may have even slowed the
development of withdrawal sentiment by acting as a negative reference point.
. . . By 1969 or 1970, such views certainly found more support and
encouragement from more traditionally acceptable opinion leaders than in
earlier years, and so identification with OA disliked 'protestors' did not
pose such a pectlem for the average citizen."'

lb add insult to injury, the radicals even failed to win substantial
support from American young people. One of the recurring images of the war
in Vietnam, of course, was "that of youthful protestors picketing in massive
numbers, singing, canting, and venting their anger at continuing American
involvement there." W heard in radical rhetoric of a new generation of
students49rejecting "the whole thrust and direction of American foreign
policy." But survey research suggests the opposite. Throughout the Vietnam
era, younger people were far less supportive of withdrawal and far more
supportive of escalation than were older respondents. As Lunch and Sperlich
summarize the findings: "The striking fact is that the younger a personas
during the Vietnam era, the more likely he or she was to support the war. "

The New Left revisionists tried to have it both ways. Pointing to elite
college campuses and media images, they argued that support for America's
Vietnam policy had withered away or even disappeared. Then confronted with
polls showing continued public support for the government, however, they
evoked a theory of "false consciousness": they wrote of an indifferent public
duped into duiescence by appeals to "a broader social welfare and erstwhile
consensus."

The argument of "false consciousness" may have been warranted by survey
research in the 1950's. As Ernest May has written, the first generation of
survey research was indeed "festile with new suggestions for possible
manipulation of public opinion. But survey research in the 1960's and
1970's painted a different portrait of the American people. The public
apparently had became more awe, concerned, and politically active than they
had been in previous years. At the very time surveys stewed widespread
support for America's presence in Vietnam, they also showed it was a more
informed support than might have been found in the 1950's. Moreover, the
dissent that NAK found in data on Vietnam reflected, not so much the
revisionist critique, as the critique of America's 'no win" policy by
conservative ideologues. Most Americans did not agree with the radicals.
But neither did they all unquestioningly to the governmental line.

"False consciousness" was just another myth of revisionist theory that
detracted frcm the persuasiveness of their case. Indeed, neither their
claims that "the people" were duped, nor their claims that the people"
supported their viewpoint, rested on anything more than impeaudened
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assertion. As in their writings on the Cold War, the revisionists simply
ignored contrary evidence. Again, the revisionists were not about to let the
facts interfere with their holy crusade.

Nonetheless, many casual readers again embraced the radical perspective
without significant demurral. And again, rhetorical scholars were among the
worst offenders. Hauser and Blair swallowed revisionism wholesale, for
instance, calling "the liberal democratic conception of the public . . . only
aG ideal, a fiction at best." In a major theoretical essay on public
opinion, they argued that we have a 'government of, by, and for special
interests," while "the people" are but a "depoliticized estate" that renders
"mass loyalty to a geeernment which does not include them in its
decision-making process. Like Campbell's revisionist history of Vietnam,
Hauser and Blair's characterization of "the people" as "fiction" went
unargued, as if proponents of revisionism bear no burden of proof in
challenging traditional democratic theory. Again, intelligent people fell
victim to the illusion than revisionism was self - evidently true and that
traditional notions could simply be dismissed.

abward a Synthesis

As the passions of the Vietnam era subsided, a more mature perspective
began to emerge in American diplanatic historiography. More recent writings
on the origins of the Cold War have synthesized traditional and revisionist
perspectives, producing a more complete view of history. And while
historians have yet to complete a similar synthesis of perspectives on public
opinion, the rationale for such a synthesis has become increasingly
apparent. In closing, this essay articulates that rationale by describing a
situational theory of Futile opinion.

The synthesis of traditional and revisionist historiography on the Cold
Mar first began to appear in the writings of the original ccmbatants.
Without abandoning his view that revisionist historiography should "be used
with caution," Arthur Schlesinger Jr. admitted that he had spoken "somewhat
intemperatively" in earlier critiques and conceded that "revisionism is an
essential part of the process which history . . enlarges its perspectives
and enriches its insights." But more important, the substance of
traditional and revisionist interpretations began to merge, producing a more
sophisticated, dispassionate historiography on both sides. She editors of a
book including new writings by representatives of both schools made this
point in introducing the essays:

Each of the essays is rooted in one of the "schools" of interpretation
. . . , yet they are characterized by the refinement and sophistication
which those interpretations have acquired with the passage of time. .

i 37 0
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. Significant differences still exist, for example, between Arthur
Schlesinger, Jr., often considered a spokesman for the Liberal
Establishment, and Lloyd C. Gardner, a timber of the "Wisconsin
School," yet their differences are not argued in the simplistic terms
that most likely would have obtained in an ealier time. Some may
conclude that the general movement seam to be away framaxtreme
polarization of attitudes and toward some middle point.'"

The label "post - revisionism" has since emerged to describe a new
generation of historians who embrace the synthesis. As martin McCauley
writes, post-revisionists seek "to avoid the polarities of
blame-it-all-on-the-Soviets or blame-it-all-on-the-Americans.' Instead, they
recognize that the situation was "so infinitely complex that no
generalizations about who was to blame will suffice.' Rhe post-revisionists
acknowledge the weaknesses of both traditional and revisionist accounts: "the
former pays little, attention to the legitimate security needs of the USSR,
while the latter ignores Soviet behaviour which gave rise to shifts in
American policy." And above all, they try "to stand back frcm the battle,
avoid blatant partisanship and at the remove of a generatn or more to pass
a cold, critical eye over the 'sins' of all participants."

John Gaddis' g Qrieina Of iha Cad Vac was among the best of the early
post-revisionist studies. First published in 1972 and winner of the Bancroft
Prize, the book praised the revisionists for emphasizing domestic influences
upon American foreign policy, yet it reflected the traditional assumption
that policymakers could be taken at their word when they articulated
non - economic motives. By "focusing so heavily on econmAcs," Gaddis argued,
the revisionists failed to fully explain most major U.S. policy initiatives,
all of which could be explained "far more plausibly by citing the
Administration's need to maintain popular support fig its policies than by
dwelling upon requirements of the econanic order." Recognizing economic
interests as Baena the interests given expression in the demands of "the
public and its representatives on Capitol Hill," Gaddis acknowledged the
importance of economic motives on at least some occasions. But unlike the
revisionists, he also recognized that other concerns--even moral
concernsimposed "definate limitations on how far policy-makers could go" by
defining 5heir "range of acceptable options" in particular political
climates.'

Historians have not been so adept at synthesizing theoretical
perspectives on public opinion, despite the fact that traditional and
revisionist perspectives are not as different as they may seem. In
describing the public generally as either conforming or not conforming with
the role of the public in democratic theory, both treated public opinion as a
"stable entity that changes little in composition or state of consciousness
from one situation to another." And both treated the responsiveness of
policymakers to public opinion as a stable relationship. Hence, it node
sense from either perspective to ask such questions as : Is the public
informed? Does the public influence political leaders? And given the
assumption of both that the relationship between public opinion and
policymaking was fixed and unchanging, one was forced to conclude that the
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traditionalists or the revisionists could not both be right.

The changing portraits of public opinicn in survey research challenge
the assunption thatpublic opinion exists in a fixed state of consciousness.
The data reveal that citizens are not always uninformed, apathetic, and
manipulated or always informed, interested, and influential. Instead, survey
research suggests that the level of public knowledge and interest in
political affairs is linked to the political environment: to the issues at
hand and to the nature and appeals of political leadership. In other words,
the nature and role of the public varies by historical context and is shaped
by changing political stimuli. As Gerald Pamper explains, "the particular
conclusion of low ideological awareness . . . during the Eisenhower period
may have resulted fcem the generally low level of ideological stimulation
curing this period." By contrast, the portrait of the aware, interested
citizen arose out of the more stimulating political climate of the 1960's.

The responsiveness of policymakers to public opinion also varies
situationally. Theories of the public-as-fiction correctly maintain that
public opinion can have no impact on policymaking independent of how it is
Perceived by political leaders. As Michael C. VoGee has argued, politically
lama public opinion is discovered, not through survey research, but
through analysis of rhetorica1,4ocuments containing history as "mediated or
filtered" by poligcal leaders. Such analysis, as I have argued at greater
length elsewhere, reveals that policymakers in America are indeed sensitive
to public opinion. But they often do not obey it, consciously or
unconsciously, for ideological and empirical reasons. Our political
philosophy is ambivalent, allowing policymakers to justify the "national
interest" taking precedence over public opinion in certain situations. Ann;

the empirical problems of "knowing" public opinion may bedevil even those
policymakers intent on obeying its dictates. American policymakers routinely
assume that "the will of the people" may be discerned through "scientific"
polling, yet the conceptual and technical limitations of polls call this
assumption into question. Polls typically do not distinguish between strong
and weak opinions, between rational and irrational opinions, or among shades
of opinion on particular issues. Even slight differences in sampling, data
collection or question-wording can make enormous differences in findings.
And once statistics are gathered they still may be iiinerpr*Vd in very
different ways, especially be politicians with partisan concerns.

A situational theory of public opinion recognizes that the relationship
between the public and policymakers sometimes resembles the traditional model
and sometimes the revisionist model. In same situations, political rhetoric
may afford audiences the opportunity to arrive at reasoned opinions and, may
inspire political expression and activity. In other situations, the
citizen's best efforts to participate may be thwarted by a lack of
information or perceived motivations for .political activity. In some
situations, policymakers may uphold "the people's" sovereignty and
intelligence and defer to an accurate perception of public opinion. In other
situations, policymakers may dean the Falk too uninformed or emotional to
dictate foreign policy, or they nay defer to an inaccurate perception of "the
people's" will.
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A realistic theory of public opinion recognizes that the interaction
between "the people" and policymakers is a complicated and ever-changing
relationship. Rhetorial scholars can contribute significantly to our
understanding of that relationship by elucidating how ideological and
empirical arguments shape policymakers' perceptions. Beyond that, empirical
survey research affords the opportunity to evaluate the arguments and
perceptions of key policymakers. Although no single poll reveals the
"reality" of public opinion in all its complexity, one at least may surmise
how well a particular conception conforms to the thrust of all available
empirical data.

For a Barter of years, political scientists have told us that the
influence of public opinion on policymaking can be described only in
particular historical contexts or with reference to the changing national
agenda and political dialogue. Yet many scholars persist in overgeneralizing
about the public's impact on foreign policies and in deriving political
"lessons" from their mistake. The time has come to bury ideological hatchets
and to acknowledge the lessons of empirical research. The relationship
between the public and policymaking is a complex and ever-changing process
that defies the simplistic explanations of ideological crusaders.

Conclusion

Traditional historiography in the Vietnam era admittedly left a lot to be
desired. As a description of the Cold War's origins, it resembled the plot
line of an old-tine Western: the Americans wore white hats and the Russians
wore black. As a description of the forces shaping American foreign policy,
traditionalism was even more naive. As Thaws McCormick has argued, too many
traditionalists assumed that foreign policies were "the end product of elite
decision-makers, operating in a relagve social vacuum, intereacting with
Other nations' elite decision- makers." And when they did attend to domestic
influences, they engaged in an ideological celebration of public opinion;
they simply assumed that "the people" fulfilled the duties prescribed by
democratic theory.

The fact that the traditionalists may have been wrong, however, does not
mean that the revisionists were right. The revisionists painted an equally
black- and -white picture of the Cold War's origins, and they too
overgeneralized about the impact of public opinion. Like the
traditionalists, the revisionists had political goals. By portraying the
Cold War as American aggression and by downplaying the impact of public
opinion, :hey hoped to strip the policymaking elite of its political
legitimacy. In passionate times, one hardly could have expected
dispassionate historiography. But excuses only highlight the need for more
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mature understandings.

Rhetorical scholars should be particularly sympathetic to synthesizins
the polarized histories of the 1960's. They should recognize political
posturing when they see it, and they should be sensitive to the logic of
competing points of view. Like debate in many contexts, historiographical
debate is a clash of partial realities; each side may present a different,
but equally true "slice" of a "reality" in dispute. In effect, debate
between traditional and revisionist historians constituted the defense and
the prosecution of American foreign policy. It remains for the "jury" of all
interested scholars to finish synthesizing the truth.

374
-355-

Notes

1
Ernest R. Nay, "Lessons 2E the Past: The ite and MOSE Df Nistory in

American Foreign Policy (New York: Oxford University Press, 1973), esp. pp.
ix-xii.

2
Harry S. Truman, NeMaik. 2 vols. (Garden City: Doubleday and Co..

1955-56), II, 101, 110-12.

3
%Yuman, Namara, II, 101, 110.

4
%tuman, Mars, II, 101-02.

5
%twat:, (Memoirs, II, 103, 106.

6
Lloyd C. Gardner, Arthur Schlesinger, Jr., and Hans J. orgenthau, Tha

=gine of the Cold Mc, eds. J. Joseph Hutbmacher and Warren I. Suwon
(Waltham, Hass.: Ginn and Co., 1970), p. vi.

7
Henry Pechter, "Revisionist Historians and the Cold War," Dissent, 15

(1969), 505.

Gardner. Schlesinger, and organthau, Origins Of the cad p. vi.

9Robert
W. 'Bicker. The Eadisal. Left and American foreign relis34

(Baltimore: John Hopkins Press, 1971), p. 21.

10
%baker. 2be Radical Left and American foreign Baku. p. 28.

1William Appleman Williams, The. Tragedy of &edam Diploma, rev.
ed. (New York: Dell Books, 1962), p. 208.

12.
Oilliams, TraggiagfAmedeanDiplanacy, pp. 2, 206.

13
Irwin Unger, "The 'New Left' and American History: Some Recent Trends

in United States Historiography," American Nistorical Review, 72 (1967),
1245.

14
Unger, "The 'New Left' and American History," p. 1246.

15
Gabriel Kolko, 2bg Politics of War: Ma World and Coital States

Foreign Paley, 1943-1945. (New York: Random House, 1968), p. 622.

16
Gabriel Kolko, The Mote of American Foreign Policy: An Analysis ef.

Ewer and Moose (Boston: Deacon Press, 1969), pp. 55, 84-85.

-356- 375



17
Kolko, The =Win Labia., pp. 625-26.

18
Kolko, The pacts et Amecianiftreisi:EOlic4. P. 39.

1:Mvid Horowitz, Zia Wm World Colossus: A etitigel QF American
Foreign Policy in the Cad Var., rev. ed. (New York: Hill and Nang, 1971),
p. 403.

20
Lloyd C. Gardner, Arch/testa a Illusion: lien ami Mega in American
Policy. Gooks, 1970), p. x.

21Garlperovitz,Atanis91anacy: (New York:
Vintage Books, 1965), p. 14.

22
Dew Peview Podia, 20 October 1966.

°Reprinted in Gardner, Schlesinger, and Morgenthau, The ()dans se. Ina
=dyer, Fp. 44-45, nt. 3.

meri2c4an Historical Association, roston, 1970, excerpted in Recent American

John L. Caddis, "A Pavisionist Monolith: American Foreign Policy and
the Origins of the Cold War," paper presented to the annual convention of the

foreign pelieyi Conflicting, Intermetati215, rev. ed., ed. Lawrence S.
Kaplan (Homewood, Illinois: The Dorsey Press, 1972), p. 362.

25
Rcbert J. Maddox, Toe NM Lett and the Origina the Cad VAL

(Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1973). M. 10-11.
26
Quoted in David Horowitz, "An Open Letter to Sanford Thatcher and the

Editorial Hoard of Princeton University Press," 29 May 1973 (mimeographed).

27Gardner, Schlesinger, and Morgenthau, 911e Origins gi the Cad UAL. P.
44, nt. 3.

20
Horowitz, "An Open Letter."

29Horowitz, The Free World Colossus, pp. 3, 7.

30
Horwitz, Toe free arid colossus, p. 7.

31
Horowitz, The Free World Colossus, pp. 5-6.

32TUcker, 213a Cadical Left aad American foreign Baia. p. 19.

33
Karlyn Kohrs Campbell, "An Exercise in the Rhetoric of Mythical

America," in Eriticues gf Gontemporarit Rhetoric, esp. pp. 51-52.

34
Forbes Hill made such the same point in "The Forum" of The OuarteL1y

Jearnal a Speech: "What is at work in (Campbell's) analysis =Telling the
conclusion that the United States is responsible for-what has happened in
Viet Nam is the revisionist theory of the .cold war, so popular now in New

-357-

37 6

Left circles. . . . It informs the whole of Professor Campbell's critique.
Naturally Richard Nixon does not analyze the situation this way, and, of
course, that must mean he is guilty of gross misrepresentation." See Forbes
I. 'Hill, "Reply to Professor Campbell," Quarterly Journal a Speech, 58
(Decesber 1972), 457.

35
Caddis, "A Revisionist Monolith," p. 360.

36
is, "A Revisionist Monolith," p. 361.

37Thomas A. Bailey, A placmatic History Qf tha American people (New
York: F.S. Crofts, 1940), p. 756.

38Ernest R. May, "An American Tradition: The Role of Public Opinion," in
ne=i4 and Practice ct American Politica, ed. William H. Nelson (1964; rpt.
Chicago: Phoenix Books, 1967), p. 102.

39
Robert P. Browder, The Priglus pf. Sovietzheczkaa Diplomacy(Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1953), p. 119.

°Bernard C. Cohen, the Public's Impact in Foreign Pella (Boston:
Little, Brown and Co., 1973), p. 11.

41
Angus Campbell, et. al., The hmerisan Voter (New York: John Wiley and

Sons, 1960), p. 543.

42
Ics1ko. T00. &SU American Foreign P. 13.

43
Kolko, The Mika Qf American Maim policy, pp. xii -xiii.

44
Kolko, Maa Ps= of Aged= foreign, policy, p. xiii.

45llilliam
L. Lunch and Peter W. Sperlich, "American Public Opinion and

the War in Vietnam," Western Political Duarterly, 31 (1979), 25-26.

48Lumh and Sperlich, "American Public Opinion and the War in Vietnam,"
p. 26. Interestingly and inexplicably, pollsters simply stopped offering
"escalation" as a policy option after 1970.

47Lunch and Sperlich, "American Public Opinion and the War in Vietnam,"
P. 31.

48
Lundh and Sperlich, "American Public Opinion and the War in Vietnam,"

p. 32.

49
Horowitz, ne free World Colossus, p. 7.

58Lum:h and Sperlich, "American Public Opinion and the War in Vietnam,"
p. 34.

51Joyce Kolko and Gariel Kolko, The Limits 2f Pena. The Mad and

-358-

377



Wiled Staten foreign folicy. 1945-1954 (New York: Harper and Row, 1972),
pp. 333-34.

52
May, "An American Tradition," p. 117.

53
Ste Normal; H. Hie, Sidney Verba, and John R. Petrocik, be Changing

American Voter (Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1976).

54
Gerald Hauser and Carole Blair, "Antecedents to the Public," Eta Text,

3 (1982) , 140-41.

55
Gardner, Schlesinger, and Mergenthau, 7h2 Wane at the Ce1d1h1r, p.

43.

56Gardner, Schlesinger, and Horgenthau, The aiginn at the Cold UAL, P.ix.

57Martin McCauley, 2heQrilina nf. the Cold wAL (New York: Longman Inc.,
1983), p. 14.

58
John L. Gaddis, The Vnital =tea 4112 the Canine 4f the Cohl fir4

1241=1947 (New York: Columbia University Press, 1972), pp. 357-58.

59
Caddis, The Slated States and the Origins. 2E the Cold tiara. 1941-1947,

pp. 357-8.

60
W. Lance Bennett, hiblic Minion In American faitica (New York:

Harcourt, Brace, Jovanovich, 1980), p. 13.

61
Gerald Pauper, =ems! Choi= Yerictien of American Elects =1

rgbaziar. (New York: Harper and Row, 1975), pp. 1]-12.

62
Michael C. McGee, "In Search of 'the People': A Rhetorical

Alternative," tuarterly daarDala Speech, 61 (1975) , 249.

63
J. Michael Hogan, "Public Opinion and American Foreign Policy: The

Case of Illusory Support for the Panama Canal Treaties,' Duarterlyaurnal at
Speech, 71 (August 1985) , forthcoming.

64
For a discussion of problems of methodology and interpretation in

polling see Charles U. Poll and Albert H. Cantril, la1121. Their Use. and
NieUee in Bilitice (Cabin John, Maryland: Seven Locks Press, 1900), pp.
65-135.

65
Thanes McCormick, "The State of American Diplomatic History," inlbe

State at AMetiCan History, ed. Herbert J. Bass (Chicago: Quadrangle Books,
1970) , pp. 122-23.

378
-359-

ARGUMENT AND IDEOLOGY: A POSTSCRIPT

Bruce E. Gronbeck
University of Iowa

[Editors' Note: This commentary is a response to the papers by J.
Michael Hogan, James Arnt Aune, and Phillip C. Wander]

As the person charged with replying to the panel on "Argument and

Ideology,' I face some duties I know I don't have time to complete. To do
an adequate Job of critique, I would have to make more explicit than any
of these gentlemen have done connections between argument and ideology.
And, I might add, were I in fact to seek those connections in these three
papers, I think I would find myself forced to change the title of the
panel to "Argument, Narrative, and Ideology."

As I read these papers, I became struck by the fact that all three are
both analyzing and telling stories. Professor Hogan's veper very directly
retells the story of three historiographical perspectives on Vietnam.
That is, he arranges the works of traditionalists, the Wisconsin School
revisionists, and some later synthesizers into a story of his own.
Professor Hogan's story is a melodrama, wherein historians are depicted as
almost victimized by the Demon Ideology, either haplessly, as in the case
of the traditionalists, or self-consciously, as in the case or the
revisionists. I say "almost victimized," because of course Professor
Hogan's story has a happy ending; in the final tableau, we see Arthur
Schlesinger, Jr., admitting his intemperateness, shaking hands with Lloyd
C. Gardner, while Professor Hogan looks over their shoulders,
praisingtheir moves toward synthesis, drawing out as the moral of his
story The time has come to bury ideological hatchets and to acknowledge
the lessons of empirical research" and admonishing "rhetorical scholars"
to join in on the work of synthesis because, "Like debate in many
contexts, historiographical debate is a clash of partial realities." That
tableau floats slowly into the sunset, with Professor Hogan telling us
that "It remains for the 'jury' of all interested scholars to finish
synthesizing the truth."

Professor Aune's approach to narrative likewise exists on two, or
perhaps three, levels. Level One is the story of Gastonia he himself
constructs, as his notes indicate, and he'll tell you if you ask him, out
of the histories of others, some original research he did in the New York
Times, and some other original research done by a person named Robin Hood
TiTirin M.A. thesis. At Level Two is the story of how others interpreted
the Gastonia strike within the webs of their own ideological agenda and
aesthetic impulses. Then, if I were to posit a Level Three in this
paper--and I think I can even if it is not developed fully by Professor
Aune--it would include his synthesis of Level One and Level Two stories
into another: the story of both the failures of radicalism in the United
States and the failure of scholars to penetrate the popular consciousness
with historical and socially sensitive stories about labor and working
conditions in this country.
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if Professor Hogan offers us melodrama, and Professor Aune, tragedy,
then Professerliander tells stories, as he is wont to do, in an ironic
mode. Professor Wander's world Is one filled with dialectical
contradictions strolling through the history of the life-world;
thosecontradictions have a tendency in Wander's world to periodically
replace each other, as that which was positive for a while soon becomes
negative, as each new credo of salvation becomes perverted when it is
lived to an extreme, and, as always for Professor Wander, as his world is
threatened with nuclear destruction. Yet, interestingly, Wander's world
has never blown up, so his stories are not tragedies; rather, I think, as
I said, they're studies in the ironies of social existence. In his paper,
those ironies are seen in Wittgenstein's Vienna, in Wittgenstein's own
logical abilities in times of personal streis;'in Wittgenstein's

redirection of his own thinking, as Wander discusses it late in his paper,
away "from positivism and the empiricist epistemology of Moore and

Russell" and toward what Wittgenstein himself later referred to "the true
problems of philosophy, which we are to feel 'on our own pulses' and in
our .own experience."

In Professor Wander's story, thus, intellectual polarities constantly
reverse themselves in often immoral ways, while life goes on--and on, one
hopes, even in an age threatened by the holocaust.

Now, I asked to have the papers on this panel rearranged a bit because
I think they are now in order so far as their narrative approaches to
matters of argument and ideology are concerned. Professor Hogan retells
the story of Vietnam historiography so as to eliminate ideological
contamination from the process of history wriTURT7--ri the sentences I
quoted, he certainly is suggesting something akin to the objectivistic
philosophical goals for historians that were so heavily discussed in
positivist debates of the 1950s and early 1960s by the likes of Nadel,

Passmore, Popper, Bergmand, Mandelbaum, bray, and the others offering
philosophical analyses of history writing as an intellectual endeavor. He
even goes on as to suggest that there is a "logic of competing points of
view" so far as historical writing is concerned.

I asked to have Professor Aune's paper second because he explicitly
moves beyond his colleague's positivist impulses. Though he suggests that
"The purpose of this paper is to analyze the argumentative strategies of
writers, he in fact does not discuss arguments as arguments whatsoever.
Rather, he catches us up in the stories others are telling; he strives to
make sense in an implicit way of the ideological mindset--yea and indeed,
even the "consciousness"--of various kinds of storytellers. There is no
search for "the truth" in much of this paper (unless we consider Professor
Aune's own version of the story as such an attempt at Truth). Rather,
there is a deliberate and provocative effort to counterpoise the
historical and artistic narratives, not to destroy ideology but merely to
correct false consciousness. As Professor Aune suggests, while historians
make no appeals or approaches to Truth, and while they certainly do work
within the blinders of personal and professional perspectivism, historians
can be expected to detail (argumentatively, perhaps?) the relationships
between ideological consciousness and "the facts" of the persons, objects,
and events being discussed. To Aune, the struggle over meaning referred
to early on his paper is one of somehow fitting ideological presuppositions
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accurately to those facts. The relationship between ideology and the
life-world ultimately is an attributive one.

Professor Wander's pope, is properly considered third on this panel
becaUse, as usual, he brings up the Left in conceptual discussions of
ideology and argument. Those of you who have followed the exchange over
Wander's views on ideology and criticism being printed in the Central
States Speech Journal know rather clearly that he would accuseTrialisor
Hogan of naivete. To Wander, we cannot escape our ideologies; we only can
substitute one for another. To Wander, no facts exist outside of our
ideological postures toward them; facts indeed are not facts, but, rather,
materializations useful to a testing of an ideology's moral code. Even as
Wander, thus, writes history, he bends it to his own ideological

purpose--and, I should add for those who have not read his work, he does
that bending consciously. As he is arguing in the Central States Speech
Journal series, a rhetorical critic without moral and ideological
Will==and for Wander those terms are almost equivalent--is a critic
ignoring his or her obligation to both society and the profession.

Had I time and some resources, I now would be ready to offer a
critique of these three papers within the frameworks I have just
reconstructed. In a critique or Professor Hogan's conceptualizations, I
would chide him a bit for confusing matters of historiographical interest
with questions concerning the craft of history writing. I would suggest
that it is impossible for history writing to avoid the evils of
perspective-taking, that is, ideological assumption; the human being by
nature sees the world from somewhere, from some vantage, from a vantage
determined by our own Tiioses, by our socialization intrilieh of ways
for seeing, and by the limitations of language as a medium of
communication. This is not to say that Professor Hogan's concern for the
"facts" surrounding some person, ob;ect, or event is not a proper and even
a primary concern for historians. It is, but at the level of craft or
techne. Before writing history, historians of necessity must find ways tolifirsome accuracy) reconstruct the past. That reconstruction, though,
to my view precedes the writing of historY, just as it does for Hayden
White's historian. To White, as he wrote in the Autumn 1980 issue of
Critical Inquiry, the historian is a different kind of storyteller than
either the annalist or the chronicler. The annalist arranges facts, the
chronicler sees that they are coherent, but the historian interprets them
perspectivally. I would ask, had I time, that Professor Hogan rethink his
ideas on synthesis, truth-finding, and even argument in light of
contemporary narrative theory.

With more time, I would suggest that Professor Aune do a couple of
things in the project of which this paper is a part. For one thing, he
needs to engage in self-critique. Even as he exposes the ideological
limits of the stories of others, he ignores his own. He certainly
suggests his own ideological posture in sentences such as the following:
"The commentaries [of others] often tell us more about the writers
themselves than they do about the lives of the illiterate mountain folks,
the 'lintheads,' who for one brief moment acted heroically in the face of
brutal oppression." What we get in this analysis, were I to categorize
Aune's views generally, is a near-classic Romantic vision of antiheroism.
At least I am convinced he is writing social history within a web of
romantic notions--notions of the little people with their folkish wisdom
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of the virtues which reside in lower-class citizens. of heroism
borunconsciously of sweat and self-protection rather than ideologies, and
of. as I said earlier, perspectives as human mechanisms for attributing
meaningfulness to facts. Until Aune engages in e self-critique of these
notions, he will only be toying with his hearer and reader, pretending to
be investigating the ideologically determined shortcomings of others from
the vantage of a "neutral" narrative he himself has constructed, when in
fact that narrative he himself has constructed. when in fact that
narrative is governed by an ideological posture every it as interested or
prejudicial as those of others.

Finally, I suppose I would critique Professor Wander, though I
undoubtedly would do it unfairly. In the paper offered to this conference
:le has overstated in significant ways the lack of moral discourse in this
country during the twentieth century. Many of those discourses--coming
from intuitive, rationalist, empirical, and situational theories of
ethics--I reviewed seventeen years ago in an essay on the " 'is'-ought'
gap," so I certainly won't rehash them. I think, too, especially, he
underestimates scientists' abilities to deal with the moral dimensions of
science. Russell was not the only analytical p%ilosapher to be a
pacifist: The international peace organizations formed after World War II
were heavily populated by scientists and other positivists; Robert
Oppenheimer's arguments with Edward Teller made front-page news;
Shockley's research on race and I.Q. did not go unexamined morally; recent
work by the Association of Concerned Scientists is constantly before the
public eye. Scientism in Wander is depicted as the debilitating
collective mindset of anonymous white-coated scientists plotting the
destruction of the world. When we actually materialize scientism,
however, it becomes more variegated morally. Professor Wander, I think,
must rather more fully engage in factual materialization than he is in
this paper if he is to set-oil) the title of "scholar." And he, too, ought
to in a more self-reflexive fashion consider his own use of storytelling
as a scholarly format. As a storyteller, he becomes more a persuader than
an arguer.

But, as I said, I don't have time to do these critiques. So, I
won't. Besides, I promised a "postscript," not a "critique," in my
title. fly postscript is a simple one: Like everything else recently, or
so it feels, the relationship between "argument" and "ideology"

is
becoming complicated by narrative forms with this moral-political
purposes. We must continue our work on that three-way rather than a
two-way interaction. To that end, starting a year from now, I will be
devoting a large portion of my own scholarly work to a collaborative
project on "The Rhetoric of Historical Narrative" with Professor Allan
Megill of Iowa's Department of History. I suggest others take up similar
projects.
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STORYTELLING AND PUBLIC MORAL ARGUMENT: THE CASE OF MEDICINE

Michael J. Hyde
Northwestern University

To be the subject of a narrative that rune from one's
birth to one's death is to be accountable for the actions
and experiences which compose a narratable life. It is, that
is, to be open to being coked to give a certain kind of account
of what one did or what happened to one or what one witnessed
at any earlier point in one's life the time at which the
question is posed.

Alastair MacIntyrel

Walter Fisher recently asked his fellow critics to2tell "stories" that
may inCarm his conception of "the narrative paradigm." In the following
essay I will respond to this request by telling a story about a professional
community whose very existence has always depended on the ability of its
members to recognize and appreciate the importance of storytelling as a
life - promoting activity. The community I have in mind is that of medicine.
Today, this community is being confronted by moral dilemmas that are
threatening ita reputation. As will be detailed below, these dilemmas are
due to the scientific and technological capabilities of medicine,
capabilities that have enabled the members of the medical community to
increase their technical expertise when telling eLah other stories about the
dis aaaaa that plague their patients' lives. These stories are constructed
primarily for the purposes of making a medical diagnosis and prescribing
treatments; their narrativity must therefore subscribe to the dictates of
what Fisher terms "the rational world paradigm." Due to the dilemmas now
confronting it, however, the medical community is being challenged by its
critics to engage in public moral argument and thus to expand its
appreciation of the scope and function of storytelling.

By offering an accou.+ of how the medical community is responding to
this challenge, I will att,mpt not only to show the heuristic value of
Fisher's thinking on narration, but also to suggest how his narrative
paradigm can be expanded such that ita relevance as a rhetorical/critical
tool is further enhanced. My account begins with an examination of both the
moral dilemmas that are confronting the medical community and the situation
that has come to take form because of this confrontation. Here I comment on
the way physicians typically use stories in the performance of their duties.
I next provide an analysis of a story that was told by a physician and that
exemplifies what Fisher describes as "narrative rationality." A concluding
discussion is then offered to suggest some of the implications that follow
from my account.
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MEDICAL TECHNOLOGY AND ITS DILEMMAS

Throughout the twentieth century, and in response to the public'
Increased appetite for a prolonged life, medical science has developed
technologies that have greatly expanded the concept of health care.
Respirators, bypass surgery, dialysis machines, CT scanners, pacemakers,
chemotherapy, organ transplants, and artificial hearts are some of the
better known technological advances that have enabled medicine to intensify
Its legendary "war" against life-threatening disease. The war, we are told,
Is being won; and the expectations ff both the medical community and those
whom it serves continue to grow. But this succesc and its attending
expectations have created dilemmas regarding life and death that the medical
commun4ty is hard-pressed to resolve. A story can help illustrate this
point:

In May, 1980, Mr, Howard F. Hubbs Buffered complete kidney failure.
For the rest of his life he would have to live with the help of a dialysis
machine. His life was sustained but its quality wee tragic: He lost his
job, he lost his capacity to function sexually, he abandoned his religious
faith, he developed severe neurotic behaviors.... Staring at his blood
moving through a machine, he continued to ask: "What is going on here?"
"What is happening to my life?" Alone in his house he wrote in a diary that
he kept to document personal response to his deteriorating condition: "I
can't die because I must utay to keep up with the 'Jones.' I can't die
because I have traditions to carry on. I can't die because I am afraid
too." In the next entry he wrote: "Everyone calls, the phone rings and
rings with questions and professional advice. But it's too too bed that
they can't help--because they don't know my pain--Nor Do I." On 20
February, 1984, due to complications associated with his illness, Mr. Hubbs
died.

A success of medical science had enabled Mr. Hubbs to live, but it was
a living hell, evidencing how sophisticated medical care can increase levels
of pain and suffering (i.e., morbidity). Thousands of patients whose lives
are sustained by the technological capabilities of medicine are experiencing
this rate everyday. The Ir.ry here is discomforting. And the discomfort
grows +.44en one realizes that the success of medical science in developing
its technologies is also related to skyrocketing health care expenditures,
accusations of lopereo5a1 medical care, and ethical questions concerning the
proper and timely use of life-support systems. Dr. Willard Gaylln
summarizes the irony of the situation quite well when be notes that "it is
not the deficiencies of medifIne that present the medical community with
dilemmas, but the successes.'

More than ever before in its recent history, medicine is being required
to resolve this ironic situation, Its chief benefactor (and persistent
critic) is demanding an immediate reply. And who is this benefactor? Dr.
Lawrence Altman supplies his colleagues with the answer to this question:

Let me remind you that
taxpayer, the public,
medicine. Medicine is
Is the taxpayer who is
patient care, medical

in this post-World War II era, the
has become the chief benefactor of
now a public institution because it
paying for the bulk of the costs of
research, and medical education.

-365-

384

Members of the medical profession have become public
servants. And they are accountable to tithe public in the
same way that other public servants are.

Such accountability creates" a diffinult problem for the medical community.
As I will now attempt to flow, thee problem has much to do with the way in
which the members of this eommenity have been conditioned to use stories in
the performance of their duties.

Public Moral Argument: Telling Stories about Life and Death

In being accountable to the public about the dilemmas fostered by its
technological auccessee, the medical community Is forced to engage in what
Fisher descAbes as "public moral argument." Such argument, according to
Heber,

is to be distinguished from reasoned discourse in
interpersonal interactions and arguments occurring in
specialized communities, much as theological disputes,
academic debates, and arguments before the Supreme Court.
The features differentiating public moral argument from
such encounters are: (I) It iv publicized, made available
for consumption and persuasion of the polity at large; and
(2) it is aimed at what Aristotle called "untrained
thinkers," or to be effective, it should be.... Most
important public moral argument is a form of controversy
that inherently crosses fields. It is not contained in the
way that legal, scientific, or theological arguments are by
subject matter, partieular conceptions of argurntative
competence, and well recognized rules of advocacy.

One reason why the medical community has a difficult time engaging in such
argument can be illustrated by the following story.

I recently had the opportunity to discuss with twelve, fourth-year
medical students my current research on how the intensification of medical
technology is affecting doctor-patient relationships. Seeking to determine
how these ,students felt about the dilemmas .inder consideration here, I began
the discussion by telling them the story of Mr. Hubbs. Neither the story
nor the rationale for telling it were well received. Objections centered on
the "subjective" and "unscientific" nature of the story. Why this defensive
response to a story that most certainly was true?

One must understand that medical student, are not adverse to being told
stories about cases that are relevant to their professional livelihood. As
Dr. Eric Cassell points out, "the recitation of cases--telling stories--has
been way to teach medicine that has survived through the ages because
nothing else does the job as well." Oftentimes the cases that are recited
by physicians are explicaticns of "Illness stories" that were told to a
physician by a patient during history- taking session. Such stories,
according to Cassell, "are different from other stories because they almost
always have at least two characters to whoa thinly heppen. They always have
at least a person and that person's body." Patients are under no
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professional obligation to make this distinction when telling the story of
their illness, when trying to remember all that has been happening to them
because of some bodily disorder that they believe is indicative of some
disease. physicians, on the other hand, do have a professional obligation
to make the distinction; for only than can they properly diagnose and
perhaps cure the diseases afflicting their patients. Thus, of the two
characters that motivate the patient's illness story, it is the body, the
place where a disease unfolds, that must assume priority as a matter of
interest for the physician.

In explicating a patient's story to their students and colleagues,
physicians are expected to offer a narrative that reflects an underotanding
of this priority and that doss so with as much precf.siou and accuracy as
possible. The scientific and technological capabilities of medicine prove
invaluable to the physician who must perform this task. By greatly
enhancing the physician's ability to discover, diagnose. and then decide
what Cu do about a patient' illness, these capabilities enable a physician
to construct a story that, in Fisher's terms, abides by the precepts of "the
rational world paradigm" and thereby enables the physician's peers to
determine whether or not the story reflects en argument that is empirically
verifiable and thus scientifically competent. In short. when physicians
recite cases for the purposes of instructing their associates about the
practice of medicine, they do so within a community whose members require
from their teachers an ability to tell a certain kind of story--one whose
narrative probability and narrative fidelity reflect an expert appreciation
of how science and technology can disclose the workings of the body.

One perhaps can now understand why the medical students reacted
defensively when asked to comment on the story of Mr. Hubbs. As told, the
story was about a person, not about his body; it emphasized how the
scientific and technological abilities of medicine adversely affected this
person, not how they helped to sustain his bodily functions; it intimated
that medical technology may prolong death, not life; it revealed moral
dilemmas, not medical solutions. The story, in other words. did not
coincide with the expectations and requirements that have long guided
medicine in its telling of illness stories. Rather, it challenged the
medical students with a difficult task: it asked them to step outside the
boundaries of their training, their expertise, their traditional
rationality, and to understand and accept ae true a narrative that
questioned the capabilities that eke possible the students' professional
existence. Who, one might ask, would not become somewhat defensive if their
livelihood was so questioned?

Importantly, what is being suggested here should not be interpreted as
but an attempt to justify the medical students' behavior. Their story was
told because it helps to illustrate why the issue of accountability poses a
problem for the medical community when it is forced to engage In public
moral argument over cases like those of Mr. Hubbe (cases that remind the
medical community not only about the successes of its scientific and
technological capabilities but also about certain moral dilemma, that, as
indicated earlier, are likewise made possible by these capabilities). It
should now be clear that the existence of this problem has something to do
with the way the medical .:community typically uses stories in the performance
of its duties. This use of stories is motivated by the need to be
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interested in "the disease in the body in the bed."1° Wi'h respect to the
requirements of public moral argument noted earlier, howev,. , this interest
proves deficient; for the stories it motivates are not directed toward the
public of "untrained thinkkrs." It would seem, then, that if it is to be
accountable to this audience about the dilemmas arising from its
technological successes, the medical community must expand its appreciation
of the scope and function of storytelling. Turning once again to the
narrative perspective offered by Fleher will be helpful in determining what
the medical community must do to perform this task.

MEDICINE'S MOVE TO NARRATIVE RATIONALITY

According to Fisher,

the proper role of the expert in public moral argument is
thst of a counselor, which is, as [Walter) Benjamin ...
notes, the true function of the storyteller. His
contribution to public dialogue is to impart knowledge,
like a teacher, or wisdom, like a sage. It is not to
pronounce a story that ends all storytelling. The expert
assumes the role of public counselor whenever she or he
crosses the boundary of technical knowledge into the
territory of life as it ought to be lived. Once this
invasion is made, the public, which then includes the
expert, has its own criteria for determining whose story is
most coherent and reliable as a guide to belief and action.
The expert, in other words, theplbecomes subject to the
demands of narrative rationality.

As used here, the term "narrative rationality" points to that which is et
work in all forms of storytelling. As Fisher puts it, this ontological
sense of "rationality is determined by the nature of persons as narrative
beings--their inherent awareness of narrative probability, what constitutes
a coherent story, and their constant habit of testing narrative fidelity,
whether the stories they expeiynce ring true with the stories they know to
be true in their lives ...." Narrative rationality thus makes room for
those stories that may not meet all the requirements of argumentative
competence dictated by the rational world paradigm but that still warrant
oerions attention because of the values they express-- values that oftentimes
offer people moral guidance when they are forced to confront the ultimate
questions "of life and death, of Ow persons should be defined and treated,
of preferred patterns of living."

We have already seen that within the medical community the demands of
narrative rationality require a physician to tall a story wherein the
"body." and not the "person," assumes priority as matter of interest. For
the public, I would argue, the priority is different. Because of its lack
of technical expertise and because of the way it hes been influenced by the
media to understand and appreciate the workings of medicinu the public
expects physicians to tell it stories that are person-oriented Inatructed
by this orientation, the public can more readily determine whether or not
the stories it is hearing from the medical community contain values and
attitudes that the public deem important for its health care.
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Is all of this to any that if physicians are to assume "the proper role
of the expert in publL: moral argument" about the dilemmas fostered by
medicine's technological successes, they must expand the narrative
rationality of their illness stories such that priority is given to the
"person" (or parsons)? From the standpoint of what Fisher has told his
fellow critics so far about the teachings of the narrative paradigm, an
affirmative answer to this question would have to be maintained. In theory.
the answer is sound. But how are physicians supposed to apply this
theoretical answer to their world of practice? Should physicians tell
stories about people who, like Mr. Nubby, have suffered from medicine's
scientific end technological successes? Must they make sure that when
telling such stories they at the same time promote those values (e.g.,
truth, harmony, equality, a oneness with the Cosmos) thati5Fisher has
constantly emphasized as being "relevant to the good life?" Which of
these values, for example, would help solve the problem about whether or not
physicians re obligated to confer "technological immortality on dehumanized
patients?

As beat as I can determine, the only suggestion that Fisher has offered
for answering such practical questions is this: "... Rood stories function
in two lia.V1LaiMilqifY (or mystify) decisions or actioaP already made or
performed, and to determine future decisions or actions.4' This suggestion
still fella short of providing specific answers to the question(, just
raised. I do believe, however, that the suggestion does offer an important
directive for the critic who is interested in determining how physicians are
attempting to expand the narrative rationality of their illness stories such
that they can engage in public moral argument about the dilemmas under
consideration here. As a way of demonstrating this belief, I now will offer
a brief analysis of story that recently appeared in Herper's magazine.
Written by Dr. David Baffler, the story is entifed "Making Medical
Mistakes: How Doctors Harm Patients--and Themselves."

Narrative Rationality: Ie it Enough?

As its title suggests, Dr. Hilfiker's story is an expose% public
rev( ation of something discreditable happening within the medical
communay. Seven different cases punctuate the narrative, each detailing
how the author t,et contributed tl9the occurrence of iatrogenic di
(i.e., doctor-inflicted injories). All the cases are person- oriented;
there is no attempt to mystify the moral dilemmas raised the cases by
disguising thus in esoteric medical jargon. The matter of interest here is
not the disease in the body in the bed.

In the first recited case, for example, the reader is told about a
woman who comes to see Dr. Hilfiker for a prenatal examination:

At her appointment that afternoon, Barb seems to be in
good health, with all the signs and symptoms of pregnancy:
slight nausea, some soreness in her breasts, a little
weight gain. But when the nurse tests Barb's urine to
determine if she is pregnant, the result is negative. The
test measures the level of a hormone that is produced by a
woman and shows up in her urine when she is pregnant. But
occasi "nally it fails to detect the low levels of the
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hormone during early pregnancy. I reassure Barb that sl
is fine and schedule another test for the following week.

Once again the test proves negative.

I as troubled. Perhaps she isn't pregnant. Her missed
menstrual period and her other symptoms could be a result
of a minor hormonal imbalance. Maybe the embryo has died
within the uterus and a miscarriage is soon to take place.
I could find out by ordering an ultrasound examination.
This procedure would give me "picture" of the uterus and
of the embryo. But Barb would have to go to Duluth, 110
miles from our village in northern Minnesota, for the
examination. The procedure is also expensive. I know the
Dailys well enough to know they have a modest income.
Besides, by waiting a few weeks, I should be able to find
out for sure without the ultrasound: Either the urine teat
will be positive or Barb will have miscarriage. I call
her and tell her about the negative test result, about the
possibility of a miscarriage, and about the necessityaf
seeing me again if she misses her next menstrual period.

An examination one month later shows no changes: No menstrual period,
no miscarriage, and still another urine test proves negative. A "missed
abortion" is offered as a reason for the patient's complications. The
reader hears how Dr. Hilfiker explains to the patient what this term means
and how such an ailment can result in a woman becoming sterile if a
miscarriage does not occur of if the dead embryo is not removed by "a
dilation and curettage procedure to clean out the uterus." This procedure
is explained to the patient. Another examination two weeks later again
shows no changes. A fourth urine test is negative. The emotional impact
that all of this has on both the patient and the physician is shared with
the reader. An operation must be performed:

Things do not go easily this morning. There is
considerably more blood than usual, and it is only with
great difficulty that I am ab't to extract anything. What
should take ten or fifteen minutes stretches out into a
half-hour. The body parts I remove are much larger than I
expected, considering when the embryo died. They are not
bits of decomposing tissue. These are parts of a body that
was recently live1... Despite reassurances from a
pathologist that it is "impossible" for a pregnant woman to
have four consecutive negative pregnancy tests, the
realiznion is growing that I have aborted Barb's living
child.

In an age where consumers are becoming more aware of their social and
political rights, such an admission of culpability on the part of a
physician is eagerly welcomed by patients who feel that their expectations
concerning the treatment of their illness are not being properly fulfilled.
"Improper medical care" is the accusation; malpractice litigation is often
the result. In an unsolicited letter sent to this researcher, one patient
who was hospitalized in Chicago for cancer treatments states her case as
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follows: "Amazingly enough I am beginning to hear about others who have
sued, not just for the money or even for the mistakes done to them, but
because of the frustration and anger created by thoughtless words or no
words at all. It's amazing how much plSients can forgive in deeds, but
cannot forgive in words or lack of them."

All of the cases recited by Dr. Hilfiker provide a response to this
patient's frustration and anger. The response is that of public moral
argument. Thoughtful words are offered as Hilfiker transcends his
community's boundary of technical knowledge, assumes the role of public
counselor, and talks about medical mistakes that he knows are associated
with occurrences of morbidity, burdening health care costs: :moment:ions if
impersonal medical care, and ethical questions concerning the proper and
timely use of life-support systems. But why has Hilfiker chosen the
sensitive and embarrassing topic of mistakes to address such dilemmas?

The topic of mistakes enables Hilfiker to place both the medical
community and its critics on common moral grounds:

Mistakes are an inevitable part of everyone's life.
They happen; they hurt -- ourselves and others. They
demonstrate our fallibility. Shown our mistakes and
forgiven them, we can grow:, perhaps in some small way
become better people. Mistakes, understood this way, are a
process24a way we connect with one another and our deepest
selves.

Hilfiker does not use this understanding of mistakes as an excuse for
medical malfeasance. He does, however, allow it to play an important role
in his argument. He notes, for example, that

because of its technological wonders and near-miraculous
drugs, modern medicine has created for the physician an
expectation of perfection. The technology seems so exact
that error becomes almost unthinkable. We are not prepared
for our aistakelond we don't know how to cope with them
wlen they occur.

And the situation becomes even more intolerable, he argues, when one
realizes how the public also expects physicians to be perfect because of
their scientific and technological capabilities.
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This perfection is a grand illusion, of course, a game
of mirrors that everyone plays. Doctors hide their
mistakes from patients, from other doctors, even from
themselves. Open discussion of mistakes is banished from
the consultation room, from the operating room, from
physicians' meetings. Mistakes become gossip, and are
spoken of openly only in court.

Unable to admit our mistakes, we physicians are cut
off from healing. We cannot ask forgiveness, end get
none. We are thwarted, stunted; we do not grow.
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This last point is especially important to Blinker's understanding of
mistakes. For what is thwarted when physicians are unable to admit mistakes
is their capacity to deal with their emotions in a healthy manner. "Guilt,"
"anger," and "anxiety" receive the most attention as Hilfiker shares with
his reader what he did not share with the persons whose illness stories are
being told. One hears how these suppressed emotions inspire feelings of
incompetence and self-doubt and how such feelings are oftentimes disguised
by an arrogant and all-knowing demeanor. "Little wonder," Hilfiker remarks,
"that physicians are accused of playing God. Little wonder that we are
defensive about our judgements, that we blame the patient or the previous
physician when things go wrong, that we yell at nurses for their mistake22
that we have such high rates of alcoholism, drug addiction, and suicide."
Determined to put an end to these debilitating problems that adversely
affect the doctor-pattent relationship, Hilfiker concludes his story with
the following prescription:

At some point we must all bring medical mistakes cut
of the closet. This will be difficult as long as both the
profession and society continue to project their desires
for perfection onto the doctor. Physicians need permission
to admit errors. They need permission to share them with
their patients. The practice of medicine is difgcult
enough without having to bear the yoke of perfection.

Has Hilfaker told what Fisher would call a "good" story? I believe so.
The story definitely seeks to justify decisions and actions already made and
performed, and to determine future decisions and actions. Furthermore, in
telling the story, the physician did not use his expertise "to pronounce a
story that ends all storytelling" about the dilemmas arising from medicine's
scientific and technological successes. Rather, he engaged in public moral
argument by telling an illness story that allowed "persons" to be the
primary matter of interest. Guided by this interest, the story offered an
authentic response to the "demands of narrative rationality": it asked its
readers (the public and members of the medical community) to acknowledge
that they are fallible, that they thus will make mistakes, and that they
must be willing to admit such errors if they expect to maintain some
semblance of well-being in their personal and professional lives. The value
of this acknowledgement, it seems to me, is undeniable. But is this value
strong enough to bring together the medical community and its critics such
that the practice of medicine will no longer be plagued by its own
successes?

CONCLUSION

The case of medicine presented in this essay, and the way this case was
conceptualized by turning to Fisher's narrative paradigm, requires one to
ask this question. The idealism of Fisher's perspective - -its emphasis on
how stories that speak to the highest human values can lead people to the
"good life"--would suggest that Dr. Hilfiker's story should warrant serious
consideration from its audience. I hope this suggestion is correct, for
then one could be somewhat confident that a forthcoming answer to the
question would be: "yes." At the present time, however, I am afraid that
such confidence may be misleading. I say this for the following reason:
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The dilemmas confronting the medical community today are part of a
dense social and technological fabric; to separate the dilemmas from this
fabric is to obscure their real meaning: The scientific- technical expertise
of the medical community must be juxtaposed to the psychological orientation
of the patient (public); moral and legal questions raised by death cannot be
separated from historical, social, and economic issues; and in a democratic
society none of these concerns can be separated from the political reality
in which they occur. In this reality many stories are being told about the
dilemmas; they are all competing to be heard. Fish% tells us that such
competition is necessary if the "truth" is to prevail. But in the case of
medicine discussed here there are many truths at work: those of doctors,
patients, lawyers, theologian., politicians, and so on. Not all of these
truths coincide, despite the fact that they are heard in "good" stories.
How is the public to decide about which of these stories deserves the rest
attention? Is the public competent enough to make such a decision? Fisher
expresses hope that such competence exists. Public opinion polls suggest
that this is not the case.

This discrepancy points to a problem in Fisher's position: it is ton
idealistic, too trustful of a public mentality that I fear would only
perceive in Hilfiker's story an affirmation of its own bias against the
medical community. Hilfiker's story deserves more credit than this; the
narrative paradigm says so. The good life ought to prevail; I agree.
Still, I worry about how such idealism can play a role in the lives of
people who are caught up in the practical world of high tech medicine and
who are all struggling to have their individual expectations fulfilled as
they deal with matters of life and death. Professor Fisher's ideas suggest
that these people can find comfort in the power of the word. Let me say
once again: I hope he ie correct.
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RHETORIC AND SEMIOTIC IN SCIENTIFIC ARGUMENT: THE FUNCTILN OF
PRESUMPTION IN CHARLES DARWIN'S ORIGIN OF SPECIES ESSAYS

Anne Uolmquest
University of Louisville

Everyone, these days, would agree on the importance of the
enthymeme. but not everyone would agree on just what an enthy-
meme is.11 Likewise, within the study of argument, the problem
of presumption is deceptively simple: to what, specifically,
does "presumption" refer? Some have said "presumption" is:
"such a pre-occupation of the ground, Ls implies that it must
stand good until some sufficient reason is adduced against it."
Or, some have said, "presumption" is: "a posture toward change
that embodies a person's or a field's attitude toward a proce-
dure of proof." Or again, that: "presumption is that tension
between the premature denial of new knowledge, falsely retain-
ing old knowledge, on the one hand (the 'conservative presump-
tion'), and the premature acceptance of new knowledge, falsely
denying old knowledge on the other (the 'liberal presumption')."
But all three of these definitions differ from one which says
"presumption" is: one of the twelve "modal qualifiers" ( "cer-
tainly," "presumably," "for all that we can tell," etc.) any
argument may have, indicating the kind of rational strength to
be attributed toii "claim" on the basis of its relationship to
"grounds," "warrant," and "backing."2 What is presumption?

Others, by-passing the labor of definition altoglther,
have simply situated presumption in a "location," such as: in
a probability, in a tension with "burden of proof," within a
belief, attached to a belief, in an object of agreemaITiMost
identialTENET, in "the normal or the likely," in a belief
which is its own evidence, or in the property of the accused
by the cliche "he/she who asserts must prove." There are still
others, moreover, for whom the essential character of presump-
tion is situated in a logical construct, an audience-conferred
advantage, a conclusion drawn until the contrary is proven, or,
in three places at once--in an "objective" pre-occupation of
the ground, in a circumstantial inference, and in the "realistic"
interpretation of an audiencc.3 Where is presumption?

Such multiplicity of meanings in all the presumption-talk
is probably its most intriguing feature. For it is even common
for "some" people to have multiple senses of presumption within
a single work. In Willard's work there is presumption! (the
psychological sense), and presumption2 (the sociological sense),
while by presumption (sans subscripts) he says he shall mean
both. Goodnight borrows Whately's first formulation of pre-
sumption to use as his "conservative presumption," then posits
the "liberal presumption" LS its mirror opposite (both senses
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being sociological). Finally, as Gronbth.k has pointed out long
ago', even Whately had three versions of presumption--one as a
logical constant, one as a psychological construct, and the
third a matter of inference.4 Unfortunately, there are "others"
as well, I have in mind Stephen Toulmin and Richard Crable, who
have multiple senses of presumption, apparently without recog-nizing it themselves.5 So things are at least conceptually di-
verse in a number of ways, and maybe even mysterious. Yet, not
to despair, a word that is very easy to define is a word we can
well get along without.

Actually, we can make sense out of the situation by know-
ing that what "presumption" is for anybody depends on where
they are Waying arguments. No single stasis exists among the
conversationalists to the presumption-talk, so that it cannot
he argued once and for all: "Resolved, presumption is ."No, it is not ." Positions taken on presumptionifil
to be advanced as pertinent to a context for argument--ethics,
philosophy, the law, science, them public, or everyday discourse- -
and understood as such. That they are not always so advanced
goes without saying.

Arguably, the sense of presumptive ground will vary accord-
ing to the paracular issues in various contexts, and if we but
recognize it, the situation will make possible future studies
in comparative, applied presumption. I can explain the first
half of the previous sentence by saying that what is true of
rhetoric in general is a fortiori true of a rhetorical concept- -
presumption, and rhetoric caars as an overreaching, or archi-
tectonic method whose specific form depends upon the context in
which 4 is used and on the subject matter to which it is ap-plied." But then comes "the other shoe" to the meaning in the
second half of the sentence. Here, what is true of signs in
general may be true of the signs "rhetoric" and "presumption"
in particular. That is to say, "Every sign arising out of a
particular occasion will lose that particular reference in pro-
T:etion as we find it can he used on other occasions, and so
all words will at last in their individual capacity become gen-eral." At any rate, presently, there are various species of
presumption, suit,d to their own ecological niches. So all
things considered, there seems a virtue in not pretending to
have a "science" of presumption yet, that does not pretend to
be the last word on the term. Rather, the virtue is in toler-
ating the ambiguity so that the word can stretch across great
regions of study, or contexts of knowledge. For what is true
of the inherent ambiguity of language itself may be a fortiori
true of a word: "Meanings are stable--just stable enctiihfd--
make inference possible, not so stable as to make it unneces-
sary. Given nature's size, language otherwise could not reacharound it."8

Why consider one meaning of presumption over another? Orwhy consider on theoretical way over another way? What I wish
to be inferred from the discussion so far is, that any way into
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presumption must lead us in a hapless direction which theoriies
in this matter without inquiring: a)what actual phenomenon are
to be explained, and b) to what arena of argumentation the phe-
nomenon is pertinent. And if there be a fitting way into pre-
sumption, it must be one that takes the inquiring direction in-
dicated and furthermore, is fundamentally based upon a viable
theory of language. I have labored in this different direction.
And in what I desire to lay before the reader is the hope that
I may have a beginning which eventually will end in establish-
ing the rhetoric of science on a soundly useful basis.9

The word "presumption" has not hitherto been recognized as
a technical term of rhetoric and semiotic at once (this pair of
roots has been neglected), and in proposing it as such I do so
with a new conception to express (that of the presumptive in-
ference as an abduction), so as to fit it for the rhetoric of
science. Since no previous theories of presumption were ever
designed to apply to the rhetoric of science; and since no pre-
vious rhetorician of science has ever sought or developed a
theory of presumption; therefore, for these and other reasons
I arrived at the decision to use the word "presumption" to de-
note the "abduction" of a scientific argument. Adapting Charles
S. Peirce's philosophy of language and argument, I de'ine "pre-
sumption" in the sense of "abductive inference" as follows:
Presumption, in rhetorical argument, the hypothesis that some
very curious circumstance is a case of a certain general rule;
amounting to all but proof, or, it may be all but bas;less. 10
Applying this definition to Darwin's actual arguments in the
essays he wrote preceding the first publication of his "revo-
lutionary" Ori in of Species, we learn several things. First,
we see the sign'. icance of presumption specifically and rhet-
orical argument generally to Darwin's discovery of the path-
breaking theory in science. So, a fortiori, I am suggesting
that rhetoric makes an essential contribution to the acquisi-
tion of knowledge in a science (though, by no means is rhetoric
the "whole story" any more than it is something "merely pejora-
tive"). Secondly, applying this definition to the origin of
species discovery can result in students of argument learning
more about presumption as abduction from the very insightful
way in which Darwin used it.

To conclude the prolegomenon to the present essay, it is
good to keep in mind our purpose. Let us say that presumption
is such an important concept to study because conceptual atten-
tion and procedural assumptions about argument affect the possi-
FITity of change, resistance to EEIRM, and the possibility of
understanding different positions between speakers and audiences.
So, our purpose is to study presumptions because presumptions
affect how arguers interpret and investigate the rhetorical con-
ditions for the possibility of thinking "otherwise" than an aud-
ience already believes. To accomplish our declared purpose,
Peirce is peerless. To start with his adumbrations on abduc-
tion is to give a "significance" to presumption that no other
system can share.
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In this essay, my plimary goal is to defend the possibil-
ity of examining scientific argument using presumption as
abduction as the key concept for analysis and criticism.
The documents to he examined are the extant essays of Charles
Darwin in which he made known, to himself, the arguments in
biological thought that soon would be made known to others,
beginning in 1959 with the first publication of the Origin of
Species. In analyzing Darwin's discovery, however, I will not
be simply a contemporary voice for the Peirce fragments on
abduction. But in a second sense I will also be speaking for
Peirce, filling out the skeletal references to Darwin's logic
which were begun by Peirce, were never found, and perhaps were
never finished.

Peirce and Darwin were both scholars of the same century,
read many of the same philosophical books, and Peirce's first
reaction to Darwin's famous text is even recorded. His ini-
tial response was to say that "Mill's doctrine was nothing but
a metaphysical point of view to which Darwin's, which was nour-
ished by positive observation, must be deadly. 11 A scant few
other reactions to Darwin's work occur in Peirce's writings,
such as one in which Peirce compares the role of abduction in
logic to the role which reproduction plays in Darwin's origi-
nal theory (to produce variations) .12 Then there is the pas-
sage in which the American praises the Englishman for his hy-
pothesis which is, "argued with a wealth of knowledge, a strength
of logic, a charm of rhetoric, and above all with a certain mag-
netic genuineness that was almost irresistible."13

But the most mysterious passage of all is set up in this
way. In a fascinating chapter on "The Fixation of Belief,"
Peirce makes the bold claim that "every work of science great
enough to he well remembered for a few generations affords
some exemplification of the defective state of the art of rea-
soning of the time when it was writteq; and each chief step in
science has been a lesson in logic."14 What follows this in-
troduction is a unique paragraph on Darwin, describing the Dar-
winian controversy as a lesson in logic. After the second sen-
tence of the paragraph, Peirce closes the sub.2.ct with a foot-
note about Darwin's work: "What he did, a most instraCtive il-
lustration of the logic of science, will be described in another
chapter [where?); and we now know what was authoritatively de-
nied when I first suggested it, that he took a hint from Mal-
thus' hook on Population."15 The fragment of "what Darwin did",
which I have proposed to study under the rubric of presumption
as abduction, is apparently lost to this world. So it remains
for someone to act as Peirce's voice--to give a concrete, prac-
tical application of the use of abduction, and an application
to a text which Peirce himself said he found genuine, charming,
strong in logic, and wealthy in knowledge.

A commonplace in homiletics is to cite the text under scru-
tiny, so as to delimit the passages considered and review their
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content, before beginning an exegesis. I intend to follow a
similar procedure here by delimiting the works of Darwin on
which the analysis will be focused and reviewing the contents
of the scientist's hypothesis for its central claim and pre-
misses. Then I will develop the concept of presumption as
abduction with its several implications, show how an under-
standing of abduction can illuminate certain problems in the
"Darwin Industry" of scholarship, and apply the method of ab-
duction to "The First Pencil Sketch of 1842" and the "Essay
of 1844" in which Darwin developed the theory of the origin
of species.

Almost every story narrates the creation of The Origin
of Species as the culmination of a process of enlargement and
improvement that began approximately in 1837 after Darwin's
return from a five-year, worldwide voyage aboard the H.M.S.
Beagle. Invited aboard perhaps primarily for his gentle-
manly spirit (for his status as naturalist was not yet con-
firmed), 1/ Darwin spent most of his free time collecting geo-
logical, zoological, and botanical specimens in South Ameri-
ca. After returning to England, in 1837 Darwin began what
might be considered the first of his four pocket notebooks
on "the species problem" which he would compile from 1837-
1839 based on what he had collected and observed in South
America. Speaking of :he opening of the first notebook in
his autobiography, Darwin wrote: "In July [1837] I opened
my first notebook for facts in relation to the Origin of
Species, about which I had long reflectQd, and never ceased
working on for the next twenty years."16

Though perhaps the natural selection hypothesis was con-
ceived in some sense of "form" by 1839 or so, Darwin's world-
wide correspondence with a network of scientists in the 1830's,
1840's, and 1850's reveals the frame of mind of an arguer
searching to understand what he ought to believe about the
origin of species." In 1842, the theorist penciled a thirty-
five page sketch of an essay from the notes he had written in
a hurried, fragmented style and kept in personal notebooks on
"the species problem." Struck down by illness, probably from
a tropical disease acquired during the Beagle voyage and cer-
tainly a disease that debilitated him for the rest of his life,
the author did not improve his first pencil sketch of the species
theory until the writing of his 230-page "Essay of 1844."20 Of
these two preliminary essays to the 1859 Origin, the late Sir
Gavin de Beer, one of the foremost Darwin scholars, once said,
"They provide invaluable infgrmation on the way in which Darwin
was led to his conclusions."41

Although the exact date of Darwin's process of discovery
is unknown, but arguably falls somewhere between 1837 and 1845,
the fixing of an exact date is of less importance than that the
two essays were a part of his developing thought on "the species
problem." Since the problem of examining the complete develop-
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ment of .Darwin's theory of species would include a period from
1837-1889, a partial study focusing on the role of the essays
of 1842 and 1844 during the crucial period in the development
of his thought has the advantage of testing out the method of
approach I advocate before it is applied to such controversial
aspects of his discovery as the extant fragments. I consider
Darwin's unpublished essays on the origin of species hypothesis
to be rough drafts which were "struggling for existence," and
which can help investigators appreciate how a famous scientific
arguer discovered a now generally accepted hypothesis.

Now that the "text" under scrutiny has been delimited to
the essays, a second promise to review the contents of the ori-
gin of species theory needs to be fulfilled. This is an impor-
tant matter since, as Morse Peckham observes, "Darwin complained
often enough that few really understood the theory of Natural
Selection, and were he to examine various cultural histories
and even certain respected histories of science published since
his death, he would still complain. . . .4 Every worthwhile
hypothesis is in response to some crucial problem. For Charles
Darwin this problem was "the species problem" and Might be stated
as follows: flow, and in what way, do species and varieties dif-
fer from each other? Although his solution, the species hypoth-
esis, was constructed over time from a complex nexus of experi-
mentation, observation, and reasoning, it may be summarized by
emphasizing three key notions. First, it became evident through
observing surprising facts, that variation of animals and plants
under domestication and nature could only be explained on the
supposition that species gradually become modified. Second,
once one supposes that the fact of variation of species has oc-
curred, then some cause must be discovered which explains how
species are slowly modified. Darwin perceived that selecTIFIU
was the keystone of human success in making useful varieties of
animals and plants, thought that selection might also be the key
to modifications in a state of nature, but was not sure how this
applied. Thirdly, after reading "Malthus on Population"7-ibe
thought occurred to Darwin that, under the circumstances of the
struggle for existence, favorable variations would tend to be
preserved and unfavorable ones to be destroyed. If the struggle
for life which checks the number of progeny that live were sup-
posed, the formation of new species would be the result.

Stephen Toulmin wrote in The Uses of Argument that, "to
make a new or better argument TW-aliTriird is to make an ad-
vance in the substance of the field itself."23 There can be
no question that Charles Darwin's argument for the modification
of species changed the substance of not just one field, but sev-
eral-- natural history, geology, zoology, botany, and maybe even
philosophy.,.4 Ho (11(1 so by arguing for a hypothesis which went
through all the degrees of confidence from "baseless"--according
to himself as well as others--to "generally admitted" in the
1870's despite the fact that the genetic processes his causal
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argumeu; presumed were not even proven to exist until 1930!4nd
after. 43 Anyone who studies the works of Darwin will find eve-
ry evidence of an arguer attempting to argue, to himself and
others, what the most reasonable hypothesis might be to believe.
My hypothesis to explain how he argues is that he did so pri-
marily by using presumption in the sense of abduction- -and in
such an insightful way that even Peirce could not have foreseen.

What the significance of Darwin's argument was, where it
originated, and what structure of inference became the outstand-
ing feature of its architecture, are questions which have not
been satisfactorily answered either by the Darwin Industry of
scholarship or by the misconceptions implicit in the prevail-
ing theories regarding the logic of discovery. Ever since the
late nineteenth century, it has been generally believed that,
of his predecessors, Darwin alone understood the "significance"
of evolution. Yet what problems do scholars pursue, what ques-
tions do they ask, to arrive at an appreciation of such "sig=
nificance?" Scholars studying Darwin ask, for example: Why
did he delay publication of The Origin? Why did he study bar-
nacles so long? When did the reading of Malthus' doctrine af-
fect his theory? Why was it Charles Darwin, rqther than Alfred
Wallace, who is credited with "the discovery?"46

Even if these questions were answered adequately, and many
of them often are, it would still be necessary to explain what
method of argument figured in the development of his conclu-
sions. With but one exception, which I will discuss, the study
of argument does not occupy a central place in the Darwin In-
dustry, and whether the following is a reason for that, or just
part of the disappointment of it, also clear is the fact that
"rhetoric" has been given no place of any substance within the
Darwin Industry." As long as "rhetoric" is thought of in only
the narrowest re2nings--2s mere persuasion, as pretty language,
as figures of speech, as something "extra-scientific," as se-
duction (which is the case in the Industry), then "rhetorizal
argument" will suffer a similar fate. And by implication, "rhet-
orical argument" will have no place in a study of the "signifi-
cance" of Darwin's discovery. Reflecting years later upon his
own discovery, Darwin wrote: ". . .my success as a man of sci-
ence, whatever this may amount to, has been determined as far
as I can judge, by complex and diversified mental qualities
and conditions. Of these, the most important have been-- the
love of science--unbounded patience in long reflecting over any
subject--industry in observing and collecting factsand a fair
share of invention as well as of common sense." 46 Just what
can be said of his "fair share of invention" can be derived in
part by a study of the role of presumption as abduction in his
logic of discovery and by the existing evidence of its use. I

suggest that concentrating on !Darwin's discovery of his species
theory as a vivid instance of the use of presumption as abduc-
tion leads to several conclusions quite different from those now
generally held regarding Darwin and his hypothesis.
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Where the study of argument might conceivably be said to
have gained some attention among those in the Industry, it
has done so in what might be referred to as "the hypothetico-
deductive model" controversy. Here, the question has been:
Did.. Darwin's arguments regarding natural selecti2n fit the
logical empiricist hypothetico-deductive model? Since the
hypothetico-deductive model is directly derived from the log-
ic of deduction, and whereas many of the disputants to the
controversy who answer "no" to the question supply induction
as the chosen model, the controversy might more appropriately
be said to revolve about the question: What structure of in-
ference best captures the method of argument by which Darwin
was led to his discovery? The available answers we have to
choose from would then include deduction, induction, abduc-
tion, and, of course, seduction.

One reason which might account for the ability of the hy-
pothetico-deductive model to compel attention in the Darwin
Industry as the "approved" model of the argument is due to the
larger influence historians and philosophers of science have
had with the hypothetico-deductive method in the logic of sci-
entific argument. Here, Popper, Reichenbach, and Braithwaite
have long been imposing figures. Because of their influence,
Norwood Hanson reports, the "approved" answer to the question,
"Is there a logic of scientific discovery?" is "No." Hansonwrites:

Thus Popper argues: "The initial stage, the
act of conceiving or inventing a theory, seems to
me neither to call for logical analysis nor to be
susceptible of it." Again, "There is no such thing
as a logical method of having new ideas, or a log-
ical reconstruction of the process." Reichenbach
writes that philosophy of science "cannot he con-
cerned with [reasons for suggesting hypotheses],
but only with [reasons for accepting hypotheses]."
Braithwaite elaborates: "The solution of these
historical problems involves the individual psy-
chology of thinking and the sociology of thought.
None of these questions are our business here."30

On this view, the discovery of the hypothesis can only be ex-
plained by individual psychology, unusual sociological circum-
stances, or by a disciplinary explanation from psychology orsociology. Nonetheless, despite Popper's, Reichenbach's and
Braithwaite's intention that the hypothetico-deductive modelhe used for analyzing the arguments supporting already invented
hypotheses, in the hands of the hypothetico-deductive theoristsin the history and philosophy of science, the model is put to
use as an analysis of the structure of inference in discovery.

If such propositions as Popper et al. advance and as are
used by hypothetico-deductive theorists in the Darwin Industry
are to be accepted, then my theory must be abandoned. However,
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if the hypothetico-deductive theorists were to use the model
of Popper et al. for the purpose it is appropriate--for the
analysis of arguments supporting already invented hypotheses- -
then there would be no quarrel. My objection is that using
the hypothetico-deductive method to explain the logic of dis-
covery in Darwin's arguments is an ad hoc way of bringing de-
duction to bear on a question that Uauction cannot answer.
Popper et al. are right: the hypothetico-deductive structure
of inference is a model which illuminates the testing of an
argument, not the reasons which led an arguer to produce the
hypothesis in the first place. But Popper et al. are incor-
rect to further claim as a result that there can be no logic
of discovery. Advised by Peirce, what Holmquest advocates
is that deduction and induction both are useful for examin-
ing how Darwin tested his hypothesis, but that the logic of
presumption as abduction (which presupposes rhetoric and semi-
otic) is most useful for analyzing and criticizing how Darwin
arrived at his hypothesis in a reasonable way. The evidence
775Rhis essays and notebooks suggests that he used abduction
to reason toward the possibility of the hypothesis, wbjle he
used deduction and induction to test its probability."

On the view of "rhetoric" implied by the controversies in
the Darwin Industry, one might expect a study of how Charles
Darwin seduced the creationists by persuasion, of how charm-
ing was the domestic breeder analogy he used, how the points
in The Origin were arranged, or how the scientist decided to

muncomicate his theory once he had its substance." Yet, only
an appreciation for the artistic sense of "rhetoric" can give
it a place greater than something "extra-scientific" in this
literature. So, departing from the definition of "rhetoric"
as "persuasion" or "figures of speech," we arrive at the fol-
lowing definition. Of all the available definitions of "rhet-
oric," this one stands out as most appropriate in a study of
the logic of discovery in the the context of scientific argu-
ment.

According to Michael Hyde and Craig Smith, "rhetoric" is:
"not primarily a theory of forms, speeches, and persuasion;
rather, it is the 'practical mastery' that peoele have for mak-
ing known to others that which is understood."" In other
words, they mean, "Rhetoric is the process of making-known
meaning both to oneself and.others through the interpretive
understanding of reality. "34 To the extent that the latter
is an accurate restatement of their definition, I endorse it
with an amendment. For I hope to improve upon its presupposi-
tions by pointing out other presuppositions which the defini-
tion should presuppose. With the substitution I have in mind,
the resulting definition would read: Rhetoric is the process
of making-known something as something for somebody through
the interpretive understanding of reality. Why has such a move
been suggested? Because Hyde and Smith's definition lacks a
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recognition of the role of signs as mediators when something
is made known as something for somebody. Despite the inele-
gance, I make this suggestion in order to define a special
province for rhetoric and semiotic to explain how change oc-
curs in the linguistic possibilities of a scientific practice.

Together with the suggested definition, I would also as-
sert that the function of rhetoric ip,to provide advice in
the formation of ideas in a context.33 in addition, rhetoric
as a process with a primary function has two ends: (the in-
terpretive understanding of reality) for oneself is ti,e first
end, invention; and (the interpretive understanding of reality)
for others is the second end, judgment. Now that a perspective
on "rhetoric" has been established for the arena to be studied,
it is time to connect that perspective to an analysis of pre-
sumption in scientific argument.

It is impossible within the limits of a study to develop
the complete philosophy of the structure of inference I wish
to emphasize--presumption as abduction. Instead, a series
of already carefully investigated postulates, which at least
can be checked against the evidence, is advanced. According
to this manuscript, "presumption" in scientific argument shallmean: In rhetorical argument, the hypothesis that some very
curious circumstance is a case of a certain general rule; a-
mounting to all but proof, or, it may be all but baseless. To
summarize, consider the concept in Peirce's own words:

Presumption, or, more precisely, abduction
(which the present writer believes to have been
what Aristotle's twenty fifth chapter of the. sec-
ond Prior Analytics imperfectly described under
the name (aieek)N/owor, until Apellicon substi-
tuted a single wrong word and thus disturbed the
sense of the whole), furnishes the reasoner with
the problematic theory which induction verifies.
Upon finding himself confronted with a phenomenon
unlike what he would have expected under the cir-
cumstances, he looks over its features and notices
some remarkable character or ralation among them,
which he at once recognizes as being characteris-
tic of some conception with which his mind is al-
ready stored, so that a theory is suggested which
would explain (that is, render necessary) that
which is surprising in the phenomena."

In addition to this summation, two other comments from Peirce
are particularly telling. First, he says, "Presumption is
the only kind of reasoning which supplies pew ideas, the onlykind which is, in this sense, synthetic."31 Next, and more
boldly, he writes, "All the ideas of science come to it byway of Abduction. Ahduction consists in studying facts and
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devising a theory to explain them. Its only justifi=cation
is that if we arg ever to understand things at all, it mustbe in that way."8

Take the purpose of presumption as abduction to be to
start inquiry: to start with facts, and proceed to initiate
an account for the facts, which will lend to the end of the
surprise, and the beginning of an expgctation by which onewill not be disappointed for a time.3 N As Peirce said, the
purpose of the process of explanation is to show that the hy-
pothesis might have been expected, had the facts been fully
known. 413 Then given the purpose of the inference, abductiontakes a special form.

To understand abduction as a form of non-necessary rea-
soning, one must become familiar with "the case" as the un-
known which is inferred, and "the hypothesis" which bringsthis about. Consulting Peirce, we learn:

Long before I first classed abduction as an in-
ference it was recognized by logicians that the oper-
ation of adopting an explanatory hypothesis--which is
just what abduction is--was subject to certain condi-
tions. Namely, the hypothesis cannot be admitted,
even as a hypothesis, unless it be supposed that it
would account for the facts or some of them. The
form of inference, therefore, is this:

The surprising fact, C, is observed;
But if A were true, C would be a matter of course,
Hence, there is reason to suspect that A is true.

Thus A cannot be abductively inferred, or if you pre-
fer the expression, cannot be abductively conjectured
until its entire content is already present in the pre;
miss, "If A were true, C would be a matter of course."1

The form of an abductive inference consists of three premisses,
A surprising fact(s), C, is observed, and begs for explanation.
Next, a hypothesis, A, is proposed that would account for the
surprising fact(s), if it were true. Finally, an arguer sup-
poses that there is reason to suspect that the hypothesis pro-posed is true. Peirce believed that we commonly say the hy-
pothesis is adopted "for the sake of explanation."44 Yet a
frequent misconception that occurs is to take Peirce to mean
that the hypothesis explains only the surprising fact, when
actually it explains more. When we understand what Peirce
meant when he said, "every abductive inference is thought, atthe time of drawing it as one of a possible class of infer-
ences," then we understand the hypothesis A in abduction is
inferred as a single conclusion, yes, but yet as "a case."43

One of the indispensable elements of the form of abduction
to grasp is "the case" as a particular which allows general-
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sties to be inferred. According to our understanding, once
one argues, "Presumably, hypothesis A," that arguer means
hypothesis A explains the surprising circumstance, C; but
he/she also speaks as if A were a fortiori true of a phe-
nomenon of which C is potentially 5EITTTart. The infer-
ence of "the case" must be construed in this broad way be-
cause Peirce was of the opinion that scientific reasoning
is always about a phenomenon not an isolated fact. For
time and again, in various ways, he says: "An isolated
fact is precisely what a demand for an explanation never
refers to; it always applies to some fact connected to oth-
er facts which seem to render it improbable."'" Abduction
starts with an event, a circumstance, a result, a fact.
Rut it uses the present result to make an argument about
an absent, but future phenomenon. For a pragmatist, a
phenomenon refers to facts at our fingertips and facts
that are conceivable and possible in the future. Since
a phenomenon does not refer to any single event in the
past, abduction can hardly be an inference about a single,
particular instance.

Notice, too, how Peirce's fleffAition of a hypothesis is
compatible with the action of the case" I have described.
Here Peirce affirms how the entertaining of a hypothesis
creates the movement of thought that alone leads to genu-
inely new knowledge:

Any proposition added to observed facts, tending
to make them applicable in any way to other circum-
stances than those under which they were observed,
may be called a hypothesis.

. . .The first starting
of a hypothesis and the entertaining of it, whether
as a simple interrogation or with any degree of con-
fidence, is an inferential step which ,I propose to
call abduction.45

With this last definition, therefore, we have now explicated
the associations of all the key terms in the definition of
presumption. Presumption: in rhetorical argument, the la-
pothesis that some very curious circumstance is a case of a
certain general rule, amounting to all but proof, 6TTt may
be all but baseless.

Abduction also must be distinguished from deduction and
induction to be understood, but that does not mean that ab-
duction is incompatible with these logical inferences. Ab-
duction having provided a thinker with a suggested theory,
or at least a reasonable guess, he/she proceeds to the Sec-
ond and Third Stages of Inquiry.46 As a second stage in
the reasoning, one may use deduction by deducing from the
discovered theory a "promiscuous" variety of consequences
to the effect that if we perform a certain act we shall find

-387-

406

ourselves confronted with certain experiences. Continuing
with the reasoninp process, induction occurs in the third
stage of inquiry. Induction is an operation of experimen-
tally testing a hypothesis which consists in remarking that
if the hypothesis is rational, observations made under par-
ticular conditions ought to have particular results. Peirce
was of the view that when a hypothesis has sustained a test-
ing--by deduction, induction, or both--as severe as the pre-
sent state of knowledge in the particular discipline under
investigation will allow, the hypothesis will be admitted
provisionally into the record of achievements, subject to
reconsideration along with all the other achievements when
the discipling is in a position to insist upon another grade
of security.4' Thus, inference of the presumptive, abduc-
tive kind includes those arguments in which (1)the facts as-
serted in the premisses do not compel the truth of the fact
concluded but instead suggest its possibility, and (2)where
the "significant" observations are actually additions to di-
rectly observed facts. Since the purpose is to start in-
quiry, and the probative strength is judged by application
using other logics, any one abductive argument can register
degrees of confidence ranging from a naive expression in the
interrogative mood, to a fair guess, to a question meriting
attention by others, up through the appraisal of plausibility,
even to an uncontrollable inclination to believe."

Given the preceding analysis of abduction, I would ex-
tend four conclusions as postulates: (1)Since an abduction
amounts to an addition to observed facts, characters cannot
be counted as things but must be estimated according to their
significance; (2)"Significance" specifically means substitu-
ting a general expression for particular characters (and gen-
erally means something is taken as a sign for something else);
(3)Presumption as abduction replaces a "tangle of predicates"
about facts with a general expression, thereby inviting a
crucial role for language in discovery; (4)Language is not
secondary to logic nor is language secondary to empirical oh-
servation--the language of rhetorical argument respects both
logic and observationAhut does not admit either to he primary
when accompanying it."

Arguably, the "highest powers" of reasoning are needed
to conclude the "significance" of an event when an interpre-
tation actually may not exist yet but rather may be in the
future, as what would be "the case."" To evoke the non-
existent which, for all we know may be, implies vision or in-
sight. Concerniiii-tEF-f57M-R-abduction specifically, the
conclusion of the argument which is ..nferred through the for-
mation of an interpretation is something previously unknown- -
the minor premiss, or "the case." Reasoning by abduction,
an arguer realizes the significance of something he/she did
not so realize before, and sets forth a new way of paying at-
tention that previously did not exist. Hence, the arguer
communicates something as something for somebody--communi-
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sates an interpretation to oneself and others. This is dis-
covery, understood through rhetoric and semiotic.

The task of rhetoric, Peirce believed, is to offer ad-
vice for administering the conditions by which, even in a
scientific intelligence, one sign creates another sign and
especially

si
one thought-is created on the basis of another

thought.Unfortunately, though, he did not deal with ab-
duction insofar as it bears a particular relevancy to a spe-
cific endeavor. 'obviously, then, the whole point of study-
ing Charles Dar4in as a "revolutionary" scientific thinker
is to investigate whether signs acd thoughts create other
signs and thoughts in such a way that a doctrine of rhetoric
and semiotic--focused on presumption as abduction--can be
said to explain the scientist's argumentation as a process
of rhetorical change. My argument is that nothing but ab-
duction would so much contribute to an understanding of "rhet-
oric" as it functions in the production of knowledge by "the
logic of discovery," and provide an explanation of the "sig-
nificance" of Darwin's arguments.

If Darwin started reasoning with a hypothesis not a fact,
as the hypothetico- deductive theorists are wont to believe, it
was a very old hypothesis not a new one for when he went to
South America Darwin was a creationist. In 1834 at Valparai-so he wrote: "I have already found beds of recent shells yet
retaining their colour at an elevation of 1300 feet, and be-
neath, the level country is strewn with them. It seems not
a very improbable conjecture that the want of animals may be
owing to none having been created since this country wasraised from the sea."52 And yet, slowly Darwin began to col-
lect too many facts which were unexpected on the creationist
view. A useful summary of the TiEfs whi-Eh surprised him to
think otherwise are contained in his autobiography, but ap-
peared before that in the "Essay of 1844":

During the voyage of the Beagle I had been
deeply impressed by discovering in the Pampean
formation great fossil animals covered with ar-
mour like that on the existing armadillos; sec-
ondly by the manner in which closely allied ani-
mals replace one another in proceeding south -
.ards over the Continent; and thirdly, by the
South American character of most of the produc-
tions of the Galapagos archipelago, and more
especially by the manner in which they differ
slightly on each island of the group; none of
the islands appearing to be very ancient in a
geological sense."

These are the facts he was struck with, but what form
did he use to hypothesize about them? He continues:
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It was evident that such facts as these, as
well as many others, could only be explained on
the supposition that species gradually become
modified; and the subject haunted me. But it
was equally evident that neither the action of
the surrounding conditions, nor the will of the
organisms (especially in the case of plants),
could account for the innumberable cases in which
organisms of every kind are begytifully adapted
to their habits of life. . .

If Darwin went aboard the Bea le as a creationist, even a
budding Cambridge clergyman, ow did he arrive at the di-
rectly opposite conclusion?

Evidence indicates that he did so by proposing a new
hypothesis upon being confronted with the observation of
surprising facts (and armed with an available hypothesis
that did not explain the surprise) Consider this:

To be brief, I assume that species nrise
like our domestic viaTiTies with much extinc-
tion; and then test this hypothes11by compar-
ison with as many general and pretty well-estab-
lished propositions as I can find made out, - -in
geographical distribution, geological history,
affinities, etc. And it seems to me that, sii-
posinn,that such hypothesis were to explain such
generalpropositions, we ought, in accordance with
the common way of following all sciences, to ad-
mit it till some better hypothesis be found out.
. . .I do not much underrate the many huge,

m
diffi-

culties on this view, but yet it seems to e to
exPlaiptoo much, otherwise inexplicable, to be
false.

Through the surprise of facts followed by the positioning of
a new hypothesis to explain the surprise, thereby belief was
disturbed, doubt was created, and Darwin was led to consider
a new belief in regard to species: "These facts [species of
a larger genera in each country would often present more ver-
ities than the species of a smaller genera] are of plain sig-
nification on tho view that species are only strongly-marked
and permanent varities."" Consider also that the same abduc-
tive pattern seems to appear whether his aim is to explain
a small set of surprising facts or to explain a whole class
of facts as "the case." First notice the former from the
essay of 1842: "Now this wonderful fact of hand, hoof, wing,
paddle and claw being the same, is at once explicable on the
principle of some parent-forms. . .becoming through infinite
number of small selections adapted to various conditions."57
While in the "Essay of 1844" he expects the hypothesis to ex-

-390-

409



plain an entire class of facts:

It is evident that when in each species of a
group its organs consist of some other part meta-
morphosed, that there must also be a "unity of
type" in such a group. And in the cases as that
above given in which the foot, hand, wing, and pad-
dle are said to be constructed on a uniform type,
if we could perceive in such parts or organs traces
of an apparent change from some other use or func-
tion, we should strictly include such parts,er or-
gans in the department of morphology.

. . ."

Numuerous diverse examples could be adduced to show that Dar-
win reasoned to his hypothesis by the method of abduction:
"All of what you kindly say about my species work," he wrote
to Joseph Hooker, "does not alter one iota my long self-ac-
knowledged presumption in accumulating facts and speculating
on the subject of variation, without having worked out my
due share of species."59

Without having demonstrated for the audience my due
share of examples of abduction, the probability of my hy-
pothesis cannot be said to be established. Throughout this
essay, however, my concern has been to establish a possibil-
ity--the possibility of having a theoretical reason for en-
tering a scientific controversy, for entering one particu-
lar Darwinian controversy, and the possibility of applying
presumption as anduction to scientific arguments. So I will
conclude this essay by offering what can be gained by such a
study as I advocate if my theory be true. To borrow Earwin's
line, "it seem§ to explain too much, ot'erwise inexplicable,
to be false.""

What we gain if presumption as abduction be applied as
a tool of criticism to the essays of 1842 and1844 is an ap-
preciation for the insightful way in which Darwin reasoned
that the creationist explanation must be superseded. The ba-
sic pattern of abductive inference he used many times: a sur-
prising fact, C, occurs; if A were true, C would be a matter
of course; suppose A is true. By 1842 and 1844 though, Dar-
win had complicated this pattern in two important ways as he
sought to discover the most reasonahle position to take on
"the species problem."

In the first place, he expressed an essential disagree-
ment between he and the creationists about what represented
"a surprising fact" in nature (an anomaly). Facts which re-
ceived no explanation, or else a miraculous one, were surpri-
sing to Darwin and became expected on his view of species.
Likewise, facts which were seen as surprising to the crea-
tionists were considered common happenings in nature on the

410 -391-

interpretation of Darwin's theory. And he explicitly pointed
iut this tension between the views about what counts as a sur-
;rising fact. In a sense, then, Charles Darwin provided the
stimulus of interpreting something as a surprise for somebody
whc 'lid not "see" that, implied that since there was a surprise
thena causal explanation was needed, and finally solved a prob-
lem others were content to forever relegate to the unknown.

Consider the following passages where Darwin starts by
arguing that what appears wonderful--the fact of extinction--
is to be expected:

The extinction of the larger quadrupeds. . .

has been thought little less wonderful than the ap-
pearance of new species; and has, I think, chiefly
led to the belief of universal catastrophes.

. .

If the rule is that organisms become extinct by be-
coming rarer and rarer, we ought not to view their
extinction, even in the case of the larger quadru-
peds, as anythipg wonderful and out of the common
course of evgpts. For no naturalist thinks it won-
derful that one species of a genus should be rare
and another abundant, notwithstanding he be quite
incapable of explaining the causes of the compara-
tive rareness. . . . No doubt there are in each
case good causes: but they are unknown and unper-
ceived by us. May we not then safely infer that as
certain causes are acting unperceived around us,
and are making one species to be common and another
exceedingly rare, that they might equally well cause
the final extinction of some species without heing
perceived by us?"'

Contrast the above with Darwin's view about what ought to be
considered "wonderful" instead: "In a future part of this
work [Essay of 1844] we shall show that, as a general rule,
groups of allied species gradually apppear and disappear,
one after the other, on the fact of the earth, like the in-
dividuals of the same species: and we shall then endeavor
to show the probable cause of this remarkable fact."6h Time
after time, Darwin argued that what creationists marvelled at
were common events in nature; for unlike them, he invented
causes in nature to explain anything he marvelled at, imply-
ing any scientist should do the same.

In the process of trying to conclude for himself the
possibility of the introduction of fresh species being a
natural in opposition to a miraculous or perhaps unknown
event, Darwin also suggested that the causal argument for
transmutation of species used observation and reasoning to
actually explain nature whereas the creationist account a-
mounted to sometimes restating a fact, sometimes begging
the question, and even sometimes invoking an "empty metaphor"
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where "plain signification" was needed." For instance, hesays;

Now these several facts, though connected to-
gether, must by the creationist (though the geol-
ogist may explain some of the anomalies) be con-
sidered as so many ultimate facts. But it is ab-
solutely opposed to every analogy, drawn from the
laws imposed by the Creator on inorganic matter,
that facts, when connected, should be considered
as ultimate and not the direct consequences of
more general laws.64

Also, he says, "I repeat, these wondrous facts, of parts cre-
ated for no use in past and present time, all can by my the-
ory receive simple explanation; or they receive none and we
must be content with some empty metaphor, as that of de Can-
dolle, who compares creation to a well-covered table, and says
abortive organs may be compared to the dishes (some should be
empty) placed symmetrically. e65 So Darwin was an arguer who
supplied both the interpretation for what represented a sur-
prising fact, and the interpretation for what causal hypothe-
sis represented the explanation. Thus, if any opponent ob-
jected to the first premiss of abduction (a surprising fact,
C, is observed and begs for explantion), he had already made
the acceptance of it part of his discovery.

As part of the argument for the natural selection of spe-
cies, he focused on the representation of surprises in naturein order to argue that the cause he foresaw was at least pos-sible. So, in the first place, Darwin's leap of abductive in-
ference was so bold because arguing for the possibility im-
plied that he preferred to reason on the basis of unknown
causes than either to rest in the belief of the creationists
of "creation" as "a process he [the zoologist] knows not what ,e66
or to say with Whewell that "thg,beginnings of all things sur-
pass the comprehension of man."'

In the second place, I think Darwin used abduction in-
sightfully because he showed that something is unknown morethan it is known(implying present belief should be disturbed,not left at rest). Considering the second premiss of abduc-tion (if hypothesis A were the case, surprising fact C would
be explained), he proposed a causal hypothesis as a suggestion
but at the same time proposed that a path to greater knowledge
was unobtainable without this bold hypothesis. His intention
was to enliven people to the possibility that organisms vary;the possibility that variation is unlimited; and hence, pos-sibly, species modify and are not independently created.

The way he accomplished such a feat was in large part
through an a fortiori argument from the known practice of
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domestic breeding to produce variation in agriculture and
horticulture. The distinguishing feature of the domestic
breeder argument is the a fortiori nature, not the super-
ficial analogical character of it, and a focus on presump-
tion as abduction leads us to this appreciation. Arguably,where Darwin distinguished himself from all previous the-
orists of evolution rests in the power of the a fortiori
argument of domestic breeding.

ing:
In a nutshell, here is the argument from domestic breed-

It is wonderful what the principle of Sel-
ection by Man, that is the picking out of indi-
viduals with any desired quality, and breeding
from them, and again picking out, can do. Even
breeders have been astonished at their own re-
sults. They can act on differences inappreciableto an uneducated eye. Selection has been method-
ically followed in Europe for only the lasTFiTr
century. But it has been occasionally, and even
in some degree methodically, been followed in the
most ancient times. There must have been also a
kind of unconscious selection from the most an-
cient times, namely, in the preservation of the
individual animals. . .most useful to each race
of man in his particular circumstances. . . .

I am convinced that intentional and occasional
selection has been the main agent in making our
domestic races. Now suppose there was a being,
who did not judge by mere external appearance,
but could study the whole internal organisation- -
who never was capricious--who should go on select-
ing for one end during millions of gengrations,
who will-say what he might not effect."

What Darwin did was to set up an a fortiori argument through
the known practice of domestic breeding to show the possi-
bility of variation. If visible, external variations arecreated by "intentional selection," he argued, all the more
might "unconscious selection" produce slight variations, un-
perceived by us, in the state of nature. He writes: "Thiskind of insensible selection. . .we may feel nearly sure,
from what we see has been done by the more direct method of
separate selection within the last fifty years in England,
would in the course of some 1,000 years produce a marked
effect. "6 Furthermore, "If man were during 10,003 years tobe able to select, far more diverse animals from horse or
cow, I should expect there would lit far less differences in
the very young and foetal state."'"

On the basis of the essays of 1842 and 1844, one could
conclude that the domestic breeder argument was used because:
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(1)time was such an unknown variable to selection (we can-
not perceive the intermediate steps between forms even in
intentional selections); (2)if domestic effects can be se-
lected in a short time, possibly natural effects have taken
place during the long duration of life on earth; (3)if fa-
vorable conditions for variation under domestication have
made efficient changes, then less favorable conditions in
nature might produce slight variations and (4)knowledge
of domestic breeding is greater than naturalists' knowledge
of the definition and classification of natural species and
varieties.

Due to these advantages, Darwin invoked the practice
of domestic breeding as a "constant" for scientific research
and the basis for an a fortiori argument. By himself, in-
valid OT not, he coula FicTE-TfTay experimentally everything
he needed to know. So he hypothesized about nature from
what he could show happened domestically. In effect, he
was claiming more than he knew in order to know something
new. What made his abduction unbelievable also allowed for
foresight. When pressed by objections the only other rea-
sons he comld bring forth to show that the unknown is great-
er than the known and that unlimited variation is possiblewere (1)variations are so slowly accumulated as to be un-
perceived, (2)"Nature doesn't make leaps," and (3)the imper-
fection of the geological record. And yet, with only a few
exceptions says Ernst Mayr.and others, modern biology has
proven his foresight true." In a slightly different way,
I think Peirce would have found Darwin's epistemological
stance, especially about the unknown, to be proven true al-
so. Peirce writes: "Notwithstanding all that has been dis-
covered since Newton's time, his saying that we are little
children picking up pretty pebbles on the beach while the
ocean lies before us unexplored remains substantially as
true as ever, and will do so though we shovel up the pebbles
by steam shovels and carry them off in carloads."72 "Pre-
sumably" means "for all we know; "for all we know," "pre-
sumably."

The skillful use of knowledge of domestic breeding as
an a fortiori argument, the insightful handling of the repre-
sentatT5TErsurprising facts, the act of beginning to rea-
son with a surprise then making a leap into the unknown--
these features cannot be explained on a hypothetico-deductive
account of argument. Rather, they appear as "ultimate facts."
But on the view of presumption as abduction these features
of argument are connected to one another as well as to other
facts, and are explicable. A complete demonstration of their
possibility and probability may well provide the basis for a
new interpretaiton of Darwin, presumption, and rhetoric in
the future.
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PUNCTUATED EQUILIBRIA: A CASE STUDY IN SCIENTIFIC
AND PARA-SCIENTIFIC ARGUMENT

JOHN LYNE
UNIVERSITY OF IOWA

Readera of popular magazines, having recently seen articles
with titles such as "Darwin's Mistake,"1 "Darwin On The Run
Again," and " Science Contra Darwin, might suspect that some
major upheaval is in progress within the scientific community
concerning the status of evolutionary theory. The indications
come from mainstream sources, such as the "Science" section of
Newsweek, which even if not an impeccable scientific source in
its own right, is a reasonably good barometer of what is
publicly sayable about science. The specter of evolution under
attack is in itself nothing new, of course, as Darwin-baiting has
long been a favored cultural pastime of our more flamboyant
preachers, textbook critics, and other guardians of public
morals. But such exercises, at least since the time of Darwin's
triumph, were generally attacks from the outside--rear guard
actions from those who did not know or did not accept the
authority of science in questions considered a part of the moral
domain. The difference in this case is that the purported attacks
come from within the scientific establishment and thus turn the
received authority of science against itself.

One might speculate on how this news would resonate for the
typical reader--the reader who has little background in biology
beyond that one high school course (with the textbook that
ventured a few cautious paragraphs about the theory of
evolution). Might it for instance confirm a secret suspicion
that, after all, humankind arose from more dignified origins than
the primordial slime? Might it strike a ready nerve, calling up a
reflexive assurance that there are indeed chinks in the armor of
science? Might it help to revive the sense of myetfcy about the
universe that science seems forever conspiring to quash? Such
questions probe some of the pychological consequences of the way
scientific authority is constructed and reconstructed, and at
some point I hope to return to them. For present purposes,
however, my point of entry is a more structural question. I want
to understand how, in a case such as this, a movement among
"different audiences can transform an argument. For a scientific
specialist to move to broader audiences is a high-risk game, but
one for which the potential payoff can be great. It can on the
one hand enhance the practical potency of a theory by concealing
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its vulnerabilities, but it can also expose the theorist to new
threats. The game itself, however, is in the end not one of the
theorist's own making. It is, rather, a game of intersecting and
overlapping communities, each of which might either stimulate or
provide a check on the others.

The word "game" can mislead, however. More is at stake here
than strategies of subterfuge and contrivances for winning. The
regulative ideals of the scientific community need to be
recognized, even when they are not fully controlling. But a
rational account of a many-sided controversy also requires a
conception of rationality liberal enough to admit the different
knowledge frames in which the controversialists participate. In
order to do justice to the rational content of the arguments one
must not fall prey to that caricature of rationality which
presumes that to join in argument all participants must share the
same assumptive frames, standards of evidence, and rules of
inference. Arguments that matter do not occur in such a "flat'
world. If they did, they would press out conclusions
mechanically--a task for which the computer might be better
suited than people. Because what is interesting, argumentatively,
is net mechanical, a rational account of arguing must tell of
those shifting, vital formations that keep issues alive and
unsettled, or simply, arguable. A genuinely rational account of
an argument should not leave its pragmatic value a mystery.

This biological debate is not the product of arguers who
share the same assumptive frames, standards of evidence, and
rules of inference. In fact not all who participate in it even
have scientific purposes. At best, within the narrowest scope of
the technical debate, the standards and purposes heavily overlap.
At worst, within the broadest scope of the public controversy, as
when the creationists appropriate Stephen Jay Gould's words to
make their case against Darwin, they are irremediably different.
Even within the strictly scientific literature, however, this is
not a controversy in which the participants share a common
disciplinary matrix, but one in which the gaps between different
knowledge bases make an essential contribution to the dynamics of
the argument. Different people get into this fray for difference
reasons, and they do so with different preditQositions and
resources. The same may be said of the multiple audiences for
this debate, some of whom are active participants and some of
whom, participate only from the armchair. The controversy
functions in different ways for different people, but it is
possible to trace a general trajectory of its evolution.

THE FIRST AUDIENCE ENGAGED

The story I am telling begins with a 1972 essay entitled ,
"Punctuated Equilibria: An Alternative to Phyletic Gradualism."'"
Paleontologists Niles Eldredge, of the American Museum of Natural
History, and Stephen Jay Gould, of Harvard, collaborated there in
an effort to explain what paleontologists since before Darwin had
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.considered a problems the gaps in the fossiZ record. Darwin
himself had offered various reasons why we should not expect to
find a complete record of the transition among life forms. These
included the tendency of nature to cover its own tracks ('Nature
may almost be said to have guarded againgt the frequent discovery
of her transitional or linking forms,'),, and science's still
very spotty knowledge of the fossils. His metaphor is worth
extended quotations

. I look at the natural geological record, as a
history oC the world imperfectly kept, and
written in a changing dialect; of this history we
possess the last volume alone, relating only to
two or three countries. Of this volume, only here
and there a short chapter has been preserved; and
of each page, only here and there a few lines.
Each word of the slowly-changing language, in
which the history is supposed to be written,
being more or less different in the interrupted
succession of chapters, may represent the
apparently abruptly changed forms of life,
entombed in our consecutive, but widely
separated, formations.

In speaking here of the 'apparently abruptly changed forms of
life," Darwin seemed to think the abruptness only apparent, for
it was an essential tenet of his theory that nature does not make
jumps ("Nature non Tacit saltine"). Indeed, so central to his
theory was this premise, or so he believed, that he reckoned any
documented jump in organic evolution would count as what we in
the post-Popperian era would call the falsifying conditions of
his theory: 'If it could be demonstrated that any complex organ
existed, which could not possibly have been formed by numerous,
successive, slight modifications, my theory would absolutely
break down.' And this war because the very notion of natural
selection, or so he believed, depended on gradualism. "Why should
not Nature have taken a leap from structure to structure 7' he
asks the readers of On The Origin of speciee. 'On the theory of
natural selection,' he answers, 'we can clearly understand why
she should not: for natural selection can act only by taking
advantage of slight successive variations: she can never take a
leap, but must advance by the shortest and slowest steps." All
the while, Darwin noted the great difficulty in finding complete
transitional evidence within the existing record,,a difficulty,
he wrote, that "pressed so hardly' on his theory.'

The difficulty of filling the gaps in the fossil record has
remained a challenge to paleontologist, and it has continued to
pose theoretical questions. To the anti-evolutionist preachers,
these gaps are a rhetorical playground, on which has been created
a veritable genre of discourser, on the 'holes' in evolutionary
theory. To much of the general public, continued news of these
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gaps helps to keep evolution in a status of being 'only a theory'
(where 'theory' is taken as roughly equivalent to 'hypothesis').
To scientists, the gaps take on variable theoretical
significance, depending in part on their disciplinary
specialties. For paleontologists, Eldredge and Gould offered a
fresh perspective on the fossil record, which, had certain
methodological implications, e.g. for how an evolutionary curve
is plotted out over time. But what of the theoretical purport?
Here the story was to become more tangled and complicated, as the
theoretical implications of the 'punctuated equilibria" notion
have been pushed rather boldly by Gould beyond the more cautious
position taken by Eldredge and Gould in 1972.

THE GRADUALIST PICTURE FRAMED

The original piece by Eldredge and Gould was as much a
meta-theoretical as a theoretical statement, concerned with the
relationship between theories and data. Their general point was
that one's theoretical models will shape the process of data
collection and will even determine what counts as data . They
took this as relatively well established in the philosophy of
science but insufficiently appreciated among practicing
scientists. "Inductivist notions continue to control the
methodology and ethic of practicing scientists raised in the
tradition of British empiricism," they observed, and this
produced a kind of naivete about the way information is
accumulated. Most paleontologists, they found, were held captive
to a "picture' of evolution as a steady, gradual process.
According to this picture, the fossil record would ideally
consist of a long sequence of continuous, finely graded
intermediate forms linking ancestors to descendants. Any break in
that sequence would be taken as an imperfection in the
record--it could not be seen as a possible jump in the
evolutionary sequence itself. The expectation of a faulty record
generated a kind of institutionalized response to discontinuities
in the fossils. Eldredge and Gould found 'a nearly-ritualized
invocation of the inadequacy of the fossil record,' whenever a
graded continuum could not be documented (p. 97). They wished to
awaken their fellow paleontologists to the presence of these
theoretical blinders.

The bias toward gradualism had discernible historical roots.
In Darwin's time, the anti-evolutionists aligned with the
' castrophist' doctrine, which held that geological change had
always teen abrupt, and that the creation of species too had been
abrupt. Although organic evolution could be conceived as either
a continuous or a discontinuous process, the opponents of
evolution of course held that species were created in a divine
instant. Perhaps this led Darwin to see the fate of his theory as
bound up inseparably with the gradualist position. In the modern
' synthesis,' the evident power of a reductive method further

-406-

425



helped to institutionalize gradualism., When the various sciences
of genetics, natural history, paleontology, morphology, and
botany were brought together under an inclusive set of Darwinian
principles in the 1930's and 40's, this 'synthesis' had a
unifyips power that, according to Gould, became increasingly
rigid. What began as 'expansive, generous, and pluralistic,'
he contends, hardened into an insistence upon genetic
micromutation and,gradual selection under natural selection. In
their 1977 paper, Gould and Eldredge would also observe the
suspicious compatibility of gradualism with a Western ideological
commitment to gradual, progressive' change. Thus, it was not in
scientific theory alone that the roots of the gradualist bias
would be found.

By the same token, it may not be in scientific theory alone
that the roots of punctuated equilibria can be found. As one
"picture' offered in replacement of another, Eldredge and Gould
held in the 1972 essay, punctuated equilibria will rot be proved
or disproved "in the rocks' (pace Dr. Johnson); rather, it will
provide a better way of interpreting fossil data. At stake, they
seemed to be saying, is a kind of imagery. On the side of
phyletic gradualism is the image of a 'stately unfolding".in the
history of evolution--a branching tree. On the side of
punctuated equilibria is a more artificial looking, constructed
graph, modelling long periods of stability, occasionally and
abruptly interrupted by short bursts of speciation. But each
picture prescribes a methodological preference, so the issue is
not simply an aesthetic one. For phyletic gradualism, the picture
prescribes treating discontinuities as mere absences in the
record. For punctuated equilibria, such gaps become presences. As
Gould and Eldredge would put it in 1977, their model authorizes
'treating stasis as data.'

What had suggested this revised picture to Eldredge and Gould
was a theory of speciation found ig biology and authoritatively
formulated by Ernst Mayr in 1563.'" This theory of how new
species arise, the theory of allotropic speciation, had become
the theory of speciation among biologists, according to Eldredge
and Gould; and yet it.did not seem to be fully appreciated by
paleontologists. They thus presented themselves as interpreters
of the theory to paleontology. "Since paleontology has always
taken its conceptual lead from biology (with practical guidance
from geology),' they wrote,' was inevitable that
paleontologists should try to discover the meaning of the
biospecies for their own science'(p. 92). The theory seemed to
hold significant implications not only for understanding the
origins of species, but for where and how one should expect to
find fossil evidence of speciation. One section from the 1972
essay provides an especially good summary of these implications:

The central concept of allopatric apeciation is
that new species can arise only when a small
local population becomes isolated at the margin
of the geographic range of its parent species.
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Such local populations are termed peripheral
isolates. A peripheral isolate develops into a
new species if 1112111.1.1ag evolve that
will prevent the re-initiation of gene flow if
the new form re-encounters its ancestors at some
future time. As a consequence of the allopatric
theory, new fossil species do not originate in
the place where their ancestors lived. It is
extremely improbable that we shall be able to
trace the gradual splitting of a lineage merely
by following a certain species up through a local
rock column.

Moreover:

...Most morphological divergence of a descendant
species occurs very early in its differentiation,
when the population is small and still adjusting
more precisely to local conditions. After it is
fully established, a descendant species is as
unlikely to show gradual, progressive change as
is the parental species. Thus, in the fossil
record, we should not expect to find gradual
divergence between two species in an
ancestral-descendant relationship. Most
evolutionary changes in morphology occur in a
short period of timelkelative to the total
duration of species. '

Taken together, these points argued for treating the fossil
record within a regional rather than a single-location framework,
and for expecting na pattern of constant change at a given
location.

DIALECTIC SEPARATION

As responses to Eldredge and Gould began to appear, it was
suggested by some that the originality of the proposed model was
overstated; that its boldness resulted largely from its posing
against each other only the extreme alternatives in what might be
seen as a continuum of possible positions. The terms 'phyletic
gradualism ' and 'punctuated equilibria' had after all both been
created by Vie same authors in order to pose a contrast. Writing
in Science, for instance, Charles Harper congratulated Eldredge
and Gould for introducing the theory of rapid isolation in small
peripheral isolates to the great majority of English-speaking
paleontologists and for calling attention to its implications.
But he found them posing the alternatives too starkly: few
paleontologists would rule out the possibility of rapid
speciation in small peripheral isolates, on the one hand, while
few biologists would rule out occasional phyletic evolution
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within established species. He took to task a prominent ally of
Eldredge and Gould, paleontologist Steven Stanley, who had
proposed some tests for evaluating the two rival hypotheses, on
grounds that Stanley had forced a choice between extremes: 'His
argument is analogous to a defense of laissez-faire capitalism by
saying 'but surely you don't prefer Maoist communism"(p. 48).
Ruling out the "extreme" versions of the two viewpoints, Harper
concluded, the issue would be the relative frequency of species
origination by gradual changes, and this, he admigished, would be
for the determination of population geneticists.

When Gould and Eldredge wrote again in 1977, they seemed wary
of empirical tests of their "picture," emphasizing the character
of gradualism as a bias. Many of the examples brought forward to
refute their model, they said, had been mere reflections of the
gradualist bias. They wanted the new model to remain in
unblurred contrast to the old. And yet they also seemed to be
throwing water on the notion that this was something
revolutionary: "For all the hubbub it engendered, the model of
punctuated equilibria is scarcely a revolutionary proposal. As
Simpson (1976, p. 5), with his unfailing insight, recognized in
three lines (where others have misunderstood in entire papers),
our model tries to 'clarify and emphasize ideas nascent in
previous studies.' We merely urged our colleagues to consider
seriously the implications for the fossil ilcord a theory of
speciation upheld by nearly all of us...".

Stephen Toulmin has observed that theoretical controversies
in science often move from the positing of false dichpkomies to
the progressive reconciling of the apparent extremes. In the
great nineteenth century controversy between geological
"catastrophists' and 'gradualists," for instance, further
investigation revealed less catastrophic catastropies and less
gradual graduations, to the point where the two camps were
eventually divided more by their different rhetoric' than by
different factual accounts. This makes an instructive example,
as it is the very tension between the catastrophists and the
gradualists which not only sets the stage for Darwin's thinking,
but which echoes mightily through the current debate over
punctuated equilibria. The rhetoric of theoretical dichotomies
and their possible reconciliation is a part of this echo, and
though it would be a prejudgment to speak here of 'false'
dichotomies, one finds already such indications as one might
expect if this episode were true to the pattern dstscribed by
Toulmin. Consider the 1982 testimony of George Gaylord Simpson
(he of 'unfailing insight"): 'The authors (of punctuated
equilibria' ... have created a dichotomy which, like most
dichotomies, is merely the dialectic separation of the two
extremes of a continuum. Slow evolutionary change or no change
at all in a span of geological time has certainly occurred and so
has exceptionally rapid change in a usually shorter span, but so
have all the intermediates between those extremes and all the
combinations of the two." J.8
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UPPING THE ANTE

The controversy might have long since run its course toward
some reconciliation between the extremes had Gould not caught his
second wind and written in 1980 what appeared to be a manifesto
for a new general theory of evolution. While working as
co-authors, Eldredge and Gould had spoken of incorporating data
about evolutionary tempo into the records and from the
distribution of tempos, they were led to "strong inferences"
about the modes of evolution. On his own, Gould would push more
ambitiously into theorizing about the general modes of evolution.
In an 1980 article eetitled 'Is a new and general theory of
evolution emerging ?' he boldy announced that the modern
neo-Darwinist synthesis had broken down on its fundamental
claims. These claims were those of extrapolationism (deriving
macroevolutionary explanation by extrapolating from
microevolutionary changes), and exclusive reliance on natural
selection leading to adaptation. Evolution, he postulated, was
heirarchically organized, with different modes operating at each
level, thus making it impossible to extrapolate from one level to
another. Furthermore, macroevolution was governed by higher-order
selection, operation on groups of species, and not subject to
individual adaptation. "A new and general evolutionary theory,"he wrote, will embody this notion of hierarchy and stress a
variety of themes either ignored or explicitly rejected by the
modern synthesis: punctuational change at all levels, important
non-adaptive change at all levels, control of evolution not only
by selection, but equally by constraints of history, development
and architectege--thus restoring to evolutionary theory a concept
of organism.'

Read as a manifesto, Gould's 1980 essay is a rhetorical
feast. He positions himself against the "orthodoxy," 'dogma,'
and unwarranted 'faith' in the old order, whose death he
pronounces. He couches the account in terms of a historical
narrative, reconstructing the inherently corrupt foundations on
which the old synthesis rested, and revealing the strategies by
which its proprietors maintained their power ("...A synthesist
could always deny a charge of rigidity by invoking ...official
exceptions, even though their circumscription, both in frequency
and effect, actually guaranteed the hegemony of the two cardinal
principles"). The exclusive dependence on adapation had 'infected
our language' and become "virtually impossible to dislodge
because the failure of one story leads to invention of another
rather than abandonment of the enterprise.' He gives personal
testimony on how in his days as a graduate student the synthetic
theory had "beguiled' him with its power. Then he had watched as
its intellectual justification slowly unraveled, leaving it to be
carried on by an orthodoxy. He reveals that the orthodoxy is
saturated with Lamarckian error and Western themes of 'ranking by
intrinsic merit.' He tells of the excitements of the new
punctuational approach, and offers appealing new imagery
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organic, non-deterministic processes. 'Organisms are not billiard
balls, struck in deterministic fashion by the cue of natural
selection, and rolling to optimal positions on life's table," he
concludes. They influence their own destiny in interesting,
complex, and comprehensible ways. We must put this concept of
organism back into evolutionary biology.' Even for the layman,
this is stirring prose.

THE SECOND AUDIENCE PROVOKED

But now Gould was no longer speaking just to paleontologists
and to the followers of his brilliant and popular essays in
Natural Historst. No longer just an intepreter of biology,
extracting its methodological implications, he now seemed to be
calling for a new genetics. He was pushing onto the turf of the
geneticists and population biologists, and for this he would make
himself newly vulnerable and a target for attack. Most important
of these attacks, perhaps, was that of distinguished genetnists
G.L. Stebbins and F.J. Ayala in a 1981 -,rticle in Science.
Stebbins and Ayala accused Gould of erecting a straw man in his
version of the fundamental claims of the modern synthesis. And
more damaging, perhaps, they found that he had misunderstandings
about genetics--here is where Gould would pay for the sin of
crossing disciplinary bounds. Rather than resting exclusively on
natural selection, as Gould had suggested, geneticists describe
gene change through four processes: mutation, gene flow, random
drift, and natural selection. It is simply incorrect, they
charged, to say as Gould did that in the synthetic theory all
genetic change is adaptive; for there has from the beginning been
major controversy concerning the relative importance of random
drift and natural selection.

Other misunderstandings, they found, arose from applying the
paleontologist's perspective to microbiological processes. The
first of these was a result of the fact that, unlike the
geneticists, paleontologists recognize species on the basis of
observable, morphological differences. Hence the paleontologist
will see speciation as involving substantial morphological
change, " because only when such change has occurred is the
Ralesug012.121etareatmiatthwaenGestWeat
liveciese(p. 968) This would presumably guarantee 'gaps' in the
fossil record, whether of not speciation had occurred suddenly. A
second misunderstanding concerned time scale. When the
punctuationalists speak of an 'instant," they are thinking in
geological time. A thousand years is a mere instant on that
scale, but it is a long time from the microevolutionary
perspective of the population biologist. The question of 'How
gradual is gradual? might arguably be akin to "Is the glass half
full or half empty?' The problem posed here for Gould, however,is
that whatever scale one wants to use, a thousand years or so
might be plenty of time for species change to occur according to
the modes of evolution postulated by the modern theory. So while
there is again something to be said for the role of different
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pictures, there is more to it in this case than the choice of how
to represent time. For according to Stebbins and Ayala, Gould
had been enticed by his picture of instantaneous change to
suppose that something more than temps had to be at issue--that
there must be a different We of change to explain such
abruptness.

All was not bad news for Gould in this landmark response,
however. Stebbins and Ayala went on to argue that the principles
of microevolution cannot be deduced from those of macroevolution,
and this would seem to be consistent with a hierarchically
arranged theory. In exploring the senses in which the micro and
macro levels of evolution might be "decoupledv" they argued that
prevailing principles of microevolution are compatible with both
gradualist and punctnationalist models of macroevolution; and so
long as this remains the case, it is not the place of
microevolution to adjudicate between the rival hypotheses of
macroevolution. Thus there was hope for the punctuational
account, even if it had been based on misunderstandings, and even
if what was promising about it was not revolutionary, but quite
consistent with previous theory. After this, Gould's work
continued to clarify his hierarchichal theory, but it lost much
of its power as an unsettling challenge within the scientific
literature. Ironically, however, it is in this period that the
public impact of his work became most visible. Having weathered
battles within the scientific literature, he would now find his
expertise functioning in new and different ways.

ORIGIN OF THE SPECIOUS

I have argued elsewhere that expertise can function according
to three general frames, depending largely upon the aupence's
relationship to the original context of investigation. Held
nearest to the original context of investigation, expertise plays
a role that can be called epistemological; for here is where it
is intended as a contribution to a rational enterprise. Here too
is where it is most subject to qualified peer evaluation. A
paleontologist, speaking to colleagues in the context of what
Kuhn would call normal science, is bound in by the norms of
inquiry for that discipline. Once the expert gains the attention
of other disciplinary groups, the epistemic impact of his or her
expertise is largely a function of how well the assumptions and
procedures of the interacting disciplines can be made known to
each other. There is thus a task of interpretive understanding,
or if you will, a hermeneutical task, at the heart of this
process. Such is the case when paleontologist Gould becomes
involved in a controversy with population geneticists over time
scales, for instance. If the interdisciplinary or hermeneutical
frame permits what from the epistemological perspective would
appear as distortion, there is at least in that case an
interaction of disciplinary standards which set the parameters of
the discussion.
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Now when Gould reaches out to a lay public, or when his work
ie appropriated by those trying to influence the public, the
discourse has reached a third frame, where the original
disciplinary assumptions are lost, leaving it more or less wide
open as to what interpretive conventions will be used to make
meaning of his texts. The argument, one might say, becomes
"pars- scientific." The investigative goals of paleontology might
be distorted or lost altogether in thip, frame. In those cases
where scientific talk catches the ear of the laity, the impact of
expertise becomes a matter of rhetoric, in a very traditional
sense of that term. In this frame, the words of the expert will
often resound in ways that will astound their author. Stephen
Gould has no doubt been dismayed to see some of the contexts in
which his words have been put to use. Who would foresee that the
words of a leading evolutionary scientist would become ammunition
for those seeking to discredit the very notion of evolution? And'
yet this is just what has come to pass, as the advocates of a
position called "scientific creationism" have appropriated the
expertise of Gould to further their own ends.

In a widely distributed book by creation sciencelq,leading
spokesman, Duane Gish, Evolution? The Nol", Gould is
made to play the creationists' game by criticising the received
theory of evolution. By a logic of if they're wrong, we must be
right," the creationists are able to put the critique of phyletic
gradualism to good use. Consider the following examples of Gish's
quotations from Gould, followed by his interpretation:

Gould: All paleontologists know that the
fossil record contains precious little in the way
of intermediate forms; transitions between major
groups are characteristically abrupt.

Gish: Gould is thus arguing that the fossil
record, . . does not produce evidence of the
gradual change of one plant or animal form into
another and that, again, . . . each kind appeared
abruptly (p. 172).

Or again:

Gould: Even though we have no direct evidence
for smooth transitions, can we invent a
reasonable sequence of intermediate forms, that
is, viable, functioning organisms, between
ancestors and descendants? Of what possible use
are the imperfect incipient stages of useful
structures? What good is half a jaw or half a
wing?

Gish: The argument here, that gradual
evolutionary change of one form into another is
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impossible because the transitional forms, being
incomplete, could not function, ie an argument
that has long been suggested by creationists (pp.
172-73).

And again:

Gould: There has been no steady progrese in
the higher development of organic design. We
have had, instead, vast stretches of little or no
change and one evolutionary burst that created
the whole system.

Gish: Eliminate the words "evolutionary
burst" and substitute the words "burst of
creation" and one would think he was reading an
article by a creationist (p. 177).

Indeed, played in this context, Gould's words sound as if
they might have come from the sermons of Herbert W Armstrong. The
fact that he has written a series of eesays disputing the basis
of creationist claims seems no impediment whatsoever to the
creationists' purposes. His credibility for their targeted
audience derives less from his overall position within the
scientific firmament than from his saying what serves the
rhetorical purpose at hand--that being to weaken the authority of
the scientific consensus by showing evidence of dissent from
within. There is a paradox at work here, of course, in that
Gould'e credibility as an evolutionary acientist is invoked in
order to weaken the credibility of evolutionary science; but this
is really nothing more remarkable than the time-honored
rhetorical device of turning the tables. As evidence of the very
arguability of prevailing scientific views24punctuated equilibria
is fair game for the creationist rhetoric.

THE GAME OF DARWIN

Positioned by the popular press as a would-be falsifier of
Darwin, Gould has responded by portraying himself as
"essentially" a good Darwilym despite the differences that he
wishes to make so much of. He finds himself in something of a
rhetorical bind insofar as his celebrity as a theoretical
innovator rests on hie dissent from the "Darwinian synthesis,"
and yet his scientific self-respect (as contra the creationists)
derives from his being a part of that very tradition. One rallies
around "Darwin" in declaring against the anti-scientific forces
of ignorance. It is thus a curiously fine line that his different
purposes have forced him to walk: For one purpose he must reject
the basic tenets of the Darwinian synthesis, but for another, he
must remain a theorist working in the spirit of The Founder.
However much distance Gould may need to put between himself and
Darwin in order to clear a space for himself in history, he
cannot afford to lose access to the considerable cultural capital
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invested in Darwin. Theories may cone and go, but Darwin is the
sign under which business in the evolutionary sciences is
conducted, the eponym for an age. we are all 'Darwinians" now.

So how does Gould maintain his tenuous position? He does so
partly by way of a 'loose constructionist' strategy, whereby the
strict tenets of Darwinism (the letter) are transcended in order
to remain true to the basic program (the spirit). Oddly enough,
the "vision' is upheld despite a challenge to what he calls the
essence of Darwinism"; the claim that natural selection is a
creative force, and the reductionist assertion that selection
upon individual organisms is the locus of evolutionary change."
Gould calls for a theory that departs from the received
synthesis, but one, he says, which 'would embody, in abstract
form, the essence of Darwin' argument expanded to work at each
level (p. 386).' This hierarchically restructured them of
evolution might this be seen as a 'higher Darwinism."'

The aspiration to be, in effect, a better Darwinian than
Darwin, makes most sense if one thinks of Darwinism more as a
philosophy of inquiry than a theory of specific mechanisms in
evolution. Gould argues that a 'larger theme" than the two
rejected tenets can be found in Darwin' work: an attempt to
establish principles of reasoning for the historical sciences.
Thus,' he writes, we should not claim that all Darwin's books
are about evolution. Rather, they are all about the methodology
of historical science' (p. 386). This, rather than gradualism,
is the key to the vision. Darwin may have placed great emphasis
on gradualism, but even this could from the right perspective be
seen simply as an uncharacteristic mistake. Gould quotes T.H.
Huxley, Iho wrote to Darwin on the day before the publication of
Origin or Species; You load yourself with an unnecessary
difficulty inq4opting Hatura non facit saltum so
unreservedly. The hierarchical theory would take that onus off
evolutionary science.

To whatever degree Gould may be seen as a good Darwinian, he
does take Darwin as a venerated figure -- perhaps even as a role
model. Like Darwin, he immerses himself in the gathering of data
from nature and crafts his theories with that in mind. Like
Darwin, he addresses a broad audience in addition to a circle of
scientific experts, always with eloquence and force. And like
Darwin, he cuts across disciplinary barriers to attempt a new
synthesis. He is forced, like Darwin, to respond to a variety of
criticisms. But unlike Darwin, he lives in a time when it is
impossible to have mastery of all the sciences of nature; when
even the most brilliant of scientists must press against the
weight of a vast establishment of compartmentalised research
specialties and defer to their respective experts; when the
machinery of proof is ponderous and bureaucratic. In the news
weeklies there may be the appearance of upheaval, and the
rhetorical influence on the public may be considerable. even
within the sciences, there may be adjustments in understanding;
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but revolutions in knowledge waged by single thinkers seem almost
a part of the romantic past. Science, for better and for worse,
seems much too institutional for that now. Perhaps there could
not be a Darwin now. ardentianenfacitsalLum..

-416.- 435



NOTES
1
Tom Bethell, 'Darwin's Mistake, Barger's, Feb. 1976, pp. 70-75,
'Darwin is on the Run Again People, 8 Dec. 1980, p. 151-2 ff.
Sharon Begley, "Science Contra Darwin," Newsweek, 8 April 1985,
pp. 80-81.

2
Niles Eldredge and Stephen Jay Gould, 'Punctuated Equilibria:

An Alternative to Phyletic Gradualism,' in Models in
peleobioloav, ed. T.J.M. Schopf (San Francisco: Freeman, Cooper
and Co., 1972), pp. 83-115.

3
Charle Darwin, fintheioxing_sfsgerdeniiiincnisale
(Cambridge, MA: Harvard Univ. Press, 1964), pp. 292.
4
Darwin, p). 310-311.

5
Darwin, p. 189.

6
Darwin, p. 194.

7
Darwin, p. 302.

s
Eldredge and Gould, p. 85.

9
Michael Ruse, Darwin's Revolution: Science Red in Tooth and

Claw (Chicago: Univ. of Chicago Press, 1976).
10

Stephen Jay Gould, "Is a New and General Theory of Evolution
Emerging?' paleobioloay, 6, No. 1 (1980), 119-130.
11
Stephen Jay Gould and Niles Eldredge,' Punctuated Equilibria:

The Tempo and Mode of Evolution Recofizidered,' Paleobioloov, 3,
No. 2 (1977), 115-151.

12
Ernst Mayr, Animal Species and Evolution (Cambridge, MA:

Belknap Press of Harvard Univ. Press, 1963).

13
Eldredge and Gould, pp. 94-95.

14
Charles W. Harper, Jr., 'Origin of Species in Geologic Time:

Alternatives to the Eldredge-Gould Model,' Science, 3 Oct. 1975,
pp. 47-48. On this phase of the controversy, and at other points
in this essay, I am much indebted to Henry Howe of the University
of Iowa Zoology Department.

15
Responding to Harper's characterization of his position,

Stanley pointed out that he agreed that intermediate positions
were possible and reiterated his view the phyletic gradualism
should be defined as the view that phyletic change is 'the
clearly dominant mode of evolution. The punctuated equlibria
model, by contrast, should represent the view that 'much more

-417-

436

'p

than 50 percent of evolution occurs through sudden events in
which polymorphs and species are proliferated.' Thug what had
begun as contrasting 'pictures,' was on its way to more prosaic
comparisons of percentages. See Steven M. Stanley, 'Stability of
Species in Geologic Time,' Science, 16 April 1976, p. 268.
16
Gould and Eldredge, p. 117.

17
Stephen Toulmin, linassAiratanding (Princeton, N.J.:

Princeton Univ. Press, 1972 p. 119 ff.
18
George Gaylord Simpson, The Book of Darwin (N.Y.: Washington

Square Press, 1982).

19
Gould, 1980, pp. 119-130.

20
GoulZo 1980, abstract.

21
D. Ledyard Stebbins and Francisco J. Ayala, 'Is a New

Evolutionary Synthesis Necessary?' Science, 28 Aug. 1981, pp.
967-9/1.

22
John Lyne, 'Ways of Going Public: The Projection of Expertise

in the Sociobiology Controversy,' Argument In Traneitiont
EtasendingsathsThadausauSaifeLeastsajagsmentatign, ed.
D. Zarefsky, M. Sillars, and J. Rhodes (Annandale, VA.: SCA-AFA,
1983), 400-15.

23
Duane, T. Gish, Evolution: The_Poseile,Eay Doi (San Diego:

Creaticn-Life Publishers, 1979).
24
There are other ways that creationists turn the tables on the

evolutionists as well. A favored tactic is to set up strict
criteria for what would constitute a legitimate theory, e.g. that
a scientific theory must be falsifiable. See Gish, p. 13. The
claim that evolution is not a falsifiable theory is an
interesting one; for it does appear that the evolutionary
scientists are irrevocably committed to the reality of evolution
(a a condition of their practice, one might ay). One cannot
readily imagine such scientists under any circumstance rejecting
the very concept of evolution, even if various tenets of
evolutionary theory remain up for grabs. To the creationists,
this smacks of dogma; but this is because they fail to understand
that the weight of rational support for evolution, in the
broadest sense, is distributed across many specific theories.
The whole edifice does not come crashing down because of
weaknesses in a particular area. Nor is theoretical clash
excluded. Gould's case in fact shows just how far one might go
in attacking the received view yet still csmain not only an
evolutionist, but even 'true to Darwin." `'See, e.g., James
Gleick, 'Stephen Gould: Breaking Tradition with Darwin," Mem
York Times Magazine, 20 Nov. 1983, p. 48 ff. 'Darwin is on the
Run Again," People, 8 Dec. 1980, pp. 151-2 ff. See, then, Stephen

-418-

437



Jay Gould, "Darwinism and the Expansion of Evolutionary Theory,"
&derma, 23 April 1982, pp. 381-387.

26
Gould, 1982, p. 301.

27
Gould, 1882, p. 306.

28
Goed, 1982, p. 386, n. 29.

438
-419-

RHETORICAL GROUNDS FOR DETERMINING WHAT IS
FUNDAMENTAL SCIENCE: THE CASE OF SPACE EXPLORATION

Gonzalo Menevar
University of Nebraska at Omaha

In a recent report entitled "Faith in Science," published by the Center
for Philosophy and Public) Policy, we are told that "America is in love with
scientists," and that "The Apollo program remains, for many, the crowning
American achievement, the standard of success against which other aspects
of American life are judged - -and found wanting." I mention this report
not because I am going to discuss its substance, but because I find curious
its identification of the Apollo program with science. I myself would tend
to make that identification, even though - -and this is the reason why I find
the whole thing curious - -the scientific establishment fought the Apollo
program on the grounds that it was political showbiz and not science.

I do not wish to rehash old fights in great detail, but I would like to
pursue, in this paper, the general Lanus of the justification of space
exploration. I am not going to settle the issue here, for that require, a
such longer work, but I will provide a sketch of how it can be settled.
My purpose in providing this sketch is to show how rhetorical considerations
can be crucial to disputes about what constitutes fundamental science.

Space exploration is a particularly good subject for this purpose, since
it has been attacked as an unwarranted extension of science at the expense
of more pressing human needs, and also as lacking enough scientific merit
to deserve all the talent and money that goes into it. Thus to defend
space exploration one needs to give a general case for why science ought to
be supported. and than argue that space exploration is scientific enough to
be included.

The case for space exploration must be made within a rhetorical context
created by the critics' objections to the enterprise as whole. There ars
two main kinds of critics. The social critics often object on humanitarian
grounds. They worry that while enormous amounts of money are spent in
space, people go hungry and without shelter here on Earth. We are beseiged
by illness and poverty, ignorance and hopelessness. Should we not try to
put our own house in order before sticking our noses in other corners of the
universe? These critics may even agree that space exploration is a good
thing. But just as well they may also agree that opera is a good thing.
In both cases they would balk at expenditures in the billions of dollars a
year while pressing human problems go unsolved.

The second main kind of critics--which one may call ideological--do not
think that space exploration is a good thing. They view apace research as
a continuation or extension of big science; and science as a basically
unwise activity, for science leads us to interfere with nature instead of
trying to live in harmony with it. As they see it, this massive inter-
ference has brought the world to the brink of catastrophe. Only a change
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of ideology, or perhaps of morel outlook, can give us hope. The promise
of 'pace, as described in the standard case for it. is then a siren song
that diverts our attention at a crucial moment in our history.3

Now, proponents of space exploration often present an argument based on
the many benefits that we derive from the space programs weather satellites
save lives and crops, communication Isabelitas bring about an economic
expansion, land satellites help us manage our resources and protect and
monitor the environment, and space technology in general spins off
valuable products into our lives.

But the social critics are not likely to be persuaded by this standard
argument. For it is not obvious how a probe of Jupiter, a mission to a
comet, let alone the planning for an interstellar flight have such tangible
benefits. What the standard argument leaves out is precisely the heart of
space explorations those very things that bring to it an air of excitement
and adventure, those elements of discovery and satisfaction of curiosity
that fuel the imagination and the enthusiasm of its advocates. The
ideological critics, for their own part, may look upon the environmental
benefits of space exploration as a case of using science and technology to
touch up the mess caused by science and technology.

I suggest a different approach. To begin with, if we reflect on the
matter we will realize that the dispute about space exploration involves
assumptions about the nature of science. For example, the social critics
would find the value of scientific knowledge - -as obtained through space
sciences--not large enough to justify the money that it presumably takes
away from attending to other human needs. But to estimate the value of
scientific knowledge in any fruitful way one should have some idea of what
science is like and of what it has to offer. The ideological critics for
their part hold that science is unwise. But what insights about science
have led them to such conclusion? Sometimes disputes of this sort are
presented as conflicts of values. And conflicts of values are presumed to
be unsolvable. But as we can see, in this case at least, assumptions about
the nature of science enter into the estimates of value. And thus an
intelligent discussion of the subject should require an examination of
those assumptions. In this manner what begins as a dispute about social
policy becomes in part a problem about the nature of science. And since
the nature of science is the main concern of the philosophy of science,
our problem falls within the province of philosophy of science.

Since there are many possible objections to space exploration, trying
to identify all the corresponding assumptions about the nature of science
would soon become an unwieldy task. It seems more fruitful to present what
I think is an appropriate way of looking at scientific knowledge, see how
well this view fits space science, and then make a proper estimate of the
value of space science. The idea is that if we understand the nature of
space science, we will readily see its significances and if we see its
significance the objections will be untenable. By proceeding in this
manner some specific assumptions will be unmasked and refuted, while others
will fall by the wayside, anonymous victims in the defeat of the views to
which they gave rise.

What is'the appropriate way of looking at scientific knowledge in general
and space science in particular? Let me sketch it by drawing a contrast
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to a rather typical way of looking at science.

Scientific knowledge is supposed to be objective. This is:often token
to mean that scientific knowledge is factual, that even laws and then -ies
can be trusted only because they are summaries of facts or are der'

.1

from the facts in some fashior. Scientific knowledge is thus ult ,itely
a body, a collection of facts, and science is an agency for collecting
facts about the universe. With this view of science, justification is an
uphill battle for a proponent of space exploration. For-example, why is it
urgent to place X-ray telescopes in orbit to observe radiation that has
been coming for millions of years and will be coming for millions of years
more? Why couldn't we wait one .x two centuries, or at least until some
of our problems down here are more tractable?

Nevertheless there is reason to suspect that the emphasis on facts is
very misleading. Strong currants in contemporary philosophy of science
suggest that it is more fruitful to think of science as spectacles through
which we look at the universe. Indeed, without the scientific views that
we have and the ways in which they permit us to interact with the universe,
there are many aspects of nature to which we would simply be blind. When
we put on our scientific spectacles we can see those aspects of nature.
But we do more than that. Because based on our views of the world we make
estimates of what problems we face and of what opportunities we can take
advantage. And as I will argue, the solutions to many problems, the
awareness of other problems of which we are ignorant, as well as the
bringing about of new opportunity require the refinement, the modification,
and sometimes the replacement of our scientific spectacles. In the long
view of things, there are practical as well as scientific reasons for
preserving the dynamic character of science.

This philosophical positionje butt d by the history of science.
Indeed, many examples from the history of science illustrate how our
scientific views influence which experiences (observations) we are to
count as "facts."4 The distinction between theory and fact is then in
question. And thus we may suspect that there is more to the satisfaction
of scientific curiosity than the collection of facts. As a result, our
problem of the justification of space exploration takes on an entirely
new light.

Once we place emphasis on the essential transformations of science and
their consequences we gain a new point of attack. A scientific view is,
then, very much a way of viewing the world. But scientific views are still
our creations and thus imperfect. They are always in need of refinement,
modification, or. altogether. The pressure for such changes
came from the doeole exposure to unusual circumstances (which force us to
stretch our views) and to competing ideas (which are often developed to
account for a few of those unusual circumstances, and then claim the right
to extend to the entire field of the discipline). From these considerations
follow two important consequences for the problem of the justification of
the exploration of space.

The first is that what is at issue for science itself is not merely the
addition of a few, or even many, interesting facts but the transformation,
perhaps radical, of our views of the world. As we will see below, space
exploration provides a most extraordinary opportonity (and as I will argue,
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an essential one as well) to effect the kinds of changes always needed by
those spectacles through which we view the universe. To reject or to slow
down that opportunity is to reject or to slow down the refinement and
possible replacement of those spectacles.

This brings us to the second important consequences since our world
views tell us what the world is like, they also determine ultimately what
opportunities we can take advantage of and what dangers we can be warned
about. Thus with changes of world view comes the realisation of many new
opportunities and dangers. Moreover, many problems cannot be solved
unless a different point of view comes into play. Therefore to reject or
slow down the process by which science grows, by which we refine and
replace our communal spectacles, amounts to a decision to deprive ourselves
of much that is good and to continue to expose ourselves unnecessarily to
who knows what dangers.

These rather abstract considerations can be illustrated by concrete
examples. Einstein began his career by asking "useless" theoretical
questions such as "What would the universe look like if I were traveling
on a light ray?" In trying to satisfy his curiosity about this and other
equally practical issues he was led eventually to develop his theory of
relativity and to take a most decisive role in pushing physics down the
slope of the quantum. He changed several of our views of the world in
profound ways. From some of his more specific accomplishments several
theoretical opportunities about light became possible. And some of those
in turn led to the theory of 1 . Lasers in turn opened ep many
technological opportunities. It was not long before some researcher
decided to apply them in medicine. Today lasers are used in extremely
delicate surgical procedures that would not be possible with any other
technology known to medical practitioners. And it all began with a change
of world view in a field far removed from medicine at the time.

In contrast imagine a crash program in Einstein's early days to have
surgeons develop a surgical instrument that could do the sorts of things
that a laser can do today. Is it reasonable to suppose that the point
would have come when the well-supported surgeons would have realized that
their aim required the overthrow of the physics of their day? And would
they have than laid out the steps necessary to replace that physics with a
view that would lead them to lasers, and so on? I think not. But without
the new physics, could the surgeons have developed the equivalent of lasers,
or of much other Western medical technology for that matter? Again I
think not.

The deep connection I have outlined between theory and practice in the
long run can be more clearly seen if we approach science as a social
product of our biological brains. A biological context can be most
illuminating because the human brain is a product of evolution, intelligence
depends nn the brain, and science is a social means by which intelligence
interacts with the universe at large. Although there is much resistance in
philosophical circles to this move, I think that much can be gained from
investigating the nature of science in this manner. One of those gains is
the realization that science allows us to manage in a diversity of
environments, as well as to deal with a changing environment. And another
gain is the understanding of intellectual curiosity as rooted in our bio-
logical nature, and thus connected with our sense of adventure and our
inclination toward play.
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These two gains will provide. he basis for bringing togetler the
motivation of science with its justification. In particular they permit
us to take care of objections to the effect that scientists do not tabulate
the practical benefits of a view before they accept it, that they often do
not have any inkling of the consequences of their views; and that they
accept the views that best satisfy their intellectual curiosity. If it44 see

science as a natural social ability, we can remind ourselves that Vre

intellectual curiosity that motivates.science has its roots in an enhanced
ability to survive. My biological account of science (developed at length
in my Radical Knowledge) thus explains why science is in a deep sense
practical even though indiw,Aual scientists may not be.5

Nevertheless we should not assume that the general case I have sketched
applies fully to space science, let alone to the whole of space exploration.
First we need to overcame several objections about whether space science
fits the pattern of the general case, and about whether Apace science is
fundamental science. To qualify as space science, a field normally hat to
be connected in a crucial sense with doing investigations from above the
Earth' atmosphere. So understood, space science has roughly three main
fieldss planetary science. physics and astrophysics, and space biology.
All three present obstacles to my sketch.

Of planetary astronomy (also called comparative planetology, which over-
laps to a great extent with the exploration of the solar system) we most
determine the following. Granted that by going into Earth orbit and
locking down we can learn much about our own planet, but what can we learn
about the Earth from looking at another planet? It would seem, as an early
Greek might say, that if the other planet ii different we ars not learning
about the Earth, and if it is like the Earth we should not waste effort
going there when we might as well look at the Earth itself.

As for space physics and astrophysics, including space astronomy, how
can that knowledge change our lives down here? It may be fascinating to
find out what makes quasars burn, but fascination aside, will that feed
hungry children or at least make automobiles run more efficiently? To be
sure, I have given examples of how a change in scientific point of view
brought about the realization of opportunities which may have otherwise
been unthinkable. The use of lasers in surgery may even be a good
illustration of why serendipity is a natural consequence of science. And
elsewhere I have used the case of general relativity to show how space
exploration may transform a very theoretical point of view, how it may
force it to change our reckoning with the universe.6 But are these
examples truly relevant?

We might think that lasers are built on fundamental principles of matter,
on principles, furthermore, that apply right here on Earth. So there is no
mystery why a revolution that gave us those principles had terrestrial
applications. General relativity, on the other hand, seems very esoteric.
Spacetime near the earth is almost flat, and so the (General Relativity)
gravitational effects near the Earth are bound to be very small and
probably of limited application. The rest of space physics and astronomy
is not in any better position. by going out there, by placing telescopes
in orbit and all that, we might challenge our points of view and force
them to change. Hut they are points of view about what is up there, not
about what is down here.
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Space biology fares even worse, since many space scientists themselves
see. little value in it, beyond the need to keep astronauts healthy. And
since many of those scientists would prefer unmanned exploration, even
this conditional value of space biology is in question. Space biology
can be roughly divided into two main

. The first investigates the
possibility of extrat trial life; it goes by the name of exobiology.
The second investigates the behavior of t trial life in outer space;
it corresponds to the idea post laymen have of space biology. These two
areas are distinct and, not surprisingly, they present different problems
of justification.

At first glance, the peculiar thing about exobiology as a science is
that it may have no subject matter. That is, terrestrial life may be the
only life in the universe. Or what is practically the same, even if there
is life somewhere: else we may never find it. Or if we find it we may not
recognize it for what it is. Part of the problem for the other branch of
space biology is one of image. For instance, NASA has placed great
emphasis on vestibular research, for the function of the inner ear is
deeply connected with motor and perceptual systems. Since motion sickness
is probably the result of vestibular disorientation, research in this area
has shown great concern for the welfare and effectiveness of the astronauts.
And thus people who want to turn down support for space biology often say
that it is just more research on why the astronauts throw up.'

A proper defence of space science cannot be attempted in a conference
paper. I will outline, however, some of the main elements of that defence
for most of the branches of space science; and I will discuss in some detail
the reasons for investigating the behavior of terrestrial life in outer
space. The motivation for this last choice is that / have already discussed
the other branches of space science at other conferences, and that I cannot
help feeling a sweet, though perverse, satisfaction ih trying to overturn
the most unflattering verdict given by expert wisdom.

For several decades, until the advent of the space age, the prestige
of the planetary sciences was very low. With the progress of space
exploration there has come a recognition that there are many interesting
scientific questions to pursue in trying to understand not only the solar
system but the processes leading to the formation and evolution of
planetary system generally. As it turns out, these questions hold more
than abstract scientific interest.

There is urgency in searching for answers to them, if nothing else
because of the situation that the world faces for the remainder of this
century and much of the next. Even if the often-predicted great catas-
trophe caused by overpopulation and the extraordinary rate of exploitation
of resources is avoidable, the fact of the matter is that we face some very
serious problems. Moreover, these problems cannot be tackled wisely unless
we have a better understanding of the global relationships between the
basic systems of the earth's environment. We need to know more about how
the atmosphere is affected by the oceans--which provide most of the water
vapor, absorb CO2, and make a convenient sink for heat. We need to know
how oceans and atmosphere interact with the geophysics of the planet. And
we also need to know what part life has played in transforming all of these
systems. That part, incidentally, may have been quite considerable. For
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example, life helped break down the CO2 in the atmosphere, thus possibly
preventing a runaway green-house effect that would have made the Earth
almost as hot as Venus. We used to think that Venus had no life because it
was too hot, but soma now quip that Venus is too hot because it never had
any life.

This last thought illustrated very vividly how our knowledge of the
history of life may profoundly affect our understanding of the atmosphere
of a planet. It also suggests that some of the vital questions cannot be
asked fruitfully unless we go into space. And not merely because from the
high ground we can gain a global perspective, or because the Earth's
environment extends to the ozone layer and the magnetosphere. By comparing
our planet with others we test our ideas about weather, tectonics, and the
origin of life. The study of the common also yields an understanding of
the evolution of planets and planetary systems that will help us determine
what factors affect the long-term behavior of a planet (e.g., ice ages and
extinction cycles) and of the solar system of which it is a part. And
from this determination we may judge far more precisely what we can do to
our Earth, what we are doing to it, and what changes are required to meet
our needs without sealing the fate of our descendents. This must be done
in the decades to come. Since it cannot be done without a point of
comparison, without being able to consider alternative scenarios, and since
only comparative planetology can provide what is needed, the pursuit of
this branch of space science will remain urgent in the decades to , une. As
for the long run, the issue may well be extinction.

The justification of exobiology proceeds among similar lines. The lack
of extrat trial specimens is an objection to the pursuit of exobiology
only if we accept a very narrow definition of the field. For exobiology
goes beyond the search for extraterrestrial life: it is largely the
application of space science and technology to understand how life
originated on this planet. Exobiology tries to determine, for example,
what the Earth was like 3.5 - 4.5 billion years ago--what was the ultra-
violet flux? What was the volcanic and other tectonic activity? Now much
molecular oxygen was in the atmosphere? And how much ozone? How much
carbon, hydrogen, and nitrogen were "recycled" through the Earth's crust
and how much were brought to the Earth by asteroids and comets? To decide
these issues we must go away from the Earth to study the older surfaces of
the Moon and Mars, the presumably still primordial atmosphere of Titan, and
the largely untouched chemistry of comets. Exobiology is thus inseparable
from comparative planetology.

Moreover, the very role of the imagination in trying to determine the
range within which life can be born and the possible forms life may take
provides a fruitful context in which to discuss questions of origin and
evolution. For by the consideration of likely scenarios for life, and by
the comparative examination of the planets in our solar system and of other
planetary systems, we will be better able to understand not only how life
came about but why it took the paths that it did when it apparently hod
others available.

In its own ways, exobiology thus illustrates how space science preserves
the dynamic character of science in general. The vigorous pursuit of
exobiology would inevitably lead to the profound transformation of our views
of the living world. And since those views are linked to our understanding
of the global environment, the resulting theoretical adjustment would be of
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great magnitude- -and so eventually would be the change in the way we inter-
act with the universe.

Space physics and astronomy also show that space science is particularly
well suited to keep science under challenge, to make it grow, to bring about
the transformation of our panorama of problems and opportunities. Close
attention to the aims of particle physics (which for many amounts to
fundamental physics) indicates that models of the very small have to be
checked against our observations of the cosmos, particularly where
instances of extremely high gravitation is involved (the origin of the
universe provides the favorite "testing" ground). That is, the ultimate
progress of fundamental physics requires a program of cosmological observa-
tion that cannot be carried out except by doing astronomy from space. The
reason is simply that most of the relevant information is contained in
X-rays and other frequencies of radiation that are absorbed by the Earth's
atmosphere. Indeed, we are on the verge of an explosion in our cosmological
knowledge.8 It is clear, then, that the philosophical position that defends
fundamental physics applies equally well to space physics and astronomy.

And now I turn to the investigation, of terrestrial life in space. To
those who are acquainted with it, the remarks made earlier are neither
accurate nor fair. For in space we can ask questions about life that are
not possible otherwise. In particular we can study the role of gravity in
the structure and the development of organisms. In a space station, for
example, we may choose at will the amount of gravity to which plants and
animals will be exposed. This can be done merely by the use of a centri-
fuge. When the centrifuge is off, the gravity is close to zero. And when
it is on it makes the container go in cirlles, subjectifig the object under
study to whatever acceleration we wish. ro a plant or an animal such
acceleration is the equivalent of a gravitational force acting on it. Our
main interest lies in the range between 0 and 1 g, since there we may study
not only the perception of gravity but perhaps even the role that gravity
has played in evolution. For by experimenting in that range we may be able
to determine gravitational thresholds of biological importance; that is, we
may determine the minimum level at which gravity can be detected and at
which it becomes a significant factor in physiologioal or developmental
functions.

But are these important questions? Are there any reasons to suspect
that gravity will in fact turn out to be a significant biological factor?
Many biologists believe that the biological research done in space is not
of very high quality. And this low evaluation is reinforced by two further
notions. The first is that all the abnormal effects of gravity take place
at the systems level, not at the level of cells. Thus, for example, since
we do not need the big bones for support we lose calcium; this loss may in
turn have unusual effects on several physiological functions, and so on.
But with appropriate exercise and diet we may preserve our need for those
bones; therefore the system imbalance will be largely corrected and the
unusual circumstances will be kept to a minimum. As consequence, the
biological significance of space will also be kept to a minimum.

The correctness of this notion is presumably buttressed by experimental
and theoretical considerations. Most space biologists themselves have
interpreted the results of many cellular experiments as indications that
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cells are largely unaffected by gravity.g And this conclusion comes as no
surprise, since it accords with what theory has led them to expect: cells
are small enough that the force of gravity is of little strength' when com-
pared to the electromagnetic forces so crucial to the chemical bonds of life.

At the molecular level gravity should be even less significant. And
this brings us to the second notion at play. Many biologists are inclined
to believe that what really matters in biology takes place at the mole-
cular level or close to it therefore, as far as they can tell, controlling
gravity as a factor is not going to bring us great breakthroughs.

It is true that in space biology, unlike space astronomy today, but like
space astronomy not long ago, we cannot specify the great scientific
rewards that await us. We know, however, that the gravity of the Earth has
been a constant throughout the evolution of life. We also know that the
more pervasive a constant the more difficult for us to determine its role,
if any. That is exactly what happens with gravity. Mow are we to proceed,
then? First of all, we cannot resolve the matter by further standard
biological analysis. For in analysis we use the tools of prevailing theory
to investigate some phenomena. To discover that role by analysis is there-
fore practically impossible, since nothing in our previous biology makes
gravity a crucial element of the theory. What we need is either an alter-
native theory in which gravity is assigned a specific role, or else the
manipulation of gravity to make present theory fail. We can do both.

These new theoretical and experimental directions are suggested in part
by some of the early results of apace biology, and in part by emphasizing
some relevant aspects of standard theoretical biology. They will permit us
to show the mistakes in the two notions that buttressed the general low
estimate of the value of space biology. The first notion, we may recall,
was that microgravity affects organisms only at the systems level. Investi-
gations then have the main purpose of determining just what systemic effects
take place and how they can be corrected. This clinical work has made its
practicioners confident that with appropriate compensation (diet, drugs,
and exercise) men and women can survive in space for long periods of time,
perhaps indefinitely.

But even if this is true it takes away nothing from the promise of
space biology. If we wish to determine the role of gravity as an all-
pervasive factor in individual development and in patterns of evolution, the
systems level is actually not a bad place to begin. The human body, for
instance, appears fine-tuned for the Earth's gravity. We might have
expected to extrapolate our centrifuge studies here on Earth (with gravities
above 1 g) to the microgravity of space. Thus if we lose body mass under an
acceleration of several g's, have it normal at 1 g, then presumably we
would gain masa at less than 1 g. But it turns out that we lose mass at
leas than 1 g. The body mass in question here is intracellular mass (that
is, it goes beyond the loss of fluids throughout the body and of calcium in
the bones). Similar reactios take place in microgravity with temperature
control and other physiological functions. The explanation of some of these'
reactions seems to be that the sift in body fluids that comes from changes
in gravity affects the communication between cells.

This fine-tuning of physiology to the Earth's gravity--which is seldom
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emphasized if realized at all - -should provide a fruitful theoretical
persOaCtive to study the relationship' between a variety of internal
systems and cycles in the human body. Why are physiological functions
maximized at 1 g? This leads to questions about why the body works as it
does, questions that would not occur that sassily otherwise. A preliminary
answer is that gravity is used to harmonize a variety of physiological
systems. One way to think about this is that gravity is like the glue
that holds such systems together. Once the glue is gone, they do not quite
work together. And from their failure we learn what makes them work
correctly under t trial conditions. Another way to think about it is
that those systems change their responses in order to adapt to the new
conditions. That may also give us significant clues about their normal
modes of interaction with other systems or mechanisms.

This fine-tuning to 1 g may become acute in issues of development. In
microgravity a human male excretes from 1.5 to 2 liters of body fluids,
with pronounced reductions in the levels of sodium and potasium. by
contrast a pregnant human female is expected, in 1 g, to show an increase
of 1.5 to 4 liters over her pregnancy, with a marked retention of eodium.
Since the development of the organism follows a strict sequence in which
each event must take place within a critical period, and since the availa-
bility and composition of the body fluid. is essential to the proper
environment in the placenta, we can readily see that disruptions at the
system level affect physiological processes at lower levels. At the
present tine it would be morally impermissible to have pregnant women in
space.

The humus body is resourceful, it may be abln to compensate the effects
of microgravity in a systematic fashion even drx!.:-., a pregnancy. But to
determine whether it can, we emit retort to experiments on animals.10 By
removing gravity, then, we can observe how the development comes unglued,
by "dialing" several degrees of gravity we can refine our examination. The
"ere fact that any systems function optimally at 1 g provides warrant for
designing experiments to determine how the timing and feedback controls of
development operate. This, it seams to me, is not a matter of small
importance.

"Mere" systemic effects can have profound repercusions. A clever
probing of them can reveal much not only about development'but also about
the operation of many physiological functions, including their coordination.
This possible gain in knowledge may extend to the cellular level, in spite
of the experiments on cells mentioned earlier. The cells of complex
organisms are parts of cellular systems, for example, of specialized tissue.
The role cells play in those systems affect, in large part how the
structural elements of cells operate. Those structural elements (called
cytoskeletal) are responsible for communication among cells, transportation
of plasmas, and maintenance of the cells' compartments. Changes in the
environment of the cell lead to cellular changes in shape, in ability to
move, and in internal metabolism (i.e., polarity, secretion, hormone
regulation, membrane flow, and energy balance). 11 Changes that take place
at the systems level in the organism, such as body fluid shifts, are bound
to affect several cellular systems, are going to change the cellular
environment, and thus are going to affect cells themselves.
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The experiments that put our minds at ease with respect to the action
of gravity on cells took place in cell cultures, they did not,exemine cells
that formed part of the complex wholes wich are the cells' normal environ-
ments. It is not surprising that such experiments could not expose the
indirect action of gravity that starts at the systems level of the
organism and works its way down into the realm of the small.

Since genes contain the language of life, and since organisms are the
books written in that language, we tend to think that significance in
biology goes from the small to the big. But we have just seen that much
of the small depends on the big, since the function of the small depends
on the larger whole to which it belongs (and that whole often depends on an
even larger one of which it is a part, and so on). It is true, however,
that genes are in some sense supposed to be independent of the organism's
environments theory demands that genetic variation not be coupled to the
mechanism of selection (i.e., that the environment cannot have a hand in
inducing the variations that are compatible with it, otherwise it would be
possible to inherit acquired characteristics). Nonetheless, even if this
demand is strictly interpreted,12 many molecular processes may still be
open to the influence from above I have just discussed.

It is also true that, in many of biology, real and fundamental
progress is achieved when a strong connection can finally be made to the
genotype of the organism in questions that is, when we can finally explain
how the genes give rise to the mechanism or function in question. Be that
as it may, it is misleading to think of genes as the embodiement of some
sort of archetype that the organism will grow into, barring sots of God and
other misfortunes. Given a certain genotype--and the right circumstance
at many different stages of development - -a certain individual organism will
result. But at many critical juncture' within those stages of development
things could go slightly differently. The consequence would be a different
organism.

The important point for our issue is that at those critical junctures,
genes and the various structures to which they give rise take advantage of
many environmental constants in order to keep their appointed rounds.
Nature does not create everything anew and at once. It takes advantage of
what is already there, it builds on the structures it finds in place, it
develops not by reaching for an ideal but by a process beet described as
gerrymandering.

My suggestion is, of cosmos, that the fine-tuning of several physio-
logical functions for 1 g indicates that gravity is one of those constants
that provide the context in which the language of life comes to make sienna.
Without it the human genotype would be expressed very differently, if it
could be expressed at all. If sly suggestion is correct, the manipulation
of gravity can be used to much theoretical profit in connection with the
study of genetic".

The reason comes from emphasizing some of the points already made. It
is not easy to discover genes and then ask what they do. Often the ques-
tion goes from the top downs given a certain function or structure, how
do genes contribute to bring it about? This indicates that we need know-
ledge of all the other levels in order to guide genetics. Moreover, it is
not necessary that all the alignments and states of equilibrium that many
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physiological systems reach be encoded in any one set of genes. Some genes
may have been selected because they lead to the construction of an organ or
function that finds Accommodation with earlier organs or functions. And
the genes that lead to those earlier organs or functions are now preserved
because the new arrangements are advantageous to the organism as a whole.

The point is thins even if we knew what genes brought about the newer
organ or function, and even if we knew all the steps in the construction,
we still would not understand that aspect of physiology. For those genes
and those steps make biological sense only against the background of the
existence of those other organs or functions. And all these together make
sense only in the context of whatever constants a form of life has come to
take for granted. Thus, for example, the pattern of a net of nerves may
not be encoded in the genes. Vale only "instrufttion" may be for the nerves
to keep growing, but since the tissue in which they grow does not permit
easy penetration, the nerves have to work their way around. The result is
a very specific kind of net, although nowhere in the genotype could we find
the "blueprint" for such a net.

The moral of this story is that knowledge of one level--even if it is
"fundaeental"--is very limited without knowledge of the other levels. But
this more complete knowledge can be gathered only to the extent that we
grasp the context in which genes find ultimate expression. And that
requires the manipulation of constants in order to determine their role.

I have already suggested some reasons why gravity is one of those
relevant constant,. It may turn out, of course, that the actual threshold
for the proper functioning of physiological and developmental is less than
1 g, that as soon as a gravity vector.(direction and intensity of c avity)
is detected things will work normally or almost normally. Determining that
threshold is one of the important initial tasks of biology in space (that
subdivision of the field is called "gravitational biology"), a task that
finds no counterpart in doing centrifuge studies on the Earth.

It may also turn out that we can discover how to compensate for most of
the systemic disturbances of the organism caused by microgravity over long
periods of time. That would be ideal. Not only could we benefit from
investigating the effects of microgravity on a variety of organisms, but
we could do so without risking serious damage to the biologists carrying
out those investiaations in space.

The experimental and theoretical promise of space biology is thus far
greater than we may imagine from glancing at a few reports of the rather
pedestrian biological experiments that have been done so far. Two further
considerations should give solid anchor to this conclusion. The first is
conceptual; the second is historical. In a recent paper, N. A. Lowenstam
and Lynn Nargulis have argued convincingly that the ability of eucaryote
cells to modulate their internal concentrations of calcium made possible
the appearance of calcareous skeletons. The appearance of such skeletons
in turn made possible, over 500 million years ago, the Cambrian Explosion,
during which all the major divisions of life became established. The
importance of this argument, for our purposes, is that calcium metabolism
is one of the first things affected by microgravity.
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Calcium ions in solution are essential for many physiological functions,
including cell adhesion, muscle contraction, meoeboid cell movement, and--
as it is now acknowledged - -they are also used to transmit information
between cells. Not only is the intracellular regulation of calcium
essential to the function of eucaryote cells, it is also impOrtant in the
genesis of tissues and embryos. The regulation of calcium seems to be one
of those physiological functions on which nature has built a whole array of
other functions. This key evolutionary role apparently began, according to
Lowenstam and Wargulis. when "prey, forced to escape from more effective
predators, developed highly integrated sensory and motor systems that must
have involved increased coordination and speed of the muscle system."14
these two skills depend on muscle contraction. And muscle contraction
"responds directly to calcium release."15

Since the regulation of calcium may have been very instrumental in the
evolution of complex organisms, and since life develops in a gerrymandering
fashion, the biological importance of calcium may go far beyond what
standard theory assign, to it. Determining that importance is precisely
one of the are where experimentation in space can be of advantage. This
consideration thus provides one more reason for thinking that in space
biology, too, exposure to new circumstances may lead to the .cofound
transformation of our ideas.

The examination of the role of gravity in living things has paid off
from the beginning. It was Darwin himself who first noticed that the tips
of growing roots and shoots were used to detect gravity. "Ne now know," he
said, "that it is the tip alone which is acted on, and that this part
transmits some influence to adjoining parts, causing the latter to bend." 16
The study of this influence, in a long series of experiments beginning with
the publication of Darwin's work in 1880, yielded the separation (1920's)
and chemical identification (1930's) of the first hormone known to make
plants grow.1 Space biology seeks the opportunity to continue this history.

This completes the sketch of the heart of my argument for space explora-
tion. Although the argument itself must tie many loose ends that I have not
even mentioned, I must return now to my original purpose in discussing the
matter.18 We often think of science as a pristine discipline in which
disputes are decided by more or less clear rules interpreted by experts.
This ideal suggests itself when we look at scientific laws and theories in
their' mathematical expressions. We know, of course. that the actual practice
of science is messier than that. And if we think carefully about it we
may also conclude that the actual practice of science has to involve rhetoric.
This may be a derogatory thing to say about the practice of science, but we
may tell ourselves that as science approximates its ideal it gets away from
the rhetorical influences.

I trust, however, that my discussion of space exploration shows that
those rhetorical influences are not the shortcomings of human nature but
essential parts of science, seen now as an activity and not as a frozen
picture of its end product. In the first place, questions of justification
arise in a rhetorical context. This means that what counts as a reason for
what research to undertake depends on that context. Among the contextual

elements we may include political and philosophical objections, economic
circumstances, and the state of technology. The manner in which our
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reasoni satisfy the requirements of the context, or in which they change
the context, determines to large extent idiot science can be justified
and which not. In the second place, as some of she examples make clear,
often the testimony of experts about what is good, or even fundamental
science, can be overthrown, at least in principle, by enlarging the
discussion to include elements from the rhetorical context which the
expert is likely to ignore (cf. the cases of space astronomy and space
biology). All this goes not to show that science is worth less but to
make it appear more human. As it ought to be.
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IHE SCIENCE OF VALUES RV 1HE VALUES OF SCIENOE

Charles Arthur Willard

University of Louisville

Forty years ago this week, the Pinola Gay flew. She left in her wake
the Nuclear Age, the Age of Anxiety, and the Age of Decision-Making.
Government, to recoin Frost. became "play for mortal stakes," with a new
vocabulary studded with talk of "irreversibility," slippery slopes," and
"the rights of the future." 'Banks to memoirs and countless articles, we
know that the makers of the bad) developed by happenstance a discourse that
made each step appear to be the logical outcome of previous steps, a
discourse that internalized value judgments. making than case-specific to
the matter at hand. there was an air of inevitability: someone would
eventually build and use a nuclear device, so it was a race; thousands of
Americans would die in an invasion of Japan. so the flight of the Enola Goy
was a forgone conclusion. She apparently carried no regrets on her
manifest.

One lesson to be learned fran the decisions that led to the flight
of the bola Gay is that methods and structures of discourse do not only
use values. they create them. This is not a new lesson. Aristotle made the
point that means create unintended as well as intended effects; he thus
bound ethics, politics, and rhetoric together so that they might present a
united front to problems. This ethical binding of rhetoric hes been the
received wisdom among scadanics -.witness our current fascination with the
social-psychological side effects of mass persuasion. Nonetheless, our
observance of this grim anniversary is a fitting occasion to call attention
to just how little effect Aristotle's lesson has had outside academe, to
how commonplace the decisions which launched the Bela Gay were.

We do not debate about ends. Aristotle said. but about means. Be
meant by that roughly what [lone meant by saying that reason always serves
the passions. Instrumental reasoning can be guided by values, but not vice
versa, because there is a difference in kind between reason and passion.
Many otherwise different explanations of values share this view.
'theologians hold value to be God's attitude toward objects, dindy sensed by
man. Intuitionists say that values inhere in objects independent of our
thinking. Analytic philosophers, e.g., Russell.and Stevenson, see values as
expressions of attitudes and as rhetorical instruments for tapping the
attitudes of others. Hedonists equate value with feelings, e.g.. pleasure.
As these views would have it, values cannot be justified by reason because
they are not acquired by reason. The ordinary language philosophers view
the matter differently. Values are criticisms -- prescriptions,
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recommendations, or appraisals - -justified by a field's conventions. As
sociological facts. values may well be the preunderstandings of discourse,
the dimly sensed, taken for granted assumptions which guide a field's talk.
But they are not beyond reason- -and thus not beyond analysis and critique.

Argumentation theorists have appreciated this insight and put it to
work. In a way Uurkhelmwould have approved of, a synergism has developed
between thinking drawn fran the sociology of knowledge, ordinary language
philotophy. and Argumentation's traditional analytical and critical
aims. Nowadays, it is standard practice to study values in terms of
their organizing influence upon fields of discourse, their effects upon
beliefs and their functions as premise" in arguments.

But one implication of this thinking has not been fully
appreciated, viz., that Argumentation is obliged by its aim analytic
assumptions to turn its value analysis on itself. If values infuse the
discourse of fields in general, we shouldn't suppose that Argumentation is
exempt from this effect. If we believe that a field builds its values when
its structures its discourse, we should be attentive to the
value-constitutive effects of our own discourse. We should pose such
questions as a matter of reflective routine in a discipline. I want to pose
them, however, with regard to the contributions Argumentation might make to
a philosophy of the public sphere. Arganentation's most profound
contribution to such a philosophy may well consist of its organized
knowledge about the structure of deliberative discourse and its effects
upon outcomes. But our thinking about debate as a way of structuring
discourse has not kept pace with our thinking about values in general. The
ordinary language shift has not been translated into our thinking about
debate, which is still firmly rooted in the 18th century.

The sins of fathers are oft visited on sons. Argumentation, evolving
as it did from 18th Century rhetorical and epistemological theories, bears
a strong (sadly resemblance to the sharp value- -reason distinctions of
Mill. Hume. and Benthan and their more recent ancestors Sidgwick, Moore,
and Moss. And debate bears the stamp of this ancestry. Weber would have
called it the paradigm case of instrumental reason, a vision we still carry
as intellectual baggage into the contemcmary dialogue concerning the place
of argument in a public philosophy. Because we depend upon wholesale
assessments of the public sphere's problems, we tend to think that public
discourse is withering for the want of an argumentation theory. I believe
that ;ust the opposite is true, or at least arguably so: the public sphere
has an argumentation theory; that theory's content closely resembles
conventional thinking within the Argumentation discipline; and at least
sane of the most serious problems of the public sphere stem fran its
assumptions about deliberative discourse. If the Argunentatian discipline
became more influential, its effect would be analogous to injecting the
patient with cancer in order to cure a cancer.
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Atgumentation scholars will, I believe, better serve their
discipline and the centesimal by building upon two closely related thanes.
The first concerns the evils of treating discourse as instrumental
rationality, a theme establish by Weber, elaborated upon by Horkheimer and
Adorn°. and approached in a different way than I shall use here by
Habortum. An argumentation theory based upon an instrunental view of
decision - making is the problem of the public sphere. Discourse premised
upon the instrumental view has perpetuated the rigid disjunction of fact
and value that is our Enlighterment heritage. It creates a mechanistic,
technooratically biased mode of discourse that, as Robert Socolow says,
cannot express the things we care most about. The second theme grows frantwo different sources construed against the backdrop of Kelly's personal
construct theory: d.L. Hackie's belief that values are constructs we invent
and Robert Socolow and Laurence Tribe's arguments that the public spTVi
failures of discourse stem fran S failure to realize that we do--and more
important, can-- construct values. Discourse doesn't only use values,
it creates than. As Tribe says. we cannot measure only the outoanes of
decision - making, since the nature of the processes by which we reach
decisions shapes our experience and expectations, thus designing our future
value preferences.

Argumentation's View of Science and Technology

First I want to argue that the way we ordinarily describe the
problem of the public sphere is incumplete. This will allow me to work up
to the claim which follows in the next section, that same features of
Argumentation itself are part of the public sphere's problem. This first
step will establish a context for the second. The trickiness of context isa well understood phenomenon in Argumentation. We all know that debates
have, as physicists say, extreme sensitivity to starting conditions.. Theiroutcanes can be changed by even very subtle shifts in their contexts. But
the shift I want to make isn't subtle. I believe that an argumentation
!henry grounded in facile contrast between orders of knowledge will
contribute nothing new to the structure of public discourse. If we persist
In believing that science cannot research values, that it does not embodyand create values. or that argumentation does not create values. we will
set into concrete sane already well entrenched prejudices.

Mile the philosophy of science has became increasingly social, the
social world. it seams, has becalm increasingly scientific. Since Dewey's
time, the public sphere has been studied and analyzed. This examination hasyielded two very different diagnoses. lb state then bluntly makes then
caricatures of scientific versus humanistic prejudices, but since that's
all I think they amount to, I will risk the consequences of putting then in
blunt form: (1) the public sphere isn't scientific enough: and (2) the
public sphere is too scientific.
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Proposition (1) had its genesis in the debates eweig scientists and
their nonscientific advocates in the late 19th and early 20th Centuries
concerning whether scientists should have - -and should actively seek --more
influence upon public policy than they had hitherto been given. Cne
conclusion of this debate was that scientists were obliged to ensure that
their hard -won knowledge was not ignored and thus had a duty to seek
influence in the political sphere. A picture gradually evolved which
emphasized the ways scientific evidence gets distorted in the thrust and
perry of daily decisionenaking --the public sphere being a undhole filled
with unrecognizable facts. Scientific evidence can speak for itself, all
things being equal, until contaminated by the cupidity. credulity,
obstinacy, venality, stupidity, and sheer cussedness of political life. No
one, least of all Dewey, has fully believed ma extreme a contrast.
Nonetheless, the problem of the public sphere has largely been thought toinhere in the ways public decision making falls short of science. This
diagnosis has resulted in a remorkable unity wmong the remedies proposed:
within its limitations, the public sphere should strive to emulate
scientific inquiry.

Proposition (2) tends to be framed in eschatological tenns, and it
is .profoundly anti-technological, if not antiscientific. We possess the
technology to crush individual autonomy, to debase traditional values. and
to make irreversible decisions with incalculable consequences in matters of
environment, energy, population policy, and global politics and war.
'technological achievements have created unparalleled wealth and comfort for
a handful of the world's billions - -perhaps at the expense of the Third and
Fourth Worlds; yet our political institutions, all designed in the 18th
Century, cannot keep pace with our problems. Low tech solutions in a high
tech age. The most poignant case in point has been made by Goodnight- -that
the language of the public sphere has disappeared into the discourses of
the specialized fields. Thus, "issues of significant public consequence,
what should present live possibilities for argumentation and public choice,
disappear into ;the government technocracy or private hands. As forms of
deciionmeking proliferate, questionJ of public significance themselves
become increasingly difficult to recognize. much less address, because of
the intricate rules, procedures, and terminologies of the specialized
forums."

Notice that the values of scientific knowledge sod method are not
at issue. Technology isn't equivalent to science, and it is the former that
is at issue, especially with the most famous class in point. cost-benefit
analysis. Its proponents and opponents often call it "science" rather than
a "technique." This is sometimes a rhetorical strategy, since wrapping
oneself in the mantle of a legitimizing label is a powerful way of
ingratiating oneself to decision-nekers and of defending and commending
one's results to the public. The opponents of cost-benefit analysis do the
sane thing in reverse, hoping to capitalize upon anti-scientific sentiment.
But when we boil their arguments down, the values of scientific knowledge
and method are not, and really never have been, at issue.

-438-

457



Aside Iran such labelling problems, most of us, I think, would
acknowledge an ambivalence toward these two claims. The problem of the
public sphere seems more complex than either claim implies, so neither
claim can be swallowed whole. Respecting proposition (1). for instance, we
should acknowledge the possibility that Max Weber's famous claim that
scientific inquiry cannot settle political disputes is mistaken. Scientific
inquiry does solve political disputes. Argumentation theorists have
achieved considerable agreement around the proposition that the public
sphere uses two major netb^As of problem-solving - -the law and science.
Since the law uses scientific testimony in the mime way political
decision-makers do, we would be mistaken to assume that science cannot
solve political disputes. Science is the public sphere's evidentiary
standard. The public sphere --le utterly dependent upon the
argument-from-authority, and science is its paradigm case. Moreover, we can
scarcely dr,nbt that scientific inquiry is appropriate to at leant sane
political iseves. The testimony and leadership of scientists changed public
opinion about nutrition, population control, health care, and the
environnent. Scientists, in fact, have played a worthier role in
environmental disputes than we sometimes give them credit for. And the
facts do count: we do not import panels of humanists to test bridges or
assess nuclear engineering problems. The fact that political issues are
sometimes more complex than scientific ones, strictly speaking, or that
science cannot definitively answer certain questions, doesn't renotely
impugn science or its place in political discourse. It merely makes it a
piece of a bigger picture.

We likewise must acknowledge the truth we see in (2). Our
decision-making institutions do seen to plod along, panting in the wake of
events. Our horse- and -buggy public discourse, though occasionally chsnning,
seems a quaint throwback - -in the very worst sense of that term. We are so
thoroughly meshed in the individualism inherited from the 18th Century
that, as Habennas has read Weber to say, our undeptanding of rationality
seems inextricably tied to inatrunental reason." The language of
instrumental reason has proven too light to carry the weight of current
dilemma. Mutt passes for public discourse in America is embodied in what
Burke calls "a blunt quest of advantage."

Their exaggerations aside, the defect of both claims inheres in our
way of looking at than. We think like individualists when we define then.
We thus lack a language adequate for defining than in any other way.
Science is or isn't an ogre depending upon its achievement of our wants.
Proposition (1) says that science is the best inatrunent for satisfying our
wants; proposition (2) predicts that science will ride rough shod over our
most basic wants. In either case, the satisfaction of Want wants --or
nonhuman wants in the case of the environmental movement --is our organizing
paradigm. Since questions frame the horizons of their answers, questions
posed under the aegis of individualism so bias our thinking that a full
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blown, distinctively public discourse seems impossible.

Many scholars conceptualize the conflict between propositions (I)
and (2) as one of facts versus values. Proponents of (2) thus claim that
the public sphere reduces fragile values to quantities, distorting their
essential natures or crushing them under the weight of numbers. Proponentsof (1), oddly, use the same reasoning to reach the opposite conclusion:
decision - making guided by values is vague and intuitive: values are
imprecise, idiosyncratic. and proportionately beyond critique. Both sides,then, see values in terns of individual wants; both see values as a priori
givens lying outside debate, informing it, to be sure, but nonethelessapart from it. A higher synthesis of (1) and (2), it it isn't foreclosed bythe heat of the rhetoric surrounding the two claims, starts with a
recognition that the fact-value distinction in the policy realm is
spurious.

Nbking Values

Values, I claim, are just like any other beliefs, except that
people seen more willing to kill or die for them. This special quality
doesn't mean that values are Cod's A's, or that they are soldered into
the essences of things by a craftsman-like Nature and dimly perceived by
intuition. It only means that values are sometimes sociological
pathologies. It is all too easy for us to think that, while our values are
rational contrivances, those of ordinary folk are pathological, like
genetic disorders. Since values do seem to get transmitted by processes
that, if we distort them enough. look like genetics, even in this
enlightened age, we still treat va ues as mystical givens, on a par with
demons and angels.

Bat it seers obvious that we make values, just as we construct any
beliefs. Consider Habennas' development of a conception of freedom and its
relations to discourse, or Kant's categorical imperative, or Rawls'
exposition of justice as fairness, or the evolution of the containment
doctrine. And it seems equally obvious that our methods of deliberating
about beliefs affect our values. Habetnas, Kant, and Rawls make strategic
decisions in making their cases that frame our thinking about their
results. Consider Tribe's argument:

The fluid character of means -ends relationships has long been
postulated, and I have elsewhere argued that it ordinarily
describes the actual situation not only during the process
of choice but in its inplementation as well. Indeed, I would
hypothesize that moat of the crucial environmental choices
confronting industrialized nations in the last third of the
twentieth century will be choices that significantly shape
and do not merely implement those nations' values with re-
spect to nature and wilderness. Such choices will do more
than generate a distribution of payoffs and penalties to the
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persons Effected in tens of their preexisting yardsticks
of cost and benefit. Choices of this typeivill also greatly
alter the experiences available to those affected, the
concomitant development of their preferences, attitudes. and
cost-benefit conceptions over time, and hence their
character as society of persons ipteracting with one
another and with the natural order.

For instance, if we frame the environmental debate exclusively on
quantitative, want-centered calculus, this will gradually change our most
basic way of valuing nature. Certainly nature can be discussed in
cost-benefit terms, but se Tribe says, environmentalists feel disingenuous
in doing so; they are not saying quite Mut they mean; they are merely
adapting to what they take to be the formal requirements of public debate.
'!he danger is that .pretty soon, they won't remenber what they meant. As
their thinking collapses more and more to debating in the mode of human
wants, they lose their ability to express the idea that nature has
Inportance in itself. They need not ignore human wants, but, as Tribe says,
they must not ignore what they care most deeply about..

Ntly, we sanetimes ask, are debaters --in and out of academic
life - -such authority - mongers! Ihe answer is that debate is way of
structuring discourse which favors authoritarian appeals. Values emanate
frOn practice and become sanctified with time. The more they recede into
the background, the more taken for granted they become. Argumentation
theories are, in sense, nothing but smalgame of values. Consider, e.g.,
Robert Socolaw's argument that "public debate is cloaked in formality
that excludes large part of what people moat care about." Current
cost-benefit analysis practices. Socolow argues. are based upon golden
rules, "prescriptions and routines that the analyst perceives to be a means
of simplifying the tangle of options (and of staying out of trouble), but
that prevent th' analyst from taking full advantage of the capabilities the
tools provide." Socolow cites as cases in point the perfunctory
rejection of proposal because it is not multi purpose project and the
ways numbers become immutable constants - -indeed, they are sometimes written
into lawonce we forgot haw they are derived. Ilia conclusion: "to hallow
sgt minhnun flow is to skew the discourse. Vhanevor groundrule of
discussion is that sane standard or guideline is to be accepted as an
on-off number, above which there is 'safety' and below which there is
'peril,' two vital kinds of discourse become illegitimate: discussions of
acceptable damage, and discussions of damage limitations." Let us
consider Socolawle developnent of the first point in full:

But people prefer appearance to reality. Mere is rarely any
clamor to make trade-offs explicitly; it is enough for many
that the compromises reached reflect professional judpnent.
Public discourse is thus dominated by solutions offered as
risk-free . . .[examples are aviation safety. for which the
acceptable fatalities per year are never discussed publicly,
and military discourse, in which acceptable losses are kept
hidden]. But neither the Mayor whose town abuts the airport
nor the President preparing the battle plan can use such
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lencuage with his constituency. the LArger the issue of
public accountability (as opposed lc professional imannit -
ability alone) loans in an official's mind. the less willing
he becanesueven to fonnulste a problen in tense of accept-
able risk.'

And obviously, it is impossible to discuss damage limitations unless one
has first discussed acceptable risks. The very structure of the debate,
therefore. skews the discourse in favor ruling the deeper arguments out.

Values and Science

The false contrast of values with facts, of science with humane
concerns, has spawned the assumption that present analytic techniques
cannot accomodate values. Both Socolow and 'tribe, via different arguments,
are concerned with claiming that such an assumption vastly undervalues our
analytic techniques. Mille abstractions are harder to express than
quantities, "one must concede that there is nothing in the structure of the
techniques themselves, or in the logical premises on which they rest, that
inherently precludes their intelligent use by a public decisiagmeker in
the service of these intangible, or otherwise 'fuzzy' concerns." For
instance, Argumentation theorists, who think like utilitarians when they
make judgments of the outcomes of deliberative practices, nonetheless have
easily and readily embraced Hibernia:1' idea that rgumentation be redeensble
through discourse. A value of considerable abstraction has thus seemed
center stage in a thoroughly utilitarian calculus. Another exwqple,
Tribe's, concerns the transference of distinctively human terms, the
language of rights, to nonhuman entities such as animas. Ibis linguistic
strategy paves the way for strengthened empathy for animals because it
creates new possibilities for analogies between human and animal
experience. Such development, Tribe thinks, might further pave the way
for sore sophisticated transference of rights to the environment
itself - -a view which doesn't depend upon seeing the environment solely in
teen of its capacity to satisfy human wants. %hat is crucial to recognize
is that the hummt capacity for empathy and identification is not static:
the very process of recognizing rights in those higher vertebrates with
when we can already empathize could well pave the way for stijj further
extensions as we move upward along the spiral of moral evolution."'

'the Kohlbergian tone to Itibe's argument is doubtless intentional.
Analogies between cognitive development and the evolution of intellectual
traditions Is Thulmin's ecological model are common. But it is worth
remembering occasionally that the structure of discourse is not fixed and
that we should tinker with it as matter of principle. If the structure of
debate ordinarily disprefers compromise, and pushes us toward black-white,
right-wrong decisions, this needn't be taken as proof that there is
something sleazy, or at least too fuzzy, about compromise. 'fie fault may
lie instead in a debate fonnet invented for simpler issues than sre our lot
today. If questions structurally prefer answers shaped to notch the
assumptive world of the questions, thereby guaranteeing that questions
dictate their answers, can we not redesign the contexts of
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cross- examination to accomodate to competing points of view? If we discover
that the tructu:* of deliberation leads us to conceptualize time as
scarce commodity, this =king us bend to the pressure of events, the
cancelling dens/xis of time, far more than we really mist, can we redesign
discourse to incorporate the realization that most things are not as
temporally urgent a we may think? If we find that the very structure of
discussion and debate lead us unerringly to fasten upon the short run, thus
muting the future's demands an our thinking, cannot our vocabulary be
expanded, perhaps along the lines suggested by Tribe, to give the future
voice in present deliberations? The future, as Wenk has said, is not what
it used to be. Our vision of decision-making was created in an era for
which the future existed as a Yost expanse of possibilities; we now see the
future in terms of constraints.

CLZLIDSR24

Most fields, I suppose, occasionally feel that the public sphere,
failings stem (ran the want of their 'abject mutter or from a failure to
listen to their experts. But delusions of grandeur shouldn't nwsquerade as
diagnoses. Most fields, arguably, could improve their collective mental
health by occasionally acknowledging that it might be disaster if the
public followed their advice. Argument scholars should begin every project
by considering that possibility. The field cannot complain that the
theories of debate which comprise an important part of its subject matter
have found no audiences outside the discipline's boundaries.
Post-Jefferson, our public sphere is founded upon the 18th Century's model
of debate. Important aspects of what we have taken to calling "the problem
of the public sphere" nay thus reside inside our discipline as well as
outside; and perhaps steeping the public sphere even more in our doctrines
would only intensify its problem. If we discover, as I think we shall,
that we structure our deliberative discourse in such a way as to keep us
penmnently in the strategic, tactical, conflictive mode --and never in the
contemdtive mode why shouldn't we consider the appropriateness of
changing our way of talking about at least same questions?

At the very least, we have glimmering of what it will take to:.
diagnose the problem of the public sphere. While it is right to say that
public discourse has disappeared into the discourse of specialized fields
and that interfield relativity has held the public hostage to epistemic
standards which are beyond public critique, those are partial diagnoses.
Field relativity is an obstacle (in particular contexts) to achieving
consensus; but describing the obstacle doesn't fully explain why we cannot
surmount it. Perhaps we need to adjust our thinking about what it would
mean to "surmount" it. Relativity, e.g., needn't be pathological in
political systen based upon compromise aid whose discounts practices do not
insist upon naming epiatenic winners and losers. Societies can, and often
have, accamodated to and survived chaematic internal differences. The
relativist, diagnosis, while right, doesn't completely describe what is
wrong with our public discourse. There is at least nothing wrong with
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considering the possibility that our theories are what's wrong with public
discourse.
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THE PATH OF LEGAL REASONING
IN SEX DISCRIMINATION CASES

David S. Werling
University of Utah

Richard D. Rieke
University of Utah

Appellate courts working day-by-day to make justice sensible or at
least reckonable present a rich body of discourse susceptible to analysis
by communication scholars. Perelman notes that justice is a prime example
of a "confused notion" which like other philosophical concepts, "cannot be
reduced to clarity without being distorted, one cannot treat it wittiout
recourse to the methods of reasoning analyzed by the new rhetoric."'
Study of appellate decision making from the perspective of argumentation
theory is now well established.

Out just as justice is a confused notion that resists clear
definition, so is the reasoning that is used to justify concepts of
Justice. As argumentation research has sought to set out the reasoning
used in appellate decision maing, the need to consider the dynamics of
the process has became clear. It is not enough to present an analysisof the reasoning in one case or even a combination of cases on a single
issue. Analysis must now be directed at the process of judicial decision
making over time on related issues.

The purpose of this study is to suggest a theoretical rationale for
the processual analysis of judicial reasoning and provido a preliminary
application of the method in the area of Supreme Court decision making in
sex discrimination cases. The structure of our argument will begin withthe support for the claim that the dynamics of appellate decision makingrequire a processual analysis, We will then argue that the rationale of aprocessual analysis can be found by treating

the appellate court as a task
oriented group and looking to

group communication theory for guidance.
Finally, we will present an extended analysis of decisions on sex
discrimination to illustrate the application of the method.

A few reservations must be stated even though they will quickly become
obvious. First, no single work can fully characterize legal reasoning,
There is too much scope and rapid change. Second, we are tentatively
suggesting a rationale for a processual analysis and obviously it is
applied in only a superficial way. If this first step seems to make
sense, we will go on to do analysis in greater depth. Finally, we do not
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pretend to have exhausted case law on sex discrimination. We have
selected a few cases over time to try out our analysis rather than perform
a detailed legal study of the issue."

DYNAMICS OF APPELLATE DECISION MAKING

A logical positivist view of legal reasoning restricts the dynamics of
appellate decision making to the study of case-by-case differences. That
is, as long as legal philosophers held to the notion that the work of the
courts could be circumscribed within the limits of formal deductive logic
or science, then study of the courts' opinions was centered on how
universal premises of law were seen by courts to apply to the endless flow
of fact situations. The dynamic was in "law" rather than logic, which was
changeless, and change in the law came not from courts' creations but from
their "findings" as Constitutional, statutory, or common law major
premises were related to fact situation minor premises.*

A generation of legal realists came within a hair's breadth of making
the dynamics of appellate decision making a function of the variation from
justice to justice. They saw both law and logic as idiosyncratic to
individual decision makers or momentary coalitions.°

The application of argumentation theory to judicial decision making7
restored some order by suggesting that while the logic was not universal
neither was it idiosyncratic. Using primarily the theories of Toulminu
and Perelman, scholars have charted some of the tynical lines of
reasoning and warrants used in appellate opinions. I°

Out such studies have, to date, tended to focus upon single cases or a
few related cases and have sought to describe the collection of warrants
or lines of reasoning used by the courts. They have, therefore,
overlooked the process dynamic of

appellate decision making: the path of
legal reasoning. Brkic' says:

the formalized legal process. . . is dynamic. . . it has a
contemporary dimension since it occurs in space and time;
it also has a historical dimension for it evolves through
space and time. It can be thought of as a happening
sometimes manifesting sharp features and at other times a
shading off of contours. . . .The dynamics of the legal
process is such that, as it is directed by rules and
principles, it also creates and modifies the existing ones.11

The functignal adequacy of legal reasoning depends on consequences, not
essences. "Thus the nature of legal reasoning may change correspond-
ingly with changes in social needs. "1.3

Judges act within a process that involves principles of reasoning,
established substantive and procedural law, human .0 social facts, and
the ethical Ideals and moral practices of society.'" And, "each of
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these fields is to an appreciable degrge open, fluid, and ambiguous,
offering the judge room to maneuver. The legal system is not
insulated and rule-oriented, there are social reasons fur formulating
fresh law, and "the need for ease and flexibility of change, in a rapidly
changing society, is facilitated by severing justification of the decision
from justification of the guiding rule of law."1°

To summarize, the application of argumentation theory to the study of
legal decision making resolved many of the difficulties found in the
positivist and realist perspectives. Specifically, the argumentation
perspective rejected the static image of the positivist and the chaotic
image of the realist. However, the argumentation perspective has
generated its own difficulty in the implication that judicial reasoning
can be characterized as a rather stable field of argumentation through the
itemization of a body of warrants or lines of reasoning. The difficulty
is this:.decisions are in actuality merely frozen moments in an ongoing
process of judicial decisioning. To complete our theory of the field of
appellate legal reasoning, we must develop some method to account for the
reasoning transactions over time. We must find some way to chart the path
of legal reasoning.

APPELLATE COURTS AS SMALL GROUPS

When appellate decision making is described as "rational," the flow or
evolution of the law is charted on the basis of legal doctrine. Rational
in this sense means conformity to the rules of logic, and in the clearly
defined and routine decisions, courts remain quite able to state and
follow doctrine. Rational behavior, says Perelman, is that which is in:

conformity to principles, to the spirit of system, behavior
which chooses ends through knowledge of cause, makes use of
the most efficacious means, and makes action conform to the
results of one's reflections and designs, not allowing
oneself to be held or led astray by the emotions of passions."17

The rational represents "anchors" or points of general agreement which can
be relied upon as relatively solid warrants on which to base an
argument.18

By contrast, Perelman describes the "reasonable" as a function of
common sense. The reasonable person

is guided by the search. . . for what is acceptable in his
milieu and even beyond it, for what should be accepted by
all. Putting himself in the place of others he does not
consider himself an exception but seeks to conform to
principles of action which are acceptable to everyone.19

The reasonable represents "reach-tests" or conjectures beyond what is
clearly established and agreed upon. Where the anchor rests upon
established principles and agreement, reachdests rely on conjecture, that
which one believes ought to be established.'"
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Perelman suggests that the rational wus, for centuries, associated
with the idea of natural law: "the rational in law corresponds to adherence
to an immutable divine standard, orfEi-i5Trit of the system, to logic and
coherence, to conformity with precedents, to purposefulness."'' In
contrast, "the reasonable . . . characterizes the decision itself, the
fact that it or not by public opinion, that its consequences
are socially useful or harmful, that it is felt to be equitable or
biased." When decisions are both rational and reasonable, the system
functions smoothly and with high predictability. When there is a dialectic
between the rational and the reasonable, there is a basis for movement of
thought.

A judicial decision could be rational and yet, in the view of some (or
many) unreasonable. The rational principles on which a decision is based
may be (1) unjust or iniquitous as in those supporting the decision to
remove Americans of Japanese ancestry from their homes at the start of
World War II: national security was a solid rational principle, but
morally the action was challenged as unreasonable; (2) or they can be
given improper weight as in waste disposal decisions solely based on the
principle of private property: free use of private property has been a
dominant rational principle, but today it is argued that reason demands
that it be balanced against the safety of the environment; (3) or they canbe inadequate to the extent that the empirical facts on which they rest
are misunderstood as in the question of whethgc separate can be equal: In
1985, the research data are not so one-sided."

Perelman summarizes his essay On the rational and the reasonable in a
way that clearly provides the basis for our suggestion that group decision
theory can lead the way to an analytic scheme for judicial decision
processes:

Thus, the idea of the reasonable in law corresponds to an
equitable solution, in the absence of all precise rules of
adjudication. But it can be that recourse to the reason-
able only gives a provisional solution, waiting for the
elaboration of new legal construction which would be more
satisfying. The reasonable guides this endeavor toward
systematization, toward the rational systematic solution.24

As we have already suggested, a concept of the rational and the reasonable
can be compared to the small groupsoncept of anchor points and reach-tests
suggested by Scheidel and Crowel1.4*

They describe idea development in small group discussions in terms of
a spiral: the group establishes anchor points

representing agreement and
more or less circles those points with reaffirming discussion. Similarly,appellate courts set doctrine or legal principles (the rational) as anchorpoints and then circle them by case after case decided on the same basis.

In the spiral model, the group from time-to-time will advance a
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reach-test representing the conjecture of an idea not previously agreed
upon or within the scope of existing knowledge. Sometimes, the group
refuses to affirm the reach-test, and discussion returns to the anchor
points. Or, the group may provide support for the reach-test with
affirming discussion, and the level of agreement within the group will
expand slightly. Then the former reach-test becomes a new anchor point
and the circle has spiraled. As the anchoring and reach-testing proceeds,
the spiral enlarges.

In courts, from time-to-time a decision is conjectured on bases other
than established doctrine and strict precedent, sometimes in a dissent
representing a reach-test not accepted by the court, and sometimes in a
majority opinion, there will be a time of reaffirming decisions following
it in an effort to solidify the new anchor and move the reasonable into
the rational. l.'s would characterize the judicial process just as Fisher
describes the spiral decision making process: 'The spiral process Is
cumulative and progressive, reflecting continuous modification of ideas
and backtracking to agree-upon ideas as members reconfirm positions.'
As Justice Sandra Day O'Connor put the process:

Changes in the courts' agenda are generally a delayed
response to changes in the nation's agenda. . . .

Justice moves slowly and the courts arrive on the
scene late. But once there we must usually linger for
a while, and it often takes a series of decisions to
flesh out a new statutt.41

We would add only that the courts stay to flesh out a newly established
anchor point whether it came from a new statute or a reach-test within
their own group. Nakau discusses the development of reasonableness
standards by the Supreme Court of the United States and argues that such
standards must adapt to the "pragmatic demands of a changeable yet
critical particular audiem" and so must effect a "marriage of the
pragmatic with the ideal."0

Let us be clear about the position being taken. We are arguing that
argumentative analysis of appellate decision making must include attention
to the ongoing, process nature of groups of justices deciding various
kinds of cases. To accomplish that task, we are suggesting that small
group decision theory be applied.

Specifically, we will claim that the
Scheidel and Crowell spiral theory of idea development can be used to
guide an analysis of the reasoning appearing in appellate opinions in
selected groups of related decisions appearing over time.

Since strict rules forbid scholars from making even casual notes of
judicial conferences, and since our focus is not actually on the unplanned
interaction among groups of justices but rather on the carefully planned
representations of the interaction that appears in written opinions, the
application of group communication theory cannot be straightforward. Most
often, opinions reflect the careful compromise of conflicting positions
and thus do not reveal the original differences, with the exception of
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dissents. For that reason, our claim that options refleCt group
interaction must not be taken literally. Instead, we propose using a
small group metaphor to justify a modification of that theory to the legal
context.

The metaphor is not, however, totally strained. Remember, appellate
courts typically work in banks of three to nine people who must generate
at least a majority consensus to reach a decision. Remember further that
written opinions include the majority, concurring, and dissenting points
of view, and in one sense we can directly observe justices "interacting"
with one another. Most important, remember that our claims will not
relate to the body of group communication data based on unplanned---
interactions directly observed. Rather we propose to generate a
completely new body of group communication data: planned appellate
reasoned interaction. And, we propose to analyze it with modifications ofgroup theory.

On the foundation just laid, we can now rest the modified and
simplified analytical framework we propose to use. First, reflecting
Scheidel and Crowell's spiral theory, we suggest that appellate opinions
on cases involving the same generic issues will

(la) reveal clear anchor points in the form of doctrine
or principles that will justify most decisions;

(lb) reveal reach-tests on a reasonable" basis when a
challenge to anchor points emerges;

(lc) reveal circling to reinforce majority accepted
reach-tests so as to erect new anchor points and
establish a new concept of what is rational;

(1d) reveal a spiral pattern of decision that may move
in more than one direction.

Since precise definitions of these propositions in relation to
judicial decisions cannot be made without greater testing we propose to
take their general sense from group theory into an inductive examination
of decisions related to sex discrimination. As we compare the general
concepts to the specific reasoning found in the opinions, we will suggest
tentative definitions. In final discussion, we will comment on the extent
to which the general concepts proved useful

in making sense of the processor path of decisioning.

SEX-BASED CLASSIFICATION AND STANDARDS OF REVIEW

Sex discrimination law has achieved prominence as a constitutional
issue relatively recently. Prior to 1970, the Supreme Court dealt with the
issue only occasionally and when a case was heard, the discriminatory
statute was usually upheld.4 In early judgments, the Court upheld suchlaws as Michigan statute which prohibited women from being bartepders,m
and an Illinois statute which barred women from practicingaaw.4I In
1971, however, the Court decided the case of Reed v. Reed." In holding
as unconstitutional an Idaho law which gives automatic preference to miles
as administrators of descendent's estate, the court struck down a gender-
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based classification for the first time in its history.

In the years since Reed, a large number of cases involving

gender-based discrimination have found their way onto the docket of the
Court. Where the Warren Court decided many significant and pivotal cases
dealing with racial discrimination between 1954 and 1970," the Burger
Court has, from 1971 to the present, been the adjudicator of many disputes
concerning challenges of sex discrimination. Unlike the Court's fairly
well-defined stand on how to review cases dealing with race, a consistent
standard of review and judgment for cases with sex-based discrimination
claims has yet to be formulated. As Justice Rehnquist, writing the
opinion of the Court in the 1981 case of Michael M. v. Sonoma, noted: "As
is evident from our opinions, the Court has had some difficulty agreeing
upon the proper approach and analysis in cases involving challenges to
gender-based classifications."4,

The lack of consensus on what the proper course of analysis should be
remains a thorny problem for the Court. Though it has established a
variety of constitutional principles and procedural criteria which must be
addressed. the Court has yet to iron out a settlement on how these are tobe applied. Perhaps more importantly, however, the members of the Court
are not in entire agreement on the assumptions which underlie even these
principles and criteria. Most prominent among the disputes surrounding
the proper course of analysis is the issue over what standard of review
should be taken when dealing with a sex-based discrimination claim.
Despite intense efforts by equal rights organilations and women's legal
groups, a majority of the Court has refused to grant gender-based
classifications the same level of scrutiny afforded racially-based
classifications. Since the Court has determined that discriminationcharges on the basis of race are immediately a "suspect" class of
litigation, these kinds of cases are subject_to a heightened level of
judicial analysis called "strict scrutiny."J8

The effort by the Court to develop a stan.:Ird of review to be applied
to sex-based discrimination cases is marked by a history of tentative
consensus and strong disagreement. Members of the Court have forwarded anumber pf_approaches: some have been accepted. others rejected, and stillothers-hike been put on hold. The common thread that runs throughout allof the standards is that none have been embraced entirely by the wholeCourt, Yet, at each stage in the debate, a point of agreement,
an anchor point, has been established.

And, since the standard of review
determines what kinds of conditions need to be satisfied in order for anexisting law or statute to be upheld, the anchor points established and
used by the Court control and confine the entire judgment.

The evolution of the standard of review question in sex discriminationlitigation will be analyzed within the framework of the spiral decision
making model. The emphasis here will be on pivotal cases which heralded
en actual change in the standrri as well as lines of arguments which
attempted to effect a change but were unsuccessful in garnering sufficient
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support to establish a new anchor point.
Attention is paid to how the

Court attempts to overcome the rational (the
system that was and is) by

recourse to the reasonable (the ideas that are and the system to be). Byexamining the lines of reason aoriiiiad to compel a new anchor point, the
effort to resolve the dialectic between the rational and the reasonable ismade visible.

THE RATIONALITY STANDARD

The first anchor position adopted by the cligrt is found, as mentionedearlier, in the landmark case of Reed v. Reed.." In Reed, a reach testwas used which argued that the criterion
established Win earlier case

not specifically designed for sex discrimination reasonably could beapplied to a gender-baggd classification.
Citing the 1920 case of Royster

Guano Co. v. Virginia. s/ Chief Justice Burger writing for an unanimousCourt determined that a classification "must be reasonable, not arbitrary,and must rest upon some ground of
difference having a fair and substantialrelationship to the object of the legislation. sgnthat all persons

similarly circumstanced shall be treated alike."." Based upon thisstandard of review, claims of
unconstitutional gender-based classificationwere to be investigated with

an eye for 'fair relationships" which wereconnected to some legislative objective.
The justification in the opinion

was straightforward in its explanation. The question of law was decidedby precedent alone; in using the 'rational approach" derived from anearlier case. the Court established
an anchor point from which subsequent

litigation should operate.

While the direct appeal to the Royster precedent may appear to be asimple case of an application
of the rational, the decision of the Courtto recognize probable jurisdiction

was another matter. Reed was not theonly contemporary case to be appealed to the Supreme
Court on the groundsof sex discrimination. and it was not. most probably. singular in itscharacteristics. Why then was this case chosen and why was this decisionthe first one to overturn a law on the basis of an unconstitutional

classification? Given the social atmosphere of the times which saw arising interest in equal rights and a growing feminist movement, theanswer suggests itself. The Court as a decision making body does notexist in a vacuum. Though it is insulated from
political pressures bylifetime tenure. as Justice O'Connor

noted, the Court recognizes andresponds to changes in the social climate. As such. the Court's decisionto review the case comprised
an active choice and cannot be separated fromthe social context of the day. Though no claim is being made here that adirect link can be established
between Reed, the influence of the women'srights movement, and the Court's

noting-57-Orobable jurisdiction, there isa reason to believe that the
Court recognized a need to address issues ofthis nature. To ignore these types of cases and refuse entry into a newera of judicial concern on sex-based

discrimination would deny thereasonable. The rational system of traditional judgment needed to bebrought up to speed with the public environment.

The Reed decision established
the new anchor position from which

subsequent claims of sex discrimination were to be examined. In choosing
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standard borrowed from a different genre of cases, Reed engineered the
device through which gender-based classifications couTaTe constitution-
ally evaluated. And, through the citing of Reed in later cases, the Court
spiraled ground this anchor and made it ever more authoritative and
rational.")

REJECTION OF THE SUSPECT CLASSIFICATION

The next important effort to define the proper approach to be taken on
sex-based Ascrimination cases was the 1973 decision of Frontiero v.
Richardson." In Frontier°, the Court struck down a federal statute
that AVITred woamT.liriat men, in the Air Force to demonstrate that
their spouses were depc7lent on them for more than one-half of their
support in order to receive additional benefits. In writing the opinion
of the Court, Justice Brennan attempted to establish a new anchor point
for the adjudication of sex-based discrimination cases. The effort was
made to establish that sex, like race, was a suspect classification and
was thus subject to strict constitutional scrutiny.

Brennan's attempt to
reach test to a new anchor point, however, failed for it only garnered the
support of four justices (including Brennan). As it takes a majority of
the Court to establish an opinion as precedent and a number of justices
rejected the strict scrutiny reasoning in their concurrences, the suspect
classification and strict scrutiny aspects of the opinion did not become
the new paradigm for deciding sex-based discrimination cases.

In the effort to make suspect status the new anchor point for sex
discrimination litigation. Brennan based his arguments on three types of
appeals to the reasonable.

Paramount among Brennan's reasons for the
Court adopting this posture is that women have been historically deprived
of their equal status within society,

often with the support of the law.
Bolstering his analysis with citations of such works as Tocqueville's
Democracy in America. Montague's Man's Most Dangerous Myth, journal
articles from Women in American Politics, and studies like "The
President's Task Force on Women's Rights and Responsibilities, a Natter of
Simple Justice 1970)." and 'The President's Commission on the Status of
Women (1963)."4 Brennan concluded that: "There can be no doubt that ournation has had a long and unfortunate history of sex discrimination.
Traditionally, such discrimination was rationalized by an attitude of
'romantic paternalism whisil, in practical effects, put women, not on apedestal, but in a cage."'" Brennan

extended his analysis to argue that
discrimination was not just a thing of the past but that 'women still facepervasive. although at times

more subtle, discrimination in our educational
institutions, in tile job market and,

perhaps most conspiciously, in thepolitical arena."' In this line of argument, then, Brennan utilized
historical evidence to advance the cause of the reasonable.

A second justification for the suspect status classification advanced
by Brennan was based upon a historically derived analogy which emphasized
the similarity between the treatment of blacks and the treatment of women.Brennan wrote that:

Throughout much of the 19th century the position of
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women in our society was, in many respects, comparable
to that of blacks under the pre-Civil War slave codes.
Neither slaves nor woven could hold office, serve on
juries, or bring suit in their own names, and married
women traditionally were denied the legal guardians of
their own children. . . . And although blacks were
guaranteed the right to vote in 1870, women were denied
even that right--which is itself "preservative of
other basic civil and political rights"--until the
adoption of the Nineteenth Amendment half a century
later.'"

Once it was established that women, like blacks, had suffered
-discrimination at the hands of society and often under the auspices of thelegal system, Brennan advanced the primary argument that sex is like raceand thus should be accorded the

same status with regard to protection from
discrimination:

Moreover, since sex, like race and national origin, is an
immutable characteristic determined so,ely by the accident
of birth, the imposition of special

disabilities upon the
members of a particular sex because of their sex would seem
to violate "the basic concept of our system that legal
burdens should bear some relationship to individual respons-
ibility. Weber v. Aetna Causalty I Surety Co., 406 U.S. 164,
15.,.(1972). . . . As a result, statutory distinctions between
the sexes often have the effect of invidiously relegating theentire class of females to inferior legal status without
regard to the actuaLcapabilities

of its individual members.
[citations omitted]."

The justification Brennan generated was, then, based upon a frameworkof history and tradition. By comparing the treatment of women in America(which seems to be unfair) with the treatment of blocks in America (whichwe know to-6e unfair and unconstitutional),
a strong analogy was made.SliEFTt is well established both

socially and legally that discriminationon the basis of race is wrong, by using race as a parallel situation,discrimination on the basis of sex should also be wrong for it rests uponthe same assumptions about constitutional equality. The analogy that ismade between race and sex is an appeal made on the basis of thereasonable. Though one half of the analogy rests upon the rational
(discrimination on the basis of race is outlawed in legal precedent), theargument for granting sex suspect status rests upon the power of thereasonable (that sex is like race).

The third justificatory
approach used to argue the suspect classstatus was to show that the legislative

branch of the government wasdeveloping a recognition for equity in the areas of gender classification.By arguing that the people's elected representatives were attempting toformulate new principles of equality for the sexes, Brennan suggestesl,thatthe Court should take note of these efforts and respond accordingly.'"In a review of congressional
action which cited the Civil Rights Act of1964 and the Equal Rights

Amendment, Brennan concluded that: "Congress
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itself has concluded that classifications based upon sex are inherently
invidious, and this conclusion of a coequal branch of Government is got
without significance to the question presently under consideration."48
In this line of reasoning, then, Brennan presented an argument that was
responsive to action within another branch of the government. Thus, once
again, this line of reasoning achieved its momentum through an appeal to
the reasonable. If the people's representatives recognize the justice of
absolute equality, it is only reasonable that the Court should acknowledge
these efforts and respond accordingly.

The arguments rejecting the need to adopt a new level of scrutiny were
based upon two straightforward lines of analysis. The first argument
appealed directly to the rational. Four of the justices, though they
concurred with the judgment that overturned the discriminatory statute,
felt that the usual standard of review--the rational basis test--was
sufficient in its scope to decide the case at hand. In his concurring
opinion, Chief Justice Burger argued that:

It is unnecessary for the Court in this case to charac-
terize sex as a suspect classification. with all of the
far-reaching implications of such a holding. Reed v.
Reed 404 U.S. 71 (1971), which abundantly suppiiKiliir
WiEtsion today. did not add sex to the narrowly limited
group of classifications which are inherently suspect.
In my view, we can and should decide this case on the
authority of Reed and reserve for the future any
expansion of its rationale.

Thus, in his denial of the need for the suspect classification, Burger
retreated to the previous precedent and emphasized the sufficiency of the
Reed anchor point. There was no judicial impetus for an appeal to, the
reasonable, the rational was entirely capable of rendering the appropriate
decision. Since no dialectic existed between the rational and the
reasonable in this case (the rational standards yielded a reasonable
judgment; recourse to new standards established by the reasonable would
not alter the decision), the creation of a new standard was judged
unnecessary.

The second argument forwarded to deny the need for the Court to raise
sex to the status of a suspect classification

employed a similar to
warrant the one Brennan used to support his third argument. -Burger also
argued that the Court should be sensitive to the current happenings within
the Halls of Congress. More than sensitivity though, Burger suggested
that the Court should exercise a high degree of judicial restraint and
indeed defer any significant change in their classification perspective
until Congress decided upon the proper course. Burger argued that:

By acting prematurely and unnecessarily [before the Equal
Rights Amendment is approved). as I view it, the Court has
assumed a decisional responsibility at the vary time when
state legislatures, functioning within the traditional
democratic process, are debating the proposed Amendment.
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It seems to me that this reaching out to pre-empt by
judicial action . . . does not reflect appmpriate respect
for duly prescribed legislative processes.bu

Thus, Burger also reached outside of the rational to support his position.
But rather than using the reasonable to advance something beyond the scope
of the existing system, he used it to reinforce the need to adhere to the
rational.

Frontiero illustrated the inherent difficulties under which the
reasonable operates when it attempts to overcome the rational. Brennan's
historical 'and analogic reasoning was a risky enterprise. DI The analogy
in this case suffered because accepting the new standard did not depend
upon a direct link to previous precedents. If the argument for the
similarity between race and sex was denied, the argument for suspect
status was non -binding and unpersuasive. Though it is true that all
reasoning from precedent is, to a certain extent, analogic (for no two
cases are exactly similar), an analogy built from historical rather than
legal precedents is less legitimate in the eyes of the law. Therefore.
the reasonable is forced to assume the burden of Proving its legitimacy
while the rational is granted its status automatically. Thus, the
reasonable must employ arguments that are considerably clear.. and
compelling in order to overcome the inherent advantages of the rational.
In Frontiero. it would seem that the reasonable did not meet that burden.

The ease of retaining a perspective in law (i.e. the supremacy of therational) discourages reach tests which attempt to establish a new anchorpoint purely on the momentum of the reasonable. In this case, Brennan's
attempt to employ a new standard for deciding sex discrimination cases wasmet with resistance based upon a firmly embedded anchor. It was easier to
stand on the solid platform of the rational than to leap to a new point of
reference aided only by the power of what seems reasonable. The
presumption rests with the existing precedent that appears to 'do its job
just fine,' and it runs against the adoption of new principles that, at
least in this case, would not have altered the outcome of the decision.
In Frontiero. the majority of the justices did not feel impelled to
abandon the security and sufficiency of the rational in favor of the moreencompassing and. to a certain extent.

restrictive perspective of thereasonable.

THE MID-LEVEL STANDARD

Though Frontiero was the last time that the suspect classification
campaign

the formal opinions of the Court, the debate overthe proper scrutinizing perspective
to be used was by no means over. In1976, the Court noted probable jurisdiction in a case challenging the

constitutionality of an Oklahoma statute
allowing females over eighteen to

purchase 3/2 beer while prohibiting males
under twenty-one from purchasing

the same product. In Craig v. Boren,p4 the reasoning the justices used
in making their decision against the state established a new standard of
review. This standard. however. unlike the one advanced in Frontiero, had
the support of enough of the Court to become precedent to be use
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N." . future litigation. In the opinion of the Court, Brennan wrote that in
order to "withstand constitutional challenge, previous cases establish
that classification by gender must serve important governmental objectives
and must be substantially related to achievement of those objectives.
[emphasis added]'

The most striking aspect of this new standard was the lack of argument
supporting the position. Contrary to the usual procedure of framing the
proper legal questions to be addressed in terms of a listing of precedents
which affirm it as the correct approach, Brennan's statement of the
criteria for judgment was not followed by references to the precedents
which established this perspective as the proper one to use. What did
follow the "important" objective standard was a brief summary of what
objectives the Court had found in the past to be insufficient to justify
such a classification. The Court noted that Reed provided the direction
that would justify invalidating statutes employing gender as an inaccurate
proxy in light of more germane classificatory schemes. Thus, the argument
was that:

Reed v. Reed has also provided the underpinning for decisions
that have invalidated statutes employing gender as an in-

-- accurate proxy for other, more germane bases of classification.
Hence, "archaic and overbroad" generalizations, Schlesinger
v. Ballard, concerning the financial position of servicewoen.
Frontiero v. Richardson, and working women, Weinberger v.
Wiesenfeld, could not fustify the use of a gender line in
determining eligibility for certain governmental entitlements.
Similarly, increasingly outdated misconceptions concerning
the role of females in the home rather than in the "marketplace
and world of ideas' were rejected as loose-fitting characteri-
zations incapable of supporting state statutory schemes that
were premised upon their accuracy.3*

The justification for the standard of review designed for sex
discrimination cases was not developed from precedent. What was done,
however, was to discuss the times the Court had used the theory in
practice. Thus, the evolving case law of denied statutes was used to
build this new standard. By a Circuitous route, the Court "justified"
this new position. But what were the arguments underlying this newposition? Based upon the cases chosen to be included in his brief
summary, it appears that Brennan *dented to demonstrate that traditional
views of women can no longer be tolerated. Referring to certain
orientations as "archaic and overbroad" and the view of women as
homemaker:, not thinkers, is seems as though Brennan was appealing to
modern sensibilities. In this sense, Brennan relied upon the force of the
reasonable, what we know as true--that which

is commonsense--to defend the
new standard against charges which attacked its lack of precedent, to
withstand its departure from the system of the rational. Who would argue.
asks Brennan rhetorically, that women should be limited to the home? Who
would support the notion that women should not achieve parity in
governmental entitlements? Who would fight to keep women out of the
marketplace and world of ideas?" By pointing to the types of injustices

that the new standard would remedy, the argument achieved a sympathetic
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posture. Through the creation of implied rhetorical questions or
situations to which few would like to address publically'and attach
themselves, the new standard achieved a momentum apart from any
substantive legal issue. Brennan executed a successful reach test which
established a new anchor point by virtue of an appeal to and dependence on
the reasonable.

While some might not have prefered to address the questions raised in
Brennan's opinion, Justice Rehnquist was undaunted. Ina direct confronta-
tion with tha new standard, Rehnquist pointed out his disagreements with
the Court's decision. He noted that the Court's disposition of the case
was objectionable for a number of reasons, and primary among them was:

. . . the Court's enunciation of this standard, without
citation to any source, as being that "classification by
gender must serve important governmental objectives and
must be substantially related to achievement of those
objectives." (thisJ emphasis added). The only redeeming
feature of the Court's opinion, to my mind, is that it
apparently signals a retreat by those who joined the
plurality opinion in Frontier v, Richardson from their
view that sex is a "suspect" classification for purposes
of equal protection analysis. I think the Oklahoma,
statute challenged here need pass only the "rational
basis" equal protection analysis expounded in cases such
as McGowan v.. Maryland,and Williamson v. Lee Optical Co..
[citations omittedJ.""

Rehnquist's analysis and indictment of the new standard never
relinquished its grip on the point that the criteria were not founded onestablished legal precedent. He discussed the potential difficulties thatwould result from this new approach

as well as the absence of a link tothe Constitution. Arguing that the new doctrine "apparently comes out of
thin air," Rehnquist suggested that given the difficulties the Court
experiences with the two standards of review already existing, there
should be considerable presumption against the insertion,gf another
standard between the rational and the suspect standards."

Holding to his argument, Rehnquist also forwarded a sub-argument
reminiscient of Burger's concurring opinion in Frontiero. In the courseof his analysis, Rehnquist wondered why he rotriiilliTitandard wasdropped in favor of a vague substitute.u/

The rational standard would
have conducted the analysis of Craig with the same level of integrity asthe new mid-level approach did, and

would have established a stronger linkwith the law in the process.

In analyzing these arguments it is surprising that given their
rejection of Frontiero's arguments calling for strict scrutiny, the Courtaccepted a new perspective that

was even less grounded to the traditional
rational system. The use of notions that seem common and reasonable
linked to previously decided cases enabled the justices to prepare for an
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inferential leap made without the safety net of the rational.

Having created a new anchor point which lacked strong links to the
"law," the new standard needed to be employed in order to maintain its
saliency. The Court's handling of subsequent cases and its appeal to the
mid-level analysis quickly estaplished the case law that grants rhetorical
legitimacy to a legal standard. The standard of "an important
governmental objective" was granted a credible judicial status through
use. Though no precedent will be adopted by the Court before its time,
c"ce a new principle is introduced and accepted it will either flourish
through use or wither from disuse. The origins of a law are not as
salient as its case history. Once adopted into the system, it is the
viability of the reach test which dictates its future, not necessarily its
original link to the system. Thus, by rapidly developing a strong case
law to bolster the new standard, the Court transfcrmed the reasonable into
the rational. Once codified through use, what was only reasonable is
granted the systematic authority of the rational.

CONCLUSIONS

The model of process reasoning suggested in this essay offers a number
of advantages for the study of appellate decision making. From an
argumentation point of view, the focus on the entire opinion including the
concurrences and dissents allows the researcher to more fully appreciate
the "dialogue" which creates, reinforces and changes the law. By
considering all of the voices manifested in a judicial opinion we can
better understand future points of reference and gain insight into how
legal doctrine evolves. Through examining the lines of argument advanced
in favor of new positions, we can see efforts to make that which is common
sense, that which is reasonable, into that which is rational. As the
reasonable is often derived from popular knowledge in the social
environment, we also gain an understanding of the culture in which the
courts operate.

Similarly, the use of the metaphor of anchor points and reach testing
yields a useful alternative to the static view of the logical positivist
and the chaotic view of the realists. In emphasizing the path of legal
reasoning as seen through a series of reach tests and anchor point
circling, we can better understand the

process of legal decision making.
By realizing that present positions are. in part, the result of previous
failed attempts at change and that future turns and anchors are
determined, in part, by current reach testing. we can be better prepared
to predict and accaunt for future turns and anchor points in law. Thus,
in viewing appellate court reasoning as patterned discussion, our
attention is focused on the process law. The rationale for a processual
analysis of legal reasoning articulated here allows for an investigation
of argumentation over a period of time and attempts to emphasize the
importance of appeals to the reasonable in order for "law" to overcome
entrenched positions (the rational) and establish new principles.

As we noted at the beginning of the paper. we realize that this study
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is by no means comprehensive of either legal reasoning or the case law of
sax discrimination. This study is only a first step. The observations we
make are tentative and provisional; further research is needed to confirm
these conclusions and refine the model presented here. We are confident,
however, that the basic system presented here is sound. Law, as a
function and product of society, must be responsive to that society. The
reasonable must be advanced when the rational scheme upon which the law is
based is incapable or unwilling to render a reasonable decision. The
tension which exists between the codified principles of the rational and
socially based perceptions of the reasonable is what allows the system of
law to move and create a new path.
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STORYTELLING IN OPENING STATEMENTS:
FRAMING THE ARGUMENTATION OF THE TRIAL

Kathryn Snedaker
University of New Mexico Law School

Janice S.."buetz
University of New Mexico

Opening statements in judicial proceedings aresomewhat unique as speech situations.
As a type ofargumentation the opening statement presents a very specialcase. Opening statements

cannot, according to trialprocedure, be argumentative.
The United States SupremeCourt has limited opening statement to the purpose ofinforming "the jurors concerning the nature of the actionand the issues involved"

and giving them "en outline of t17case so that they can better understand the teatimony."1However while the opening statement is nonargusentative, itis the anticipation
and promise of what is to comes thus,it is also the quintessence

of argument, for this segmentof the trial must persuade without appearing to do 90.2For this reason, opening statements, provide crucial butunusual form of argumentation in criminal trials.

Authorities on trial advocacy suggest that the openingstatement is one of the most important phases of theargumentative process and, therefore, also the mostsignificant aspect of any criminal trial. Effectualadvocates suggest that there is no single tool which hammore potential for securing favorable verdict than theoper ng statement which frames the perception of jurors sothey will anticipate and interpret the discourse of thetrial according to a particular theory of the case. Forexample, James W. Jeans concludes that if advocatesconvince juries of their theory of the case during openingstatement they have "four out of five" chance of winningtheir case.3 Similarly, Craig Spangenberg emphasiues thatthe opening statement
is crucial to the trial proceeding.He stresses that if faced with the necessity of choosingjust one time to speak in the trial, he would select theopening statement. Taking an even more specific point ofview, Allan E. Morrill
recommends that advocates in openingstatements should "paint
a picture in the mind's eye"through the use of words.4 Moreover these words focus theattention of jurors on the lines of reasoning they shouldadopt for the entire trial proceeding.
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Thin essay conceives of opening statements in criminal
trials as genre of legal argument. In doing we (1)
examine the theoretical assumptions of genre analysis and
narrative argument, (2) provide a model for classifying and
evaluating opening statements in criminal trials, and (3)
apply this theory to a contemporary and an historical
trial.

This study is significant in several ways. First, it
continues research emphasizing implications of theories of
argumentation for the study of law. Second, the study
analyzes historical trials to verify current research
results about contemporary proceedings. Third, our essay
integrates research from the legal profession with that of
theorists in argumentation. Finally, the essay explains how
opening statements function as part of the larger chain of
reasoning in trial proceedings.

In their analysis W. Lance Bennett and Martha S.
Feldman conclude that effective advocates achieve favorable
Verdicts by telling believable stories to jurors. By
binding together large volumes of complicated end
disjunctive argumentation, the advocates can provide a
persuasive connective thread for the entire proceeding.
Stories told in trials fit with Walter R. Fisher's
conception of narrative argument. He believes narrative
works as a justification for beliefs and values by
supplying description which "offers an account, an
understanding, of any instance of human choice and
action."5 Thus stories influence verdicts in criminal
trials, when jurors use the stories of their lives "as a
basis for judging the stories" told in opening statements.

Whereas storytelling is the form underlying the
narrative argument of the opening discourse, the genre of
opening statement itself is more complex. An analysis of
genre must demonstrate the similarity between historical
and contemporary examples of opening statement, specify
this type of argumentation s a distinctive kind of
discourse in the trial proceeding, examine the internal
workings of the discourse, and specify the contexts,
motives, and effects of this segment of the trial.

Jackson Harrell and Will A. Linkugel explain genre
theory as method for classtfying discourse according to
its type or kind.6 This method of categorizing discourse
identifies the norms and central tendencies of
representative sample, catalogs "linguisitic and
organizational" features of the discourse, and maps the
course to be followed. by future speakers who may wish to
develop this kind of discourse. Delineating genre is
possible, because one group of discourse "shares some
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important characteristics" which distinguish it from other
discourse.7

Since there are "a limited number of ways" to respoad
rhetorically to any "given situation type," and since
situations recur historically, they spawn similar responses
to speakers in common situations.8 Thus, opening
statements constitute genres of discourse because there are
a limited number of ways for attorneys to achieve a
rhetorical purpose when legal contexts and restraints are
similar. In sum then, one genre distinguishes itself from
another by its unique form, content, and style; is
generalizable to similar discourse from different
historical periods, and offers a norm or standard by which
similar types can be compared.9

The opening statement is a narrative argument or story
which enables a cast of courtroom characters to follow the
development of a case and reason about the issues in it.
Although Bennett and Feldman view all processes of the
trial as contributing to a common story, it' =s the opening
statement that outlines the plot, describes the characters,
depicts the setting, attributes the motives, and portrays
the action of the story.10

In opening statement, the advocates develop the
crucial parts of their theory of the case by presenting a
kernel of a story. Seymour Chatman explains that these
kernels are "nodes or hinges" in the narrativesal that is,
they are major claims that underlie the advocate's theory,,
of the case. The nodes in en opening statement supply
the incidents that explain why a crime does or does not fit
the allegations of the criminal indictment. Even though
the story of opening statement must be brief, it weaves a
core narrative that becomes the central interpretive
framework for the entire trial. Whereas the kernel is the
skeletal story, satellite narratives fill out, elaborate,
and extend the narrative through the information gathered
during the examination of witnesses.12

The effectiveness of the argument in a criminal trial
depends on the ability of attorneys to persuade the jury by
reflecting "the social understanding common in society" and
incorporating "changes in these understandings over
time."13 The story works as a "frame" for interpretation;
that is, it imposes structure on diverse information,
forces images to coalesce within the story, and establishes
consistency among characters, setting, motive, and
action.l4 Moreover, this type of narrative argument
permits jurors, who are often unsophisticated and from
diverse backgrounds, to find common interpretations, to
compare competing stories from the prosecution and defense,
and to make sense out of large quantities of isolated and
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diverse bits of information presented during the course ofthe trial.

Stories, then, are vehicles for assisting jurors tointerpret courtroom argument and to understand anadvocate's theory of a case. The opening statement is
important to trial outcome because it previews, outlines,
and directs the more developed chain of reasoning that
emerges in the trial. As genre, opening statements
reveal common form, content, and style.

Form
Form in the connective structure of discourse. KennethBurke views form as "an equational structure"that gives apattern and shape to the discourse.15

Bennett and VivianDicks show that atories in criminal trials are l'.nkedtogether by definition, connecting evidence, andcredibility.l6 More specifically, definition locates thecentral action of the story, focuses on the key elements of
the narrative, and graphically depicts the accused and thewitnesses. Then, by way of inference or linking, advocates
relate evidence in such way that certain persona aredirectly connected to specific key events and actions. Indoing so, advocates ley the foundation for refutation ofopposing witnesses and develop strategies of vilification
that will degrade the opponents and their witnesses. Inthis way, the story of the opening statement is the key for
connecting all participants and actions depicted in thetrial and for establishing a perceptual framework into
which all subsequent discourse should fit.

Content
Whereas form supplies links between ideas, content

presents the ideas themselves. Content includes the
justifications offered to the jurors to persuade them to
vote for acquittal or conviction. The content of opening
statement seeks to meet several purposes of this phase ofthe trial process; to promote the theory of the case, to
introduce what evidence will reveal, to educate the jury
with regard to legal standards with which they may be
unfamiliar, and to appeal to the jury in an effort to gaina favorable decieon.17 The content of the story reflectstraditional factors studied by social scientists such asissues, strategy of presentation, and tactics to induceresistance to persuasion.

Qualities of the content deserve further explanation.'Issues include major claims of the case and their
accompanying legal evidence. For example, the issues in acriminal trial stem from the criminal indictment and
concern such actions as whether persona committed murder inthe first, second, or third degree; persons conspired to
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overthrow the government, or persons committed rape or
criminal assault against another person. The issues are
bound closely to the pleadings and the indictments.
Advocates choose a strategy of presentacion when they
decide whether to present a one or two-sided argument.
Most opening statements are one-sided arguments that
attempt to identify the interests, needs, and values of the
jury with the theory of the case of the prosecutor or the
defense. To be persuasive advocates must develop narrative
arguments that show their theory of the case is more
probable than the theory presented by the opposition. To
do this attorneys might describe their clients or the
victims as family persons who are active members of the
community and who hold positive reputations and, in doing
so, develop the elenent of character and motive in the
atories of the opening statement. Thus, content is the
personal and legal substance of the cane presented in the
narrative of opening statement.

Style
Whereas the form is the connecting structure of the

discourse and the content consists of the issues, the style
is the linguistic embellishment of the discourse. Just as
in any act of storytelling, the story must be told in ways
that engage the audience through the use of repetition,
powerful verbs, carefully chosen adjectAyes, the use of the
active voice, and imagery and metaphor. The dramatic story
of an opening statement should heighten jurors' aware nests
about the chain of reasons to be developed in subsequent
parts of the trial.

The style of the advocate who presents the opening
statement shonld parallel the style of an effective
storyteller. Thus, advocates should repeat key claims
which reflect the point of the story; that is, reasons why
the accused is either legally guilty or innocent. For
example, advocates might develop the chronology of the
story of the charactera and actions which result in the
indictment of an accused, and the corresponding
dramstization of the narrative must appeal to the attitudes
and feelings of the jurors. Advocates should use imagery
and metaphors to develop narrative appeal, language, which
in turn, enhances the story and involves the listeners.
For example, prosecutors might picture the accused as a
vicious animal stalking victims in the night and defense
attorneys might picture that same person as victimized
and mentally ill veteran of Vietnam who has no control over
his actions. Or advocates might choose metaphors that add
vividness to the story, by denoting one kind of idea or
object in place of another or by suggesting an analogy or
likeness between ideas, objects, or people.19 Advocates
often use metaphors as they compare the accused to -demons
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and traitors and their acts to destructive accidents,
storms, or devsstation. In this way, advocates use .

language to draw jurors into the reality of the stories
they present in their opening statements.

Evaluative Standards
In addition to parallels between the form, style, and

content, genres of opening statements should show
similarity between contemporary and historical types. One
testament to their similarity is that the advice to trial
advocates about the content and style of opening statements
in the time of Cicero is quite similar to that found in
current textbooks on advocacy. For example, Cicero
recommends that an advocate develop the exordium, the
opening part of a trial, by inflaming the court by way of
pathetic proof, using language designed to arouse emotions,
appeal to sympathy and pity, and stir the audience.20
Additionally, Cicero recommends that advocates should state
the case, define the dispute, and then establish the
ellegations.21 Adopting similar advice, Thomas Hsuet, a
contemporary theorist of trial dvocicy, advises that
opening statements should be delivered forcefully, state
facts of the case" and be "organized in a manner that
communicates clearly to the jury."22 Although neither
specifies directly that the advocate tell a story, both
recommend narrative that appeal to attitudes and use
elevated and embellished language.

The stories told by advocates in criminal trials can
be assessed in two ways: by what effects the discourse has
on the participants in the courtroom and by how the story
of the opening statement frames the chain of reasons that
evolve in the remainder of she trial. The effects depend
upon the purpose, context, and audience of the trial. To
achieve their purpose, sdvocate most tell a story that
performs the following functions: clearly simplifies and
and emphasizes the issues, introduces and characterizes
witnesses, establishes logical connections between acts and
persons, and describes in detail the scene and motive of
the alleged crime.23

The context is the historical setting in which a crime
and the subsequent trial proceeding occurs. This context
embodies the prevailing public values and needs as well as
commonly held prejudices and stereotypes. Contextual
factors such as the religious fervor of the fundamentalists
of the rural South affected the outcome of the Scopes
Trial, and the communist hysteria of the 1950la entered
into the decisions about Julius and Ethel Rosenberg.

Whereas context determines the public mood, the
audience of jurors are the decision-maker who judge the
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trial. The audiences for opening statement consist of a
primary audience (the judge and /or jury),24 s secondary
audience (the press and courtroom epectators),25 and
universal audience (all reasonable people).26 These
audiences hear, interpret and judge the merit of the
story. Moreover, advocates should adjust the form,
content, and style to the jurors they seek to Convince.

Determining how the story works provides another mode
of evaluation. Fisher suggests that narrative argument
succeeds with en audience when it is consistent,
accommodating, corroborated, and convergent with
audiences.27 Thus in s criminal trial, the story should
provide persons and actions that are consistent with the
facts of the case; establish the motives consistent with
the credibility of those who testify; accommodate the story
to the images and metaphors likely to represent the
experiences of jurors; confirm the interests, values, and
attitudes of jurors, and fit the story so that it converges
with the prevailing public mores end perceptions of
justice. Thus jurors decide verdicts by reflecting upon
the competing stories of the defense and prosecution and
choosing the narrative that they believe gives the most
reasonable account of the action. For them, reasonable
means the narrative of the case presents a probable
explanation that fits with the jurors' knowledge and
experience of human behavior.

Analysis of Trials; Chicago Anarchist and Chicago Eight

This essay illustrates the genre through a case study
of the of opening statements of the prosecution and defense
in the Chicago, Anarchists trial of 1886 and the Chicago
Eight trial of 1969 by giving brief synopsis of the
competing stories of the trial, analyzing their qualities
as genre, and evaluating their effects.

Synopsis of Trials

On May 4, 1886, a meeting of workingmen was called in
the Haymarket district of downtown Chicago for the purpose
of discussing the worsening conditions of labor in the
city. As the meeting approached close, several policemen
entered the crowd and ordered the meeting to disperse. At
the same moment, dynamite bomb was thrown into a crowd of
policemen. Seven police officers were killed and 60 more
were seriously wounded. The defendants in this case were
charged with conspiring to murder and being accessories
before the fact in the death of policeman killed in the
bombing.

The prosecutor's interpretation of the events that
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transpired included portraying the defendants as conspiring
maliciously to destroy property and person and endeavoring
to make anarchy rule. The prosecution stated further that
while none of the defendants may have personally thrown the
bomb, they each abetted, encouraged, and advised the
throwing of it and, therefore, were guilty of conspiring to
commit the "most fearful massacre ever witnessed or heard
of in this country."28

The lawyers for the defense, on the other hand,
promoted a story that the defendants were not at or near
the Haymarket when the crime was committed, that the
meeting had been orderly, that none of the defendants had
resisted the police, and that the defendants had assembled
peaceably to exercise their First Amendment rights.

Over eighty years after the Haymarket conspirators
were convicted and sentenced, another equally controversial
case involving charge of conspiracy took place in
Chicago. In 1969, the federal government chsrged eight
defendants with "conspiracy to incite riot." All
defendants were representatives of snti-war groups who had
gathered to demonstrate at the 1968 Democratic National
Convention.

The case of the prosection resembled the Haymarket
trial in that it also sought convictions for conspiracy by
claiming that the eight Chicago protestors solicited others
to protest, violated city ordinances, made unreasonable
demands on the police, and overtly incited others to riot.
The prosecution argued that these men planned and organized
the riots during the political convention.

Adopting a very similar approach to the case of the
Haymarket defendants, the advocates for the Chicago Eight
emphasized the First Amendment rights of the defendants
claiming they indeed had constitutional right to exercise
free speech and to assemble. Additionally though, the
defense claimed the Chicago eight assembled independently
and they, had no previous associations witn each other.
Finally, the defense accused the state of using force and
illegal means against the defendants who were "merely
exercising their legal rights."

Form
In the historical trial, the opening statement of the

prosecution defines the central action of the story as one
of anarchists conspiring to maliciously destroy life;
describes in detail the acts of the conspiracy, telling the
jurors what subsequent testimony will reveal; graphically
depicts the elements that are necessary for a conspiracy
charge; and connects the evidence by stressing that the
defendants have upon many past occasions openly and
publicly comments on the need to adjust the wrongs
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° against men "by bloodshed, by dynamite, by pistol, by
Winchester rifle."29 Thus the advocate infers that this
current attack on humanity is in keeping with the past
behavior of the defendants. Furthermore, the prosecution
vilifies and degrades the defendants as persona.

In contrast, the defense presents story emphasizing
the individual rights of the accused; focuses the jury by
urging them to "weigh the evidence as it bears upon that
charge "30 of murder and upon that charge alone; and
describes the central characteristics of the law. Then the
advocate connects the evidence by linking the fact that our
system of government allows men to believe and express
their thoughts "whether they be inimical to present
institutions or whether they favor thes,"31 and by
explaining that the defendants only tried to better the
workingman's conditions; that is, they inaugurated every
movement that tended to alleviate the conditions of the
workingman and allow him a greater time to his family, for
mutual benefit."32 Additionally, the defense refutes the
prosecution's theory that the defendants conspired
maliciously to destroy property and person. They also
vilify their opponents, accusing the police of devilish
behavior and accuse prosecution witness of being a
"professional and constitutional liar. "33

The form of the opening statement of the Chicago Eight
is similar to that of the Haymarket case in that the
prosecution makes connections between the law of conspirary
and the actions of the defendants. The state also posits
that the eight defendants all belonged to the National
Mobilization Committee to end the war in Vietnam and in
this group planned and organized the riots at the
convention. Specifically, the prosecutor describes the
acts of defendants as recruiting, organizing, and inciting
people to riot.34 Initially, the prosecutor infers that
the defendants bel.-7.ged to the committee, then claims that
the committee's purpose was to incite riots, and finally
concludes that they engaged in acts such as building
explosives, using guerilla fighter techniques, making
chemical weapons and training persons how to resist
arrest. Through this chain of reasoning, the prosecutor
tries to show that the eight defendants planned and incited
the riot. To vilify the defendants, the government
attributes both evil language, vicious motives, and
excessive behavior to the defendants.35

The defense of the Chicago Eight resembles the
narrative argument of the Haymarket defendants. The
defense begins the story by focusing on the defendants
peaceably protesting in the "finest American tradition of
the National Convention of the party in power,"36 and
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clarifiess the concept of protest -- stressing that thi
Constitution gives the defendants the conscious right to
demonstrate and protest in an organized manner. The
defense links the assertion "that the police in this city
embarked on organized conspiracy of berserk brutal action
against these demonstrators,"37 showing that not only is
the premise of the prosecution's case inadequate, but
through the use of vilification it is implied that the
state is deliberately evil. Finally, the defense uses the
strategy of refutation, stating that "the real conspiracy
in this case is the conspiracy to curtail and prevent the
demonstrations against the war in Vietnam and related
issues,38 and further, questions the credibility of the
system of government thereby rendering the government's
case vulnerable to the test of reasonable doubt.

Content
The content of the opening statement of the

prosecution of the 1886 conspirators emphasizes that the
defendants conspired to throw the bomb and destroy life.
The state supports its case with the following proofs: the
past actions of the defendants are in keeping with this
aggressive behavior; the defendants are all active
anarchists seeking to impede law and o.Aer; the defendants
used the labor movement as vehicle for expressing their
views and attacking institutions; and the defendants had
knowledge of bomb manufacturing. Using a one-sided story
of the issues, the prosecution promotes the state's
charges.

Whereas the prosecutor frames his story into logical
series of claims about the defendants, the defense tells
two stories; each with different issues and a different
logic. In the opening statement of the defense, the
advocate answers charges about the motives and character of
the defendanta.39 Their issues are not an independent and
probable story but instead a refutation of the issues and
evidence of the prosecution. In effect the defense
narrative re-presents the narrative of the prosecution for
interpreting the issues. At the same time, the defense
adds a scenario of its own by claiming that the defendants
did not throw the bombs nor were they in the vicinity of
the crime. The defense tries to anchor this story to juror
values by appealing to the basic rights of persons as
guaranteed by the Constitution, such as the right to
believe and express thoughts whether or not these thoughts
support present institutions, to assemble peacefully, and
to work to improve the conditions of the laboring persons.
Thus, the narrative is a story about hard-working men
exercising their First Amendment rights.

Even though the Haymarket case charges the defendants
with murder and the Chicago Eight indicts its defendants
for inciting riot, both prosecutors and defense develop
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common issues and evidence for their cases. Just as in the
1886 trial, the prosecutors of the 1969 case build their
opening statement story around issues and evidence of
conspiracy and attack the credibility of the defendants.
The prosecutor of the contemporary trial stresses the legal
definiton of conspiracy and then gives one-sided
narrative specifying factors of the character of the
defendants which show them to be probable conspirators.
Their credibility is the main issue of the story since the
state claim, that the defendants demonstrated before,
leaked plans to disrupt peaceful protest, knew skilli for
making chemical weapons, and practiced guerilla tactics.
The prosecutor anchors the issues to values of jurors such
as the need for law and order, public control, and personal
decency in ways similar to the prosecution of the Haymarket
case.

The content of the defense for the Haymarket re-
sembles that of the Chicago eight in its anchoring of
issues to juror's values. However, the defense of this
contemporary case preaante an independent narrative giving
e one-sided story of their case end refrains from e
refutative scenario such as the one presented in the
Haymarket case. Instead the defense offers an alternative
explanation of the eventa. Specifically, the Chicago Eight
defense argues that the defendants have a right to protest
peaceably the policies of the Democratic party on the war
in Vietnam. The defense asserts the following proofs: the
demonstrators wanted to influence the adoption of a new
party platform; the city officials were determined to
prevent the planned protest; the defendants wanted to
demonstrate meaningfully against the war, and they
exhausted every avenue in an effort to gain the permission
of the city to do so.

The defense anchors the issue of protesting end
demonstrating by associating these acts with behaving in
the "finest American tradition."40 Then the defense links
the attack on the defendants to all American citizens,
stating that everyone's right to protest in a meaningful
fashion as guaranteed under the First Amendment to the
Constitution is being questioned.

Style
Given the tumultuous times and the violent

circumstances in which both trials occurred, it is not
surprising that the language of the opening statements of
both trials is overstated ,nd highly dramatic. In the 1886
case, the prosecution and defense stories engage the
audience in their narratives with repetition, imagery, and
metaphor.

The prosecution constantly repeats the words
"conspiracy" and "anarchy" and uses other emotionally
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laden words to assault the character of the defendants.
For exempla, he uses phrases to cast the defendants in
roles of evil, cowardly men who are plotting to "ruin our
laws and our country."41

On the other hand, the defense in the Haymarket case
stresses that the defendants were just exercising their
rights. The defense uses imagery of suffering servants to
show the defendants ss men who "endeavored to better the
condition of the laboring man. . . . it was to raise them
above constant labor and constant toil and constant worry
and constant fret, and to have their fellow-men act and be
as human beings and not as animals. "42 The defense uses
the metaphor of false testimony to describe the witness
Gilmer is a "constitutional liar" whose testimony is so
false that it "would fall of its own weight," and thereby
interrelates the perceptions of falsity with
probability.43

The prosecutor characterizes the Chicago eight by
reiterating phrases such as "planned," "infiltrated," and
"plotted" to stress the act of conspiracy. He also repeats
the evidence to be presented and alludes to the pest acts
of each of the defendants. This prosecutor chooses words
such as "guerilla fighter," "chemical warfare," and
"molotov cocktail" to describe the defendant's actions.
The terms elicit powerful imagery since they are all
associated with the enemy actions of the Viet Cong. a group
who are waging the same war the defendants purport to
protest. Several quotations from the defendants are used to
dramatize the conspiratal issue and to impugn the
credibility of the defendants. For example, one segment of
the opening statement uses these words of defendant Bobby
Seale in its story to demonstrate the character and motive
of the defendants: "He told the crowd that every black men
should get a .357 Magnum revolver, should get a .44
automatic pistol and an M-1 rifle, and then start running
in large groups and take direct action . . . .end encircle
the police whom he called pigs. He said. . . if they get
in your way, we should kill some of these pigs and put them
on a morgue aleb."44

The defense repeats that the defendants came to
protest peaceably, even though the state officials were
determined to prevent their protest. The dominant image is
built of peaceful protesters demonstrating in the finest
American tradition, organizing because it was their right
to do so. The defense uses metaphor to refer to the opening
statement as the "table of contents to the book."A5 They
seek to demonstrate the true premise of the defendant,'
case and the inadequacy of the state's case through
contrasting metaphors. Despite this presentation of verbal
decorum, the nonverbal message that derives from the
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appearance end manner of the clients and the liberal
reputations of the defense attorneys seemed to defy the
orthodoxy of the arguments because both defendants and
counsel looked and acted the part of dissidents with values
of the counterculture.

The opening statements of the prosecution and defense
reveal some contrasts in form, content, and style. Both
sets of prosecutors in the historical and contemporary
cases present persuasive narrative that is one-sided
statement about the evil motives. acts. and consequences
for the crime which previews subsequent testimony and makes
connections between the malicious acts and the evil
behaviors of the accused. In contrast, the defense for the
Hsymarket case summarizes legal issues but adopts
conventional rather then a narrative form, and refutes the
case of the prosecution rather than narrating a probable
story for the defense. The Chicago Eight defense presents
a narrative in much the same way as the prosecutor but the
narrative sy have been unpersuasive to jurors because the
verbal scenario contradicts the manner and appearance of
both the defendants and their attorneys who sought a
persuasive effect from their opening statements.

Evaluation
The purpose of the prosecution of both cases is

accomplished by relating stories that reduce the issues of
the case to one major claim that the defendants are
anarchists who conspired to commit murder in the 1886 trial
and the defendants are conspirators who incited riot in the
1969 trial, Other narrative factors that develop this
argument are the advodates' detailed characterization of
the proofs, their graphic depiction of the crime, and their
presentation of a story that demonstrates that the accused
had the motive and opportunity to commit that crime.

In the 1886 case, the defense achieves their purpose
by labelling the issues and by challenging the opposition
to prove the defendants were accessories to the crime of
murder through story elements such as depicting the
defendants as humanitsrians, framing the story as murder,
and appealing to the constitutional rights of all
Americans. In the 1969 trial, the only orthodox segment of
the trial was the opening statement which fit standards for
this genre by adopting a narrative form with logical
connections, featuring content linking legal issues with
the actions and credibility of the accused, and using
compelling and dramatic style of presentation.

H , after both opening statements Ere presented
the trial proceeds in an unorthodox manner that subverts
the logical narrative of the opening statement and adopts a
competing frame of interpretation for the trial. The
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competing frame is that of a disorderly, illogical, and
unfair trial. This frame surfaces because the subsequent
trial is characterized by cursing and profanity in the
testimony, loud conversations between the defendants,
emotional outbursts by both the defendants and the judge,
and verbal battles between the judge and the attorneys.

Additionally, the context and the jurors in the cases
are significant to the outcome of the trials. The context
of the 1886 trial features a polarized conflict between the
capitalists and labor; deep resentment against political
ideologies; fear of communism, socialism, and anarchism;
and promotion of strong feelings about nationalism. All of
these factors make it difficult for jurors to believe the
opening statement of the defense.

Hors specifically, the jurors themselves were
predisposed toward the case of the prosecution.45 In this
trial, the jurors consisted of 12 men ranging in ages from
23-53. They represented a conservative. church-going,
employed, and patriotic group. Among the jurors were no
liberals, no union members, no immigrants. The occupations
of the jurors ranged from stenographer to construction
worker, f and shipping clerk. Prior to this trial
and during the voir dire process ten of the jurors admitted
that they had heard and read negative publicity and that
they had formed strong opinions of the case. Nevertheless,
the judge allowed them to serve on the jury, because they
said they would try not to let their opinions enter into
their verdicts. Prior to his selection, one juror, George
Adams, said, "the police ought to have shot them [the
defendants] down" and "if I was on the jury I would shoot
the damned burglars."46 Additionally, all but one juror
admitted that he held strong negative attitudes toward
socialists, anarchists, and communists; yet all were
allowed to serve on a jury or this case. In the Haymarket
case, the immediate audience of the jurors was predisposed
to accept the story of the prosecution and to reject that
of the defense enhancing the probablity that the trial
verdict would be "guilty as charged."

The context of the 1969 trial was the Vietnam war and
the protest and violence that occurred as demonstrators
encountered the police when they foiled to obey the rules
of civil disobedience. At the time of the convention in
1968 and also at the time of a trial year later the
country was polarized on the issue of the Vietnam War as
well about issues concerning the rights and limits of
protestors to block traffic, sit in public areas, and use
profane language. 47 The memories of those Chicagoans who
sat on the jury must certainly have entered into their
knowledge and attitudes about the defendants. Since the
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judge was clearly biased against the defendants and since
the defendants and their counsel reinforced the stereotypes
of leftist demonstrators inside the courtroom, it is
probable that jurors were predisposed against the
defendants.

In the Chicago Eight trial, the jurdrpconsisted of
suburban, employed, middle-class, and pro law and order men
and women who resided in the Chicago area during the 1968
demonstration. The voir dire process was conducted by the
judge and the venireman. The defense attorney objected to
all the jurors on the grounds that they were not asked
relevant questions. They challenged three potential jurors
for cause on the grounds that they were related to Chicago
police and that they were pro-government because of their
job experience. These challenges were denied by the judge
and the jurors were allowed to serve.48 Curiously, none of
the jurors were asked questions related to their knowledge
of the 1968 demonstration, their memory about negative
publicity, or their attitudes toward the war, passivists,
and demonstrations. Hence, the immediate audience of the
jury was predisposed to the prosecution. After hearing
testimony, jurors reported they became disillusidned with
the case of the government because of the unorthodox
proceeding that followed the opening statements. The fact
that the trial verdict was overturned on the grounds that
the trial proceeding was not according to the law suggests
that this particular opening statement became ineffectual
because of the subsequent disruptions in the trial.

This study suggests strong parallels between the
opening statements of the two trials--one from 1886 and the
other from 1969. The opening statements of both the
prosecution and the defense provide examples of the
narrative form of argument which shares content based on
similar indictments and similar constitutional issues
presented in a dramatic manner. Additionally, the opening
statements of both the prosecution and the defense shire
similar purpose, context, and audiences. The study reveals
a genre of argumentative discourse. Even though a greater
sample of opening statements needs to be studied,
our work provides a starting point for classifying genres
of argument in trial process. We encourage others to
analyze other genres and other trials so that the
relationship between argumentation theory and law can be
more clearly conceptualized.
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EXPLORING THE BOUNDARIES OF TECHNICAL AND SOCIAL KNOWLEDGE:
A CASE STUDY IN ARBITRATION ARGUMENTS
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Introduction

People long have contended the epistemological grounding of argument.
Ever since the Sophists first aroused Plato's ire, combatants have quarreled
over whether the office of rhetoric is only to make the Truth effective or
whether, on the contrary, rhetoric has some role in constituting the Truth.
The Sophistic legacy in this ancient dispute is manifest in the modern
"rhetoric-as-epistemic" literature, initiated by Robert L. Scott in 1967 and
elaborated, refined, and extended to this day. It seems safe to say that
the view that argument in some sense creates knowledge today dominates the
field; in the era of symbolic interactionism and intersubjectivity, precious
few take up the Platonist cross.

Platonic method nonetheless obliquely guides our course. For, when
faced with the question, "what is the relationship between rhetoric and
knowledge?", Plato would insist that any answer be grounded in proper
definitions of terms. And so a subsequent question arises: what is
"knowledge"? Indeed, one of the approaches of modern scholars wishing to
formulate an epistemic function for argument has been to reconstitute the
meaning of "knowledge", rejecting positivist conceptions which restrict
it to deducible certainties verifiable by observation in, favor of
conceptions which include probabilities consensually assented to.4

Important differences among these modern visions of the meaning of
"knowledge" exist, even though they are all sympathetic to and extensions of
the rhetoric-as-epistemic project. Some, in insisting that all knowledge is
rhetorical, treat knowledge as a "whole cloth." That is, they emphasize the
consensual grounding of all knowledge, including the empirical observations
of science, ,and thereby stress the essential similarity of "knowledge" in
all fields.' Others, however, argue either that there are differences
in kind (genus) between some knowledge types (i.e., some forms of knowledge
are not consensually determined) or that, even if there are no differences
in kind, there remain other useful differences, of degree, context, etc.
(species distinctions) betveen knowledge forms which, they argue, tend to be
overlooked or underplayed.' In short, in their zeal to rescue rhetoric from
its status as the "harlot of the arts," some understandably have stressed
the consensual status of, not just some, but all knowledge, thereby
implying a monistic character. Others, perhaps bolstered by the pluralistic
implications of field theory, believe that this obscures distinctions which
would lead one to a more multivalent conception of knowledge.

5_2
-483-

The most common distinction which the pluralists wish to preserve is
that between "social' and "technical" knowledge. This distinction is central
to Tom Farrell's 1976 essay Lod to his 1978 response to Walter Carleton, and
he and his associate Tom Goodnight have examined the implications of the
distinction for understanding the "rhetorical crisis" which occurred at
Three Mile Island, the way in which America understands "poverty" and its
obligations to the poor, and other issues. Generally speaking, "technical"
knowledge is said to be the knowledge of observation, law-like in its
regularity, while "social" knowledge is that which depends upon
relationships among groups of actors, rule-like in its degree of certitude,
Sometimes a third kind of knowledge, the "personal", is also distinguished.°

Of co4rse, such pluralist distinctions raise yet another question, that
is, what is the relationship between these varieties of knowledge? The
answers to this question are what most interest us in this essay. Farrell
acknowledges that the boundaries between social and technical knowledge are
often indistinct and, further, that instances of social knowledge can become
technical, and vice versa.' Similarly, Goodnight suggests that any
argumentative artifact can be understood as an instance of social,
technical, or personal knowledge, and that what is really important,
rhetorically, is the way advocntes attempt to transform one kind into
another for strategic purposes.° And Lyne emphasizes the way in which
disputes are "framed" as issues involving various kinds of knowledge, at the
expense of and in antidote to the tendency to reify discrete categories of
knowledge as separate 'things." ' Pluralist theorists, in other words, tend
to view argument processually, and to view social and technical knowledge
not as independent entities but as ways of symbolically encompassing
situations. In such a view, the "boundaries" between social and technical
knowledge are fluid and contextually determined, not immutably fixed by
definition or essence.

Despite such theoretical indeterminacy, one particular characterization
of the relationship between social and technical knowledge seems to dominate
the literature. Virtually everyone writing in this area devotes considerable
space to discussing what they believe is an alarming condition: the tendency

' in 'modern society to privilege technical over social knowledge, at the
expense of the public good. Farrell refers to the "tenuous adversary
relationship of technical and social knowledge," and laments that "many
former matters of statecraft or practical wisdoM seem now to be the
prerogative of bureaucratized and specialized imaginations. This 'technicaU
knowledge is grounded upon a consensus removed from public scrutiny. "
Goodnight expresses his belief "that the public sphere is being steadily
eroded by the elevation of the personal and technical groundings of
argument."' And together, Farrell and Goodnight find deference to the
technical sphere unwarranted and dangerous, arguing that, as in the case of
Three Mlle Island, such deference precludes real public deliberation and
action."

The clearest exemplar of this viewpoint is Walter Fisher's work on the
"narrative paradigm.' His is the most radical intent; he characterizes the
notion of social knowledge and the entire effort to reconstitute the meaning
of "knowledge" as one attempt to salvage the "rational world paradigm,' an
attempt which does not go far enough. 1' Befitting this intent, his comments
on the privileging of technical discourse are the most explicit, and most
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condemnatory. He divides critical responses to Jwathan Schell's The Fate
of the Earth into two camps: those 'celebratory' reviews which are 'in
sympathy with the book's moral thrust', and, on the other handthose
'purveyors of ideological, bureaucratic, or technical arguments.'" And
Fisher himself celebrates the former and bemoans the fact that 'it is
submerged by ideological and bureaucratic arguments that insist on rival
moralities and technical argument which denudes it of prality altogether,
making the dispute one for 'experts' alone to consider.'

The narrative paradigm thus is Fisher's effort to provide a basis upon
which to reconsider, if not solve, this state of affairs. In his own words,
it is 'concerned with the concept of technical reason and the way it
render[sl the public unreasonable; with the idea of rationality being a
matter of argumentative competence in specialized fields, leaving the public
and its discourse irrational; with the apparent impossibility of bridging
the gaps between experts and the public and between segments of the public;
and with the necessity to learn what was supposed to be the essence of
personsrationalityso that one class of citizens can always be superior
to another.'

The privileging of technical over public argument appears, in these
authors' eyes, to reverse the proper relationship. When Farrell argues
that technical knowledge is not to be equated with 'the practical competence
to determine whether such knowledge should be employed,' he appears to
suggest that social knowledge is more fundamental al important in the sense
that It is required to guide technical competence. Similarly, Goodnight
argues that the public sphere 'transcends' the personal and technical
spheres because It alone acknowledges that 'tbg

" consequences of dispute
extend beyond the personal and technical spheres.'

There is both an epistemological and a political agenda here. The
epistemological agenda Is to ground 'Truth' in the discourse of ordinary
humans, to make the knowledge claims of ordinary people with no special
training In modes of reasoning count. The political agenda is
democratic/egalitarian: to level the distinctions between expert and
citizen, superior and inferior, to hold experts accountable to the 'will of
the people,' and thereby to promote the art of public deliberation in
communities of equals or, at minimum, authorized hierarchies. Again, the
clearest expression is Fisher's. Because narrative rationality is a capacity
all humans share equally, he argues, It Is 'inimical to elitist politics,'
and the paradigm of which it i;npart 'provides a radical democratic ground
for social- political critique.'"

We come not to bury this program, but to praise it. We believe that
there is much truth in diagnoses of the emasculation of the public (although
we might quarrel with some characterizations of the basis and nature of the
problem); similarly, we find much merit in attempts to harness technical
knowledge for social aims (at least in some circumstances). At the same
time, the point we wish to emphasize is that this issue in the relationship
between social and technical knowledge is not the whole story. Other
relationships, less adversarial, less denigrative of the technical and less
celebrative of the social, typify argument In other contexts, and are in
need of study.

54
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The purpose of this essay, therefore, is to consider otherrelationships between the public and technical spheres, relationshipsacknowledged but neglected by the current literature. To explore these
relationships, we employ a case study in labor-management arbitration.

Knowledge 1n Arbitration: blurring the 9oundaries

The case study employed here consists in the arbitration of a grievance
filed in 1979 by the unionized Teaching Assistant's Association of the
University of Wisconsin-Madison against the Department of NutritionalSciences and the University. The Department required that each Ph.D.candidate have one semester of teaching experience; however, it did notdesignate these students as 'teaching assistants', nor did it compensatethem for their services. The TAA filed a grievance, arguing that thispractice violated the 'scope and duration' clause of the collective
bargaining agreement negotiated between the TAA and the University in 1978.
This clause read, in part: 'A graduate student

enrolled at UW-Nadison who isemployed to carry out teaching responsibilities in an instructional
department under the supervision of a faculty member shall be designated as
a Teaching Assistant.' The TAA's grievance on behalf of graduate students in
the Department sought back-pay and benefits.

The dispute ultimately hinged on two issues. The first was procedural.
The University argued that the union knew, or should have known, of the
Department's practice as early as 1976, but waited 2 to 3 years to file a
grievance. Hence, it contended, the grievance was no longer 'timely' andshould not be arbitrated. In

response, the union argued that it could not be
expected to know everything that goes on on campus at all times, that it
became aware of the Department's practice in September, 1978, and filed its
grievance promptly after that date, and that the issue of timeliness wasmoot because the Department's practice constituted a 'continuing violation'
of the collective bargaining agreement.

The second issue was substantive, concerned with the meaning of the
term, 'employed'. The University construed this term narrowly, as meaning
'paid for services rendered,' and argued that the graduate students were not
employed for their teaching services; rather, the students taught simply tofulfill graduation requirements legitimately set by the faculty in
accordance with University governance procedures. The TAA construed the term
more broadly, as meaning 'used' or 'assigned,' and argued that the graduate
students, because they performed all the duties of Teaching Assistants, thus
were so 'employed' by- the University, and deserved both title and
compensation. The TAA observed that other departments had similar teaching
requirements, but paid students as Teaching A!sistants while they fulfilledthe requirement. Such designation, therefore, the TAA alleged, was a
contractual obligation established by the collective bargaining agreement.
The University contended that, because the faculty have the right to
establish degree requirements and to specify the manner in which they may be
fulfilled, the fact that other departments designated students as TAs when
fulfilling this requirement did not obligate the Department of Nutritional
Sciences to do so; rather than a contractual obligation, they suggested,
such designation was a managerial prerogative.

The data for this study consists of six documents: the initial briefs
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which each side filed with the arbitrator, each side's rebuttal brief the
hearing transcript, and the arbitrator's award and opinion. AnAn
examination of these documents, we argue, reveals that the relationships
between the social and technical in arbitration differ in three important
ways from the relationships portrayed in the current examples of nuclear war
and energy.

(1) First, current examples depict intuitively clear and discrete
spheres. The issues involved are great social issues of life-and-death
import. John Rewey argued that the relevant public for Any action is
constituted by the scope of the consequences of that action." The public
sphere defined by the issue of nuclear energy, then, consists, at minimum,
in all those who lived near or downwind from Three Mile Island, or who live
in proximity to any nuclear plant, i.e., a very large number of ordinary
people from all walks of life. And the public sphere defined by The Fate of
the Earth is so expansive as to include, in all likelihood, all humankind.
The technical sphere, on the other hand, is restricted in these examples to
a comparatively small number of bureaucrats (be they power company officials
or mouthpieces of the Pentagon) who are concerned only with "kill ratios'
and "damage control." In arbitration, however, the distinctions between
spheres are not so clear-cut,

(2) Second, current examples dramatize morality plays wherein public
and technical forces compete for dominance. In arbitration, however, the
opposition between spheres is not so clear-cut.

(3) Third, current examples value the public sphere and devalue the
technical sphere, and thus lament the privileging of the latter at the
expense of the former. In these examples, technical argument "wins", and
this outcome is viewed as unfortunate, if not catastrophic. in arbitration,
however, this normative preference is not so clear-cut.

To liberally borrow an anthropological term, arbitration, we suggest,
is a "liminal" field, an in-between or transitional forum, suspended between
the public and technical spheres, and the arbitrator a liminal persona,
possessing both technical expertise and public conscience. As such, it is
fertile ground in which to explore subtleties beyond the gross opposition of
the public and technical domains in argumentation.

To begin with (1), the distinctions between the technical and social
spheres in arbitration are problematic. The knowledge relevant to
arbitration is basically social in character, being grounded not in
observation of law-like regularities in nature, but in the negotiated
rule-guided relationships between groups of people. This is best typified by
the collective bargaining agreement ratified by both union and University,
which established the context for the grievance at issue in this case.
Indeed, Farrell describes social knowledge as grounded in a consensus which
need not actually exist but which is attributed as the basis for further
argument." In this sense, the hearing process may be a paradigm case of
social knowledge. The union's brief is replete with appeals to the "clear,"
"unambiguous" and "precise" definition of the bargaining unit "agreed upon
by the parties" in the collective bargaining agreement; it deduces from this
agreement the "contractual obligations" tnat allegedly bind the University,
and finds that "no basis exists for a reasoned argument" to the contrary;
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the University's position, the union contends, is "specious" and
"frivolous"; its claim that the matter is not procedurally arbitrable, the
union contends, is "merely a ploy designed to block consideration of the
merits" of the dispute, and "makes a mockery of the dispute resolution
mechanisms established by the contract and threatens the integrity of our
collective bargaining agreement." For its part, the University's brief
engages in essence in revisionist history, challenging the union's
understanding of the prior consensus, and describing its own understanding
of what was and was not agreed-to.

Yet, while the arbitration hearing engages primarily social rather than
technical knowledge, this is the social knowledge of a circumscribed public.
At issue are not the very lives of scores of ordinary human beings, but only
the economic well-being and social status of a small group of atypical
individuals within an academy, which Is itself simply a somewhat larger
group of atypical individuals. The consequences for the general public are
remote, and it does not participate in the hearing process. At most, the
social knowledge involved is that negotiated between one group of employees
and one university in one state in the midwest. And not even this public is
entirely involved; rather, each side's interests are represented by proxies,
elected officals of the TAA and the University's legal department. In other
words, this is the social knowledge of a body of elites and not, as in other
examples, of the public as a whole; to this extent, it is comparatively a
more "technical" sphere,

The arbitration process itself demands more specialized knowledge as
well. Arbitration possesses guidelines for argument and quasi-legal rules of
evidence and procedure, and employs professional arbitrators to resolve
disputes according to those guidelines. in this case, both the union and the
University tailored their arguments to these specialized standards in an
effort to obtain a favorable decision, The union's arguments, particularly,
conformed to the standards of specialized reasoning set forth in accepted
arbitration texts, and the union invoked these standards as "decision rules"
for the arbitrator to follow in areas of disagreement. For example, to
establish the procedural arbitrability of the dispute, and to counter the
University's "timeliness" argument (itself an argument that conforms to
these specialized standards), the union argues that the grievance concerns a
"continuing violation" which is therefore not subject to the "timely filing"
standard, and it cites a respected arbitration text to define a "continuing
violation." Similarly, in disputing the meaning of the term "employed," both
sides adhere to the arbitration standard that the intent of the parties at
the time language is bargained ought determine the meaning of that language,
and, accordingly, spend a great deal of time reconstructing what they
"meant" when they ,;:greed to the 1978 language. And because the union and the
University could not agree on even their intents in negotiating the term
"employed," the union then invokes popular dictionary definitions of the
term, together with the procedural arbitration rule that such definitions
carry in such circumstances. Clearly, both sides engage in the specialized
modes of reasoning sanctioned by arbitration as a technical field. This is
not public deliberation.

And yet, to further muddy the waters, the hearing process is less
specialized than some other forums, e.g., the law. Its rules are
considerably less rigid than legal rules; arbitrators play more flexible
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oleS than judges, and represent concerns broader than those of the
immediate parties involved. Further, the hearing process itself bears a much
stronger resemblance to the rough-and-tumble of public forums than to the
solemn decorum of tightly-regulated technical forums, such as courts of law.
These characteristics are well-summarized by Louis Jaffey: "Arbitration . .

. is a school, an arena, a theatre. Everyone both participates and observes.
The whole company of actors--arbitrator, union and employer officials, the
griever, and the witnesses . . . --sits at one table. Argument, assertion,
testimony, charge and countercharge, even angry abuse--sometimes spontaneous,
sometimes for the record'--flow freely in quick, continuous intercourse.
The arbitrator may let the discussion take its head for a moment, then rein
it in . . . Because the process is relatively free, it sgy assume many
forms, some quiet and orderly, some volatile and discordant.""

In short, arbitration is a hybrid. While it engages social knowledge,
it is not the social knowledge of the public sphere but that negotiated by
elites and articulated in moderately technical discourse. Other examples, by
focusing on great social issues with ramifications for the entire mass
public, tend to conflate social knowledge and the public sphere. Arbitration
suggests that this need not be the case.

(2) In arbitration, the alleged adversarial relationship between the
social and technical spheres is also problematic. We have noted already
that arbitration is a hybrid, a fuzzy blend of the specialized and the
public. Far from causing the process to self-destruct due to internal
oppositions, this blend legitimates the process, and is responsible in large
measure for its ability to work.

Although the hearing process is specialized, demanding that
participants possess technical competence, the very existence of the process
acknowledges substantial "public interests" in productive and calm
labor-management relations. The rationale for arbitration lies in the
recognition that work stoppages, strikes, and labor violence can seriously
injure and even cripple whole communities of ordinary publics. Its reason
for being, therefore, is to represent the public's interests and to minimize
the occurrence of and damage from labor strife." Often such public
representation is written into the law. Where public employees are involved,
for instance, state statutes often require that fact-finding boards and
arbitrators give strong coinideration to the "interest and welfare of the
public" in their decisions." As suggested above, the arbitrator is, then, a
liminal persona, a technical expert with a public conscience, who speaks on
behalf of those not able to speak for themselves in a specialized setting.
Of course, the degree to which such a system truly functions
representatively is another matter; cooptation is an ever-present danger,
and competing public interests may be involved. Nonetheless, our point is
that arbitration is not only a specialized sphere, but a specialized sphere
institutionally informed and legitimated by the public sphere.

The public is not much in evidence in the present case if, by "public,"
one means the public-at-large. Neither the union's or the university's
briefs, nor the arbitrator's opinion, appeals e'plicitly to the welfare of
this public in justifying itself. For all parties involved, as noted above,
the relevant "public" appears limited to their academic institution and
those affiliated with it. Given this somewhat circumscribed meaning of the
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"public," however, the public sphere as grounding is very much in eviderice.
For underlying the social knowledge relevapt to the grievance issues are
competing visions of this public's welfare."

The union's vision emphasizes economic welfare, particularly the fair
and equitable distribution of material resources. The graduate students in
question are primarily wage-earners, or "employees," and the academic
institution in which they work is, for these purposes, principally an
"employer." Thus, the union argues, because the Departmental students
perform the same teaching duties as other graduate students whom the
University does designate as "Teaching Assistants," the fanner share a
"community of interests" with the latter. And these interests are fair and
equitable treatment, in pay, title, and collective bargaining benefits.
Consistent with this tendency to view its situation in labor-management
terms, the union attacks the University's position as a "proclamation of raw
managerial prerogative" which represents 'the epitome of unfair and
inequitable treatment" and which "contradicts sound labor relations policy
which encourages the resolution of disputes at the earliest possible stage
of the grievance procedure." Clearly, in their eyes, the public welfare is
best served by fair treatment of workers, including adherence to procedures
(i.e., arbitration) which protect worker welfare by equalizing the balance
of power between workers and managers.

The University's vision, on the other hand, emphasizes intellectual
welfare, particularly as this depends on academic freedom and faculty
governance. "Teaching assistants are first and foremost graduate students,"
and their teaching roles are "secondary,* the University maintained.
Moreover, the academic institution of which these students are a part is
primarily a teaching facility whose responsibility it is to properly educate
students. Because the establishment of degree requirements is essential to
the fulfillment of this purpose, the University argues, the Department's
teaching requirement is not primarily an economic issue but an intellectual
one. Moreover, they contend, establishment of an employment relationship was
judged by the Department to be inimical to the accomplishment of this
academic task, and thus the Department is exercising proper judgment in
denying such a relationship. Graduate students in the Department who
fulfilled the teaching requirement, they argue, did so not on an employment
basis but "as part of their student life." Clearly, in the University's
eyes, the public welfare is best served by the orderly fulfillment of the
intellectual and educational missions of the academy. A labor-management
relationship can only disrupt these missions; it is revealing that, a year
later, the University Chancellor, Irving Shain, in an address to the faculty
senate, attacked a teaching assistants' strike--a legitimate phenomenon from
the labor-management perspective-- as the "latestn episode in a 10-year
history of harrassment of the University by the TAA.""

In sum, underlying the union's and the University's arguments regarding
the grievance in question, presented within a specialized sphere which both
sides share, are divergent publics. This is not a case of technical versus
social knowledge, but more a case of competing understandings of the public
meaning of a body of social knowledge, articulated within a technical forum.

From this characterization of arbitration, it is rather easy to see how
(3) the normative preference for social knowledge exhihited in the
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literature is somewhat problematic. In the cases of TMI, The Fate of the
Earth, and others, technical knowledge "wins' its duel with social

knowledge, a victory that is to be lamented. But this judgment is at least
partially a function of the political rather than the epistemological agenda
discussed above. One factor at work here is the liberal democratic
preference for popular rule. We are suspicious of ruling elites, and the
smaller the elite and the larger the public, the more suspicious we become.
Belatedly, the higher the stakes, the more suspicious we become. Thus, when
a very small technical elite holds the power of life and death over vast
populations (as in questions of nuclear strategy), we passionately protest.
However, if the public weren't so badly outnumbered, and the stakes Weren't
so high, the privileging of the technical might seem more benign and,
possioly even desirable. In other contexts, such as arbitration, therefore,
other normative preferences are equally understandable.

First, because in arbitration there is no simple duel, there is no

simple winner. We are confronted with a circumscribed social knowledge
contested in a technical forum. Both relatively specialized forms of
argument and relatively global visions of public welfare are essential to
the cases of both sides. In this case, the arbitrator ruled for the union
and against the University and, in a sense, one might argue that this
represents the triumph of technical reason. After all, the union's
specialized arguments were more adept at employing standard arbitration
rules to guide the arbitrator's decision, and the public vision in which
these arguments were grounded--labor-management relations--was more familiar
to the arbitrator-in-his-role-as-arbitrator. Perhaps the union was indeed
somewhat better at "playing the arbitration game." But the University was no
slouch either, no 'untrained' public at the mercy of technical knowledge
which it itself could not master. Indeed, had the arbitrator chosen to
resolve the procedural arbitrability issue on strictly technical grounds, he
would have ruled for University, not the union, since the grievance was
filed after the "statute of limitations" specified in the collective
bargaining agreement had expired. But instead he accepted the union's
"continuing violation" claim, which had no basis in the specialized
barginaing agreement per se, but rather was a concept imported by the union
from the broader labor-management sphere. In this small way, therefore, the
arbitrator's decision represents a defeat for the technical sphere.

We think it more accurate to say that, reflective of the hybrid nature
of the arbitration situation, the arbitrator's decision in this case also
was a hybrid. He had to evaluate the competing claims of rather specialized
arguments, but did not do so on the basis of "technicalities.' Rather, his
opinion continually invokes his own concept of what it is "reasonable" to
believe. In ruling for the unionon the matter of procedural arbitrability,
for instance, he writes that he "accepts as reasonable the proposition
advanced by the Union to the effect that they cannot reasonably be held to
be fully knowledgeable and aware of all practices that exist in every corner
of the University. The record and evidence reasonably supports the finding
that the grievance that was filed in September, 1978 was promptly filed
following the first time at which the Union obtained reasonable knowledge of
the practice." It is difficult to avoid the language of the narrative
paradigm here. It seems to us that the arbitrator's judgment here is not
based on technical superiority, but more loosely on whether the union's
"story", taken as a whole, makes more or less "sense" (Fisher would say,
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possesses greater or lesser narrative rationality and fidelity) compared to
the University's story. If this is so, then the public sphere (in the
circumscribed sense we described above) appears to be alive and well, even
in this comparatively technical forum.

One might still argue, however, that arbitration privileges the
technical sphere at the expense of the public-at-large. Indeed, ordinary
people are excluded from the hearing process and thereby prevented from
critically deliberating and expressing, say, their preferred view on whether
universities are appropriate settings for labor-management bargaining. But,
we would ask, is this such a bad state of affairs? Would the community truly
be better off, more humane, or liveable under such populism? Or might this
interfere with the ability of the arbitration process to work smoothly and,
thereby, to safeguard the "public interest"? We do not attempt to answer
these questions, and do not need to. We simply want to emphasize that, in
this situation, the privileging of the technical over the public is not so
self-evidently undesirable. In the crass jargon of political science, we
suggest, neither the masses nor the elites are completely trustworthy, and
so the normative preference for the public sphere over the technical sphere
may not be appropriate to the same degree in all circumstances.

Conclusion

One important and useful extension of the rhetoric-as-epistemic
literature has been the consideration of the monistic or pluralistic nature
of "knowledge." Majority opinion holds that there are many kinds of
knowledge, and considerable attention has focused on two: the "technical"
and the "social."

This essay has examined the relationships between technical and social
knowledge in a case study of labor-management arbitration. We argued that
arbitration exhibiti the social knowledge of a comparatively small "public,"
and articulates it in a comparatively specialized domain of technical
discourse; that both sides in the grievance case studied engage in this
technical discourse, but do so from divergent underlying conceptions of the
public welfare; and that the arbitrator's decision in this case is not an
unqualified victory for either the technical or public sphere.

This characterization, we admit, is neither simple nor precise. To the
degree that the fault does not lie with our exposition, it may illustrate
our central point: that the boundaries between the technical and public
spheres are frequently indistinct, and more complicated than current
examples in political rhetoric might suggest. We hope to have illustrated
the following points: (1) social knowledge need not oppose technical
knowledge, but in fact may inform it; (2) technical knowledge need not
oppose social knowledge, but in fact may articulate it within the
constraints of particular fields; (3) neither the technical nor social
spheres are "whole cloths", but instead often are manifested in combinations
or patterns.

We believe that a great variety of such patterns exist. Several
questions require further exploration. For example, is social knowledge
necessarily the (only) knowledge of the public sphere? Must technical
knowledge be elitist? Is social knowledge necessarily democratic? Are
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'arguments which draw upon technical and social knowledge in concert more
"powerful" than those that draw upon only one? If so, in what way? Ought
technical knowledge always be subordinated to the norms of social knowledge?
We do not disagree with extant analyses of the technical and public spheres
in energy, the nuclear arms race, and other social issues. And we endorse
the processual orientation of other authors; indeed, viewing the different
spheres of knowledge as processes of interaction rather than as things
better explains how these patterns can arise and change. Our modest aim has
been simply to illuminate a different pattern, in the firm pluralist
conviction that such analyses can enrich our understanding of and
appreciation for the diverse possibilities embodied in "rhetoric as a way of
knowing."
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ARGUMENTATION IN UTILITY RATE HEARINGS:
PUBLIC PARTICIPATION IN A HYBRID FIELD

Michael J. Wallinger
Frostburg State College

The rapid and sustained escalation of energy costs in the
1970's had a major impact on the social, political, and economic
life of the world. As the impact spread throughout the economy
of the United States, consumers had few opportunities to parti-
cipate in the decision making about the price of energy. They
might complain to gasoline station owners, to each other, or
even to their legislative representatives, but beyond the
limited action of conservation, there was little they could do
to directly participate in arguments and decisions affecting
the costs of energy.

On the surface, there is a beguiling appearance of a major
exception to the foreclosure of public participation in energy-
cost decisions: public utility rate hearings. Nearly every
state has a regulatory agency that exercises some control over
the prices charged to consumers for natural gas and electricity.
Typically the regulatory agency holds several hearings to gather
evidence and hear arguments from the public as well as the
utility company before reaching a decision on an appropriate
rate.

In his speculative essay lamenting the decline of public
participation in deliberative rhetoric, Goodnight has noted

Many forms of social persuasion are festooned with the trappings
of deliberation, even while they are designed to succeed by means
inimical to knowledgeable choice and active participation.

If Goodnight is correct (and I believe he is) in his claim that
the technical sphere of argument is expanding at the expense
of the public sphere, then utility rate hearings would seem to
be a classic case in point. That is, utility regulation ap-
pears to be a forum of argument that partially preempts the
public domain, even though legally required to solicit public
participation in the deliberations.

This paper examines the nature and effectiveness of public
argumentation in selected rate - setting hearings held by the Pub-
lic Service Commission of Maryland. That analysis leads to
three tentative theses:

1. The public is ill-equipped by training, access to
forceful data, and practice in using field-specific arguments
to meaningfully participate in the decision making process of
rate setting.
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2. The mixture of characteristics of publicttolity and
legal fields of argument contributes to public disenchantment,
confusion and anger.

3. The public hearings function more as a forum for a
rhetoric of legitimation than as an opportunity for gathering
decision - making arguments.

Method

In the years since Toulmin championed the notion of field -

dependent arguments, J considerable controversy has arisen about
appropriate criteria for defining the existence 9f a field, and
about the theoretical utility of such a concept." Willard has
been, perhaps, the most prolific and persistent contributor to
that debate as he has set out to advance a field theory of argu-
mentation based on a onstructionigt/interactionist view, com-
plete with a critical methodology. Rieke has been one of the
foremost advocates of legal argument as a distinct field, but
even he concluded that "We may find that the central focus is
not law, or science, or any other professional identification.
It may be form or function, or process." In summarizing the
definitional dispute, Zarefsky categorized the perspectives as
determination of a field by form of argument, or subject matter,
or situatignal features, or shared purpose of arguers, or
audiences./

For the critic to take any one definitional perspective is
to necessarily limit what can be said about the artifacts
criticized. Thus, there is a strong temptation to simply re-
place all of Reike's and Zarefsky's "or's" with "and's" in
order to suggest that discipline and subject matter and form
and audience and situation and purpose are all different dimen-
sions of the determination of a field.

Wenzel has advanced what, to me, seems to be a sensible
alternative to either impulsive editorial manipulation or
declaration of unqualified allegiance to a single perspective
of the nature of a particular field of argument. He suggests
that "fields of argument should be construed as the proposition-
al content of a disciplined, rational enterprise with an epis-
temic purpose."8 More importantly, he offers the critic three
levels of analysis: His "logical" level includes the "concept-
ual and propositional contents of knowledge structures, includ-
ing their characteristic formal properties." This is where he
locates a "field" of arguments, in a very restricted use of
the term. n`e"dialectical" level considers the forums, or the
"particular disciplinary, professional, and institutional
practices characteristic of a rational enterprise." The
"rhetorical" level includes the general environment which offers
"an innumerable number of contexts for arguing."
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The intent here is not to enter into the ongoing debate on
the preferred definition of a field, but to use one of the per-
spectives of field theory to explicate the role of the public
arguments in one arena of decision making. Wenzel's analytic
framework seems more appropriate for this task. The incidental
result is a partial answer to Hillard's call for the critical
work "needed to flesh out examples. "9 As applied to the argu-
mentation of utility rate decisions, this three-level analysis
reveals a hybrid field which combines features of the legal and
public policy fields of argument.

Dialectical Level

At the level of institutional practices, most stages of
Maryland Public Service Commission proceedings seem to remble
the legal forum more closely than those of policy making."
Typically, a utility company submits a formal application to the
PSC for authority to charge their customers more for their serv-
ices and provides pre-filed testimony of expert witnesses. These
first documents include citations of the appropriate ctatutes,
previous PSC decisions, statements of past and projected income
and expenses, and comparisons of that data to what they have
previously been authorized to earn, or should be allowed to
earn. Upon receipt of the application, the PSC staff examines
and analyzes the request and pre-filed testimony and dates are
set for evidentiary hearings. In addition to the PSC, the Of-
fice of People's Counsel receives a copy of the company docu-
ments and pre-files opposing arguments in which the company's
evidence and claims are systematically examined and either
admitted, minimized or disclaimed. At the evidentiary hearings
the company presents oral testimony by their experts, and the
PSC staff, People's Counsel, and any approved intervenors are
afforded the opportunity to cross-examine those witnesses.
After cross-examination of company witnesses,. the PSC staff and
People's Counsel present their own documents and expert testi-
mony, which are also subject to cross-examination. It is worth
noting here that the PSC Rules of Procedure require that

all parties, except individuals appearing in their own behalf,
shall be represented by attorneys-at-law who are duly admitted
and enrolled to practice before the Court of Appeals of this
State where the Cosnission is performing a quasi-judicial func-
tion as distinguished from a legislative, executive, or a
ministerial function.11

Up to this point the procedures are very closely modeled
after the judicial forums attorneys, acting as aiwersary
representatives, present opposing arguments on a very specific
proposition to a third party who is authorized by law to make a
decision.

However, when gathering input directly from the public, the
procedural model more closely resembles committee hearings in
the legislative forum. The scene shifts from the PSC hearing
room in Baltimore to public buildingti in several cities and
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towns throughout the company's service area. The events are
labeled "public hearings" or, sometimes, simply "evening ses-
sions." Seldom do all five commissioners attend any one ses-
sion. In fact, the hearing may be conducted by a hearing
examiner from the PSC staff, with no commissioners present.
The degree of formality of these proceedings is considerably
lower than in the evidentiary hearings. There are no briefs,
no prior notification of substance of evidence or intent to
testify, and no cross-examination. In fact, the only stipula-
tion prior to testimony seems to be a sign-up sheet listing
names and addresses of those wishing to comment on the utility
company's proposal, and sometimes even that is not enforced.
In short, the procedural image of public participation in the
decision making process is one of an informal discussion that is
far more akin to the political arena than to the judicial forum.

After all the evidence and arguments are gathered, the
PSC typically operates procedurally in the judicial mode. It
issues an "opinion" which systematically reviews the arguments
in the case and, issue-by-issue, accepts, modifies, or rejects
the claims of the adversaries. The opinion is accompanied by
an "order" which specifies the amount of rate increase and
method of implementation authorized for the utility company.

Logical Level

As in the procedural level, the logical level of analysis
of the substance, forms, and product of argument in PSC pro-
ceedings reveals a mixture of legal and public-policy charac-
teristics. Gronbeck has noted that

American lawyers . . . draw their data from particular observa-
tion and hypothetical reconstructions, employ statute-based
regulations and profession-based "laws of evidence" as sources
of inferential. statements. and phrase their claims in terms of
evaluative statements...I2

That characterization very closely matches the rate regulation
arguments.

The criterion for PSC decisions is based in statutory law,
which empowers the Commission to determine "just and reasonable
rates of public service companies." "Just and reasonable" is
further specified as rates

which will result in an operating income to the public service
company . . . . yielding, after reasonable deduction for depre-
ciation and other necessary and proper expenses and reserves, a
reasonable return upon the fair value of the company's property
used and useful in rendering service to the public.13

By setting the criterion for decisions, the statute also
functions as the prime determinant of acceptable types of evi-
dence, relevance of evidence, and qualifications of those
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itlitifying. If the criterion is a "fair return on investment,"
then the relevant data must focus on accounting procedures,
market trends, debt limits, ability to attract capital, rates
of depreciation, and the multiple other kinds of information
that seem to have become the special province of accountants
and economists. The dominant mode of warrants in the quasi-
judicial forum is likely to be analogical, comparing the present
returns with previously authorized levels of some proposed new
level which is advanced as being more fair. In the evidentiary
hearings and in the opinions justifying the decisions, that is
precisely what occurs. One summary taken (almost at random)
from a PSC opinion may illustrate this point.

1atityaku Marcus, Professor of Economics at Rutgers
University, testified in this proceeding on behalf
of People s Counsel with respect to the fair and
reasonable rate of return which [Baltimore Gas and
Electric] should be permitted to earn on its invest-
ment. Dr. Marcus noted that the testimony of Dr.
Morton, the Company's rate of return witness, relies
on the comparable earnings approach. In the appli-
cation of this method, Dr. Morton places, he said,
particular weight on the earnings of unregulated
manufacturing industries, as reflected in the
earnings of Moody's 125 Industrials and S & P's
Industrials for 1965 to 1975, and for 1970 to 1975,
range from 12.5 percent to 13.1 percent. This should
be contrasted with the 14.0 to 14.5 percent return on
equity recommended by Dr. Morton in this proceeding."'"

While that evidence and reasoning, and those sources may
be characteristic of the evidentiary hearings and opinions, they
are certainly not representative of the argument's presented by
the public. In the latter situation the witnesses are more
likely to identify themselves na distraught consumers, retired
persons, ministers, representaives of consumer groups, or
local elected officials. The evidence is more likely to be
anecdotal, successive utility bills showing increases, or
generalized assertions about the economic hardships of some
groups of customers. The claims usually advanced are that the
proposed increase should be denied because people cannot afford
to pay the bill, the company is mismanaged, the fuel-rate adjust-
ment already constitutes an exorbitant increase, or the PSC is
bowing to the demands of the companies at the expense of the
public whom it was supposedly created to protect.

For example, at one comparatively sedate hearing held in
Annapolis, a delegate to the state legislature called a proposed
hike "reprehensible and very insensitive at this time with high
inflation and people living on fixed incomes." As support he
offered the following:
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I would suggest that we take a hypothetical [case];
I have a lot of constituents who are living on fined--
incomes of $250 to $300 a month. Their rents are
averaging $150 to $175 a month. That leaves them
very little money for food.

Now, if their utility rates go up, they could do
two things as their rent stays the same or goes up,
they can either cut back on their food- -which is a
tragedy--or they can cut back on their heat."

An elderly woman argued against the increase in this ways

I have been doing everything possible to decrease my
light bills. I have no more front porch light on to
light the sidewalk and the area around my house, I
cook vegetables for two days so that I just use the
steamer on the second day so I don't have to use more
electricity. We only have one room lighted in the
evenings and our heat is always down to 65 degrees.

In spite of her conservation efforts, she pointed out, "there
has been a 25 percent increase in my.electric bill even though I
have gotten meager and more meager."" Another witness, identi-
fied as a representative of the Pasadena Improvement Association,
proclaimed widespread lack of confidence in the PSC because the
people "feel it is useless to even show up and talk againpt
something like this because it is certain to go through."'

The dominant common characteristic of such data and claims
is irrelevancy for the statutory criterion of a reasonable re-
turn on the company's investment. The PSC decisions persistently
cite the highly technical testimony of the expert witnesses, but
rarely cite testimony gathered from the general public. To do
otherwise would be to violate the statutory authority and invite
legal reversal of the decision. As one commissioner told a
public audience:

The thing you have to consider, this is like a
lawsuit. If the Commission were to make their
decision based on emotion, then certainly the
company could come down to Annapolis to the Court
of Appeals and have it reversed. The evidence that
they need to determine and make their decision is
based on those expert witnesses."

Thus, the bulk of the public testimony being gathered outside
the legal forum was denied relevance for the decision. But the
kinds of data and claims which fit the legal criteria are not
normally available to the "average" consumer. Even if available,
few have the economic training and linguistic repertoire neces-
sary to digest the data and formulates:opposing arguments. The
pool of potentially "qualified" witnesses is reduced even further
when one considers the considerable amount of time required for
the undertaking.
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Finally, even if these hurdles are overcome, the public
testimony is suspect because it is not given under oath. As
one Commissioner said: "these people are not under oath as an
expert is. So they have an awful lot of latitude in what they
say, without having to be responsible for what they say."19
In short, the public is precluded from meaningful direct parti-
cipation in the decision.

There is one possible exception to the hegemony of the
company's financial conditions. In a 1965. Potomac Edison case,
the hearing examiner included the following statement in the
opinion:

Being cognizant of the present economic situation
as it exists in the Company's service area, the
Examiner has recommended a rate of return which,
while above the return recommended by Mr. BernsLein,
is near the lower end of the zone of reasonable return.
The ability of the Company's customers to pay increased
electric is, to this extent, a valid consideratim," in
arriving at a fair and reasonable rate of return.

Upon appeal, the court specifically sanctioned that criterion
when it proclaimed:

Clearly, it was not inappropriate for the commission
to consider local economic conditions in arriving at
a reasonable rate of return. Inherent in the rate
making process is a "balancing of the investor and
the consumer interests."11

In spite of the court approval of an ability-to-pay cri-
terion, I have been unable to find the rationale cited in sub-
sequent PSC decisions. When I asked the Chief Hearing Examiner
for guidance, he indicated that I was unlikely to find such
language. He suggested the evidence that the Commission
included the customer comments about ability to pay was to be
found in the extent to which the decision came closer to the
People's Counsel recommendation than to the company's request."
At best, that is tenuous and ambiguous support for the claim
that the public plays a meaningful role in the rate setting
process.

The Commissioner interviewed as part of this study expli-
citly rejected "affordability" as a criterion within the purview
of the PSC. The proferred rationale was twofold. First, U.S.
Supreme Court rulings and Maryland statutes require "cost-of-
service" standards for rate setting, and prohibit the Commission
from designing discriminatory rates. Second, an affordability
criterion would constitute a social program which the PSC is
unqualified and unequipped to handle because they have no way
to make the determination of who can afford it. To the extent
that such a standard is legislatively implemented it would have
to be administered by a social service agency, not the PSC.23
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One of the more precise distinctions between the legal and
political fields of argument is to be found in the method of
resolution of the dialectical conflict. In the legal field the
decision is typically a dichotomous choice of the claims of one
side or the other, while policy fielLergumenta are typically
resolved by consensus or compromise. McKerrow has noted that
the degree of a decision's "reasonableness" is a function of
discourse that adhers to the "andards of rationality adopted
by a communication community.") Zarafsky contended that it is
the "dialectical tension between the liberal and conservative
presumptions which sustains political institutions," and that
claims which veer unabashedly toward either pole, without
acknowledging and legitimizing the alterpative presumption are
likely to be dismissed as unreasonable."

While the preponderance of characteristics of PSC proceed-
ings, at both the forum and field levels of analysis, are cast
in the legal model, the decisions are unequivocally in public
policy mode. It4vis rare to find decisions which either accept
all of the incredses requested, or deny any increase at all.
In fact, it is almost as rare to find People's Counsel arguing
for complete denial of a request. In the one case I have found
where that was a People's Counsel claim, they also presented a
considerable number of contingency arguments of a need minimi-
zation.

If the companies and the Office of People's Counsel have
learned to live with this inconsistency, and accept the result-
ing parameters of reasonableness, much of the public has not.
For example, one irate customer asserted:

We've had it with you as a Public Service Commis-
sion. You are supposed to protect the interests
of us, the public. It's obvious you don't.
Every year we come in with great numbers to plead
that we can't take another rate increase. Not
one year, not one year have you totally rejected
a BG&F. request. So we are here tonight to let you
know, once and for all, we are just not goiag to
stand for you representing BG&S any longer.

Another witness proclaimed:

We understend how the trip back for more money
works. They come down and always ask for a rote
they don't expect to get and you give them so
much of it. So when they are asking for 17 per-
cent, they are only asking for 10 percent We
know that. We know who wines and dines.cY

While these examples may be more volatile than the norm, they
are representative of a persistent public perception that
compromise decisions are unreasonable.
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Rhetorical Level

Within the parameters of the intent of this particular
study, Wenzel's rhetorical level of analysis is more difficult
to apply. Since, as he suggests, there are innumerable contexts
for arguing, the rhetorical perspective seems particularly
pertinent for case studies, and less useful for descriptive/
critical examination of a field, or for examining the public's
participatory role in the field. Nevertheless, with that
reservation in mind, the followihg speculations are offered for
consideration.

Bitzer has noted that rhetorical discourse Romen into
existence as a fitting response to a situation.3" It may be
that major situational exigencies occasioned by events like the
1976 oil embargo, or the most recent break-up of AT&T are respon-
sible not only for major increases in attendance at the public
hearings, but also invite significantly different forms of
public utterance such as threat, mass demonstration and hanging
in effigy. Yet, as the previous analysis shows, these forms of
argument are specifically denied impact on decisions made within
the rate-setting field.

As Gronbeck has noted, "Individuals argue with each other
from within role definitions (unless, of course, they are in-
volved in some form of legitimation crisis, in which case,they
may well argue about the role definitions themselves...)"1
Having been denied access to power within the rules of the es-
tablished forum, the public may seek to change the role defini-
tions. This would account for testimony which accuses the com-
missioners of being "wined and dined" and of representing the
utilities instead of regulating them. The rules perspective
of the rhetorical environment may also account for the periodic
recurrence -of" calls for an elected Public Service Commission
and for political pressure on the Governor to appoint commis-
sioners whore more receptive to the consumer's view. Rather
than change their responses to conform to the field, the public
may attempt to change the rules of the field to fit the response.

If, like Lucaites, we view legitimation as a "social
rhetorical process through which public advocates seek to pro-
duce a state of mass political conqgiousness which might be
described best as 'public trust,' "4 then there is evidence that
some in the PSC see the public hearings as an arena for a
rhetoric of legitimation. In separate interviews, two years
apart, the Chief Hearing Examiner and one of the commissioners
offered very similar views which can be summarized as a three-
fold function of the public sessions: (1) to gather comments
for the record; (2) to allow cathartic public expression; and
(3) to educate the public about the powers and the procedures
of the Commission.

As shown in the preceeding analysis, gathering comments
and allowing cathartic expression are not synonymous with using
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those arguments in the decision-making process. Of course,
another response is that it is the function of the Office of
People's Counsel to represent the public in the balancing of
consumer and investor interests. That may 6e true, but it
begs the question of the public's role in the decision-making
process.

It is in the "educational" function that the legitimation
purpose emerges most clearly. Commissioner Hamilton was more
explicit when he stated:

"Some of them [the public] feel it's a waste of
their time. It really isn't .... Quite often
it puts them where they understand the process.
It helps by them being a participant, regardless
of the effect on what the decision may be ....
If nothing else, they see the commissioners as
real people.""

Thus, the public role is transformed from a source-participant
to receiver-participant. The irony is that this occurs in a
forum that is statutorily mandated to serve data gathering.

In short, it would seem that situational exigencies give
impulse to arguments which are available to the public, but out-
side the field. These arguments, in turn, engender PSC responses
which seek to legitimize the forthcoming decision and the com-
missioners' authority and obligation to reject most of the
arguments advanced by the public.

SUMMARY

It has been my contention that the public frustration and
anger is at least partially a function of the hybrid-field char-
acteristics of the regulatory argumentation. The preponderance
of legal characteristics at both the forum and field levels sets
an expectation of a dichotomous choice--increase or do not in-
crease the rates. When the compromise decision is issued, it
contradicts that expectation and, even though it might be
closer to the public's position than that of the utility, it
violates the public's standard of reasonableness. The violation
may be further compounded by the absence of specific acknowledg-
ment of the arguments presented by the public and by the rhetoric
of legitimation advanced in a setting ostensibly intended for
gathering arguments. The end result is public disillusion and
bitterness, and charges of collusion and violation of the public
trust.

In light of the weight placed on the data from financial
experts, and the arguments advanced by lawyers representing the
staff, company and People's Counsel, it is questionable whether
the public hearings serve a meaningful role in the balancing of
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consumer and investor interests. In other words, it seems
warranted to concur with Goodnight that the field has grown at
the expense of the public domain. It remains for other research
to determine whether the Maryland Public Service Commission is
an anomoly, or whether the same hybrid-field characteristics
and problems extend to the broader arena of regulatory agencies
in general.
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PRAGMATICS OF MEANING

B. Aubrey Fisher
University of Utah

"Meanings are based on perceptions. They are internal
information. They are part of the products of perception."1

"Words don't mean, people mean. Meanings are in people.
They are the internal reactions of the human organism to
its environment."

"'Meaning': ,the attachment of importance or significance
to something."

Information theory succeeds in ueliminatieg the subject of
meaning from the study of communication."'

The concept of meaning may be the most pervasive concept in all of
communication study. Virtually every textbook in virtually every area
of communication includes some discussion of meaning. Each of the above
comments, for example, comes from a current textbook in communication,
and each is based on the currently popular psychological notions which
characterize much of today's thinking about human communication. This
paper employs a different perspective to inform our thinking about the
nature of meaning and, indirectly of human communication. The present
perspective, 'pragmatics, is admittedly less well known but is probably
more valuable when attempting to understand and explain the complexities
inherent in the study of communication and of argument.

The discussion in this paper will proceed through the traditional
tripartite arrangement of developing argument: definition, application,
and implications. First, the paper will include definitions important
in the application of pragmatism to the study of human communication.
Second. I will apply pragmatics to the concept of meaning, particularly
meaning in argument or argumentation. The paper will conclude with a
discussion of the implications (particularly

the increased complexity of
meanings) that ensue from applying a pragmatic perspective to the study
of meaning in argument.

PRINCIPLES OF PRAGMATICS

A pragmatic perspective of human communication has been developed
from a combination of system theory

(specifically, a theory of "open"systems) and the philosophy of pragmatism°. Although many
references applying a pragmatic perspective to human communication are
available, the seminal work of Gregory Bateson's 'Palo Alto group"'
remains perhaps the best source for understanding the conceptual and
theoretical basis of such a perspective. A pragmatic perspective
advocates no particular method of inquiry. In fact, a variety of
quantitative and qualitative methodologies are used by contemporary
researchers in their observations of communicative phenomena.
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The following discussion is intended not as a definitive depiction
of a pragmatic perspective of human cormunicationebut as an admittedly
generalized description. Further, the principles of pragmatism and open
system theory are applicable to communication in a variety of different
ways. Hence, the discussion that follows is intended as a description
of "a" pragmatic perspective rather than "the" pragmatic perspective. I

intend to keep this discussion at a rather high level of abstraction so
that it incorporates a broad variety of theoretical conceptualizations
and methodological applications.

Thought and Action

Perhaps the most central proposition of pragmatism is the specific
relationship between human thoughts (cognition, rationality) and actions
(behaviors). Significant to understanding the relation between thoughts
and actions is the principle of summum bonum 'reference to the final
end of action," not to be confused with reference to merely "practical
effects which are actually encountered in experience.` 1 This
principle stipulates that the only way humans have to cope with their
world is through the interplay of belief and doubt in an ultimately
rational process of human thought. But belief can have existence only
in the presence of doubt. Since experience has no opposite, no
counterpart to the reality of experience, then experience is basically
unknowable as a long lasting belief. In other words, a generalization
based merely on experiences does not lead to "belief" but to "habit," at
best.

Thought (or belief) is significant only when one is willing to act
upon it under conditions that involve some risk -- that is, doubt. As
Peirce phrases it, 'The elements of every concept enter into logical
thought at the gate of perception and make their exit at the gate of
purposive action; and whatever cannot show its passport"*A at both those
two gates is to be arrested as unauthorized by reason. Pragmatics
thus marries form and function, time and space. They are inseparable
and reflexive. Perceptual judgment no more leads to action than action
leads to perception. Perception is meaningless and unknowable without
the presence of "purposive action." And purposive action is action that
possesses some "final end," some meaning. The principle of summum bonum
can thus be interpreted as 'purposive action,' "meaningful action, or
"interpreted action." And action, defined through this principle, thus
becomes the focal point of human rationality.

Pragmatics takes into consideration perception, cognition, belief,
and other psychological concepts as relevant to the process of human
communication. But the one constant that absolutely must be included in
any and every conceptualization of communication is action, purposive
action. The first pragmatic principle of human communication, then, can
be phrased: Behaviors (actions) are the phenomena of study necessary
for understanding human communication.

Holism

A first principle of system theory is that of holism, that a system
is a 'whole which functions as a whole by virtue of the interdependence
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of its parts."10 Holism denies the physicalistic assumption that the
system can be adequately understood by reductionism or decomposition --
that is, by analyzing the parts or factors that make up the system. In
fact, holism stipulates that a system can be adequately understood only
through discoverinsthe nature of the triple interdependence among the
system, its component subsystems, and its environing suprasystems. The
components of the system provide the existence of the system, but only
their interrelationships or connections among each other can define the
system. The importance or significance of the system, though, can be
understood only by seeing it in the environment of its association with
a suprasystem or suprasystems.

When human communication is the system of interest, such as two
people engaged in conversation, the

individual human beings are the
component subsystems, of course. They are related or connected with
each other through their behaviors or actions. The only way one human
being can relate to or with another human being is by behaving, acting
toward or in concert with the other.

No particular action is important,
of course, :ntil it meets the

summum bonum principle of placing that
action in reference with some connected

and interpretable pattern that
leads to some final end or purpose.

Purposiveness is thus knowable only
in the pattern or sequence of behaviors -- that is, the
interaction. 11 Furthermore, that pattern is significant only whenpaced in a broader sequence of actions and time frame (the
suprasystem). The result is that a system is always nested within a
larger system and contains many subsystems nested within it.

The second pragmatic principle of human communication, then, can bemade explicit: The interpretation/definition of communicative actionsis to be found the the patterns of how those behaviors connect with oneanother. To discover the meaning/ significance of tnose communicative
patterns is to place them in context; the same communicative pattern
may be significant in one context and insignificant in another.

Reality and Evolution

Pragmatism rejects both nominalism (existence of an object in and
of itself) and idealism (characteristics

of object not available to ourexperience) as adequate explanations of reality. Nor do humans have acapacity to "acquire" realitY,
which assumes that an object possesses anobjective reality "out there somewhere" waiting to be discovered. Whatis pragmatically "real" is the result of an act of human creation and issusceptible to human understanding

through one of three modes of logicalthought: deduction, induction, and abduction. Of these three, the most
important for human communication is abduction.

Karl Weick refers to the
abductive creation of reality as a processof "enacting" reality." Human life is fundamentally a process ofbeing in an environment, social
and cultural as well as physical. Weattempt to make sense out of

our environment, understand our existence
in terms of our understanding, and adapt to changes that are constantlyoccurring in our environment.

Enactment is thus an 'effort after
meaning. But the meaning of the environment is an act of "invention,"not discovery.
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We begin this effort after meaning in a state of confusion or maximum
uncertainty. As we act and continue to act over time, we soon develop a
history of actiono which we then punctuate or organize Into "meaningful"
patterns which is our interpretation or definition of reality. In its
ultimate form, this principle of enacted reality through retrospective
sensemaking has been stated as "How do I know what I think until I hear
what I have to sey?"

Reality is thus a process that occurs over time. It begins with
actions, proceeds through a sequence of actions, and ends with the human
creation of an understanding of reality through retrospectively making
sense of those actions. Reality construction is a process of reducing
uncertainty from a large list of possible interpretations to some level
of meaning -- that is, a manageable level of uncertainty. At this most
fundamental level, pragmatic meaning is similar to the conceptualization
of meaning in information theory" -- a process of reducing
alternative interpretations to some workable interpretation or
definition. In fact, the concept of meaning (reconceptualized as
uncertainty reduction) is absolutely central to information theory. And
that is why the assertion that information theory eliminates the subject
of meaning from the study of communication seems so absurd. Its major
contribution to the study of communication is the reconceptualization of
meaning.

The third pragmatic principle of human communication, then, can be
phrased To understand coolitlication111"Agumecy1131Eattetas
of interactive behaviors rertTislel.lii-fact;now thatdiscussion
has led to these three pragmatic principles of human communication, we
can add two additional principles by inference. Both of these final
pragmatic principles are less descriptive that comparative. That is,
the principles define pragmatics by indicating how this perspective
differs from other perspectives used to understand the process of human
communication: A pragmatic view of communication involves asking "How
behavior means/$.11 rather than isyntecticsl "What does behavior mean
or (semantics) 'What do people mean by their behavior?" And, finally,
Others look for causes; pragmatists look at events and patterns of those
events. Others ask "why ? "; pragmatists ask 'So what?

PRAGMATICS OF MEANING IN ARGUMENT

Since the publication of Principle Mathematica shortly after the
turn of the century, philosophers have sought to develop a system of
formalizing grguments used in daily social life. Toulmin's triadic
formulationlo at one time seemed to provide the answer to the problem
of formalizing arguments-in-use but has since proved quite
unsatisfactory. Pragmatics also does not provide for a formal structure
of what probably is unformalizable. In fact, its emphasis on the
inseparability of form and function would prohibit a general logic of
marketplace arguments. However, pragmatics does focus study on the
interpretation of meaning in such a way as to provide some general
assistance for interpreting the usefulness, if not the validity, of
argument-in-use. This discussion attempts to apply pragmatics to the
concept of meaning and illustrate that application in terms of the
meaning of argument.
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Context -- Meaning in use

Often asking "where" something is more informative to meaning than
asking "what" something is. For example, psychology defines meaning as
a process of perception and locates meaning in the mind of an individual
human being. Philosophy (logic) defines meaning as a form or structure
and locates meaning within some language (typically mathematics). The
physical sciences define meaning as decomposition of structural elements
and locate meaning in objective materiality. Communication, viewed from
a pragmatic perspective defines meaning in a pattern of interaction and
locates meaning in events. The locus of meaning also defines the natureof the context which is essential to the concept of meaning. Locatingmeaning in the human mind automatically

defines context as more human
minds, such as social or cultural norms and values. Locating meaning inthe pattern of events automatically

defines context as events, such that
society and culture become definable in terms of time-bound principles.

Context thus comprises events. Larger contexts by definition meanlarger (that is, longer) events. Since the context determines how muchsignificance or importance can be attributed to the event, the choice ofwhat context in which to lace the event is crucial to the assessment ofmeaning. The concept of "fields," popular
in current research into the

meaning of argument, is essentially
a system of contexts available for

judging the significance of argument. However, if "fields" possess anyvalue in pragmatics, they must reflect events of when the arguments haveoccurred. Pragmatically, then, meaning always %MN's." Meaning cannot
exist in isolation from its being "used" at same time by some one. Anyjudgment of validity or worth of an argument, isolated from its actualexistence as an event (that is,

meaning-in-use), is meaningless from apragmatic perspective of human communication. Hence, meaning "belongste its context of events, not to the person who uses it or a person whoresponds to it. Meaning is part and product of its use in time.

Pattern -- Reduction of Uncertainty

Perhaps the best way to understand meaning as reducing uncertaintyis to understand the absence of meaning. Before information theory, wetended to think of the absence
of meaning as a state of nothingness; nomeaning implied absence of anything. The presence of meaning, then,required that to have meaning is to bring something to the situation ofinterpretation. Hence, the cliche -- "Words don't mean; people mean."Nothing existed in the situation until and unless the human interpreterprovided it from somewhere inside the human mind -- typically the systemof percepts gained through

past experience and carried around inside thehuman mind. A pragmatic perspective continues to conceptualize meaningas a cognitive experience, but
of a vastly different kind.

Pragmatically meaning is a process of elimination, rather than oneof discovery. Meaninglessness is not an absence of meaning so much asit is the presence of too many meanings. Acquiring meaning, then, is aprocess of gaining information for
the purpose of eliminating the vastnumber of potential meanings.

Without information, the human has littleto assist the cognitions. Too many interpretations
or meanings remain
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as potential alternatives. The information-processing human has no idea
whether meaning, meaning2, meaning3. . .or meaningn is
appropriate or accurate. Uncertainty, the state of insufficient
information to choose among alternatives, characterizes the absence of
meaning. Information is necessary to eliminate some meanings as
inappropriate or inaccurate. The human goes through the process of
acquiring information in order to reduce alternative meanings to some
level of reasonable uncertainty. A state of "certainty," in the sense
of eliminating all alternatives but one, is probably an ideal state
never achieved in "real life." And even if such a state did indeed
occur, it would be temporary. The process of uncertainty reduction
never ends and often includes periods of increased uncertainty.
Pragmatic doubt is inherently omnipresent throughout the process of
uncertainty reduction.

Humans process information over time as events occur. The process
of reducing uncertainty is a process of making connections between and
among events. It follows that the minimum number of events necessary
for uncertainty reduction to occur is three: the event, the event that
precedes it, and the event that follows it. Realistically, of course.
events are constantly occurring, and many more than three events are
considered. But some context of events is minimally essential in the
process; therefore. three events are absolutely necessary whenever any
human being engages in meaning. The pattern of events, the connections
between events, provide information to reduce equivocality.

Sensemaking -- Inference through Abduction

A pragmatic perspective inherently endows the human actor and the
process of human communication with rationality. Traditionally, we have
come to understand rationality as form or structure present in argument:
two or more premises and a conclusion. A traditional understanding of
the forms of argument includes but two: induction and deduction. The
application of pragmatics to forms of argument results in the addition
of a third form: abduction. We are relatively familiar with induction
and deduction but somewhat less so with abduction. Essentially, the
process of abduction is a process vi drawing inferences from available
information contained in premises, similar to induction and deduction,
but differing from deduction in that the inference is not necessitated
by the premises. But abduction also differs from induction in that the
inferred conclusion is not a generalization or inclilsive statement about
phenomenal properties. Abduction leads inferentially to a conclusion
which may be called an hypothesis.

Specifically. abduction leads to an
explanation rather than a generalization. Induction generalizes, and
abduction explains.

An example might best illustrate the formal difference between the
rational processes of induction and abduction, I see an apple fall froma tree. I also observe rocks fall down a mountainside. After numerous
instances of observing falling objects. I may use induction in order to
infer some conclusion about falling objects. I look at the similarities
of the objects that I have observed exhibiting falling behavior. I thus
conclude that all objects with mass and volume fall when not supported.
On the other hand, I might employ the process of abduction to draw some
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inference from the same events or premises. I might infer that there is
some principle, called "gravitation," that serves to explain the events
of falling rocks. I then continue the process of observing additional
events and in order to define and refine the explanatory inference that
created the construct of gravitation. Newton, we can say, engaged in a
process of abduction as he developed his inference concerning the force
of gravitation.

Pragmatic rationality is always a process of organizing available
information in order to draw inferences. It is a process of drawing
inferences on the basis of making sense of available information. It is
fundamentally a process of organizing events so that a conclusion may be
drawn. But pragmatic rationality also implies that one essential to any
human action is the principle of doubt. Without the presence of doubt,
a human belief is unlikely to play a significant role in human actions. .

An inference drawn formally from deduction contains little doubt and is
thus relatively insignificant. An induced inference is similar to habit
or generalization from experiences and is thus not particularly of value
in understanding human actions. Inferences which result from a process
of abduction, however, continue to possess doubt and are likely to be
present in continued future behavior as humans "test" the validity of
their inferences.

The focus on events occurring in context automatically presumes the
axiom that rational understanding or sensemaking occurs retrospectively
in time. We cannot interpret the meaning of an event until after it has
occurred. We cannot interpret the meaning of an event until we are able
to see it in the context of other

events after they have also occurred.
Rationality, particularly abduction, is not unlike puzzle solving. Itinvolves a process of organizing

events into some pattern that endows
the events with meaning. This process of organizing, typically called"punctuation," is a rational process of retrospective sensemaking and
should not be confused (as

some communication scholars have done) withthe process of human perception.
Perception is neither retrospectivenor sensemaking. It is a process of applying semipermanent meanings(percepts) on a phenomenal event in order to attribute meaning to thatphenomenal event. Perception structures the event prospectively, rather

than retrospectively. and iforcefits"
phenomenal events into preexisting

percepts, thereby virtually eliminating pragmatic doubt. Abduction isexplanatory, an act of invention,
necessarily inferential, and always

characterized by pragmatic doubt.

IMPLICATIONS

Any discussion of a concept as abstract as meaning must eventually
come to the point of addressing the 'SO what"

issue. So pragmatics hasa way of reconceptualizing the
process of human communication and, along

with it, the concept of meaning. So what? People still mean, and wordsstill don't. Where does that lead? What difference does it make? Theanswers to questions such as these need to provide a fresh insight intoa more complete or more satisfactory
explanation, or the presence of a

pragmatic perspective will hold little interest or significance for anystudent of human communication or argument. Fortunately, a pragmatic
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view of communication does indeed lead to fresh ideas and understanding
of communication. The following discussion will treat two implications
that grow directly out of a pragmatic perspective: The second of these
implications is, by far, the more important implication and will rec^ive
the most attention.

Values

Pragmatic meaning, you will recall, weds into an inseparable unity
the form and function, time and space, of events and human actions. An
event has no form or structure in and of itself but. rather, takes on
formal charactistics when place, in the context of events and seen as a
fundamental part of a pattern. Events may be structured in any number
of ways, for example, cause-effect,

antecedent-subsequent, simultaneity,
redundancy, timing. among others. The structural component of meaning
is absolutely inseparable from its functional component. The meaning of
even a material object, a "thing,' comes from human action -- functional
events in regard to it. Hence, the extrinsic meaning of any "thing" may
change considerably as the functional events evolve over time. Further,
an inherent part of the meaning of any thing is "value," the functionalproperty of meaning.

Gold, for instance, is a materialistic object, a metal, a physical
element. The meaning we have of gold takes into account its physical
properties (atomic weight, yellow color, malleability, etc.) but also
recognizes its "value" as a medium of exchange. Typically, we tend to
see values as a product of human attributions. Humans, we say, place
high value on gold. We ask ourselves, 'Why do the people value gold so
highly?" Because it's scarce, perhaps. Because it costs so much money,
perhaps. Because it can be exchanged for so many goods and services,
perhaps. But this view of "values," though rational, is certainly not
consistent with pragmatic functions. The apocalyptic novel of American
life after a nuclear holocaust, Alas Babylon, relates the incident of
one man who was found dead of radioactive poisoning contained in gold hehad stolen and accumulated. Now gold had no functional value in this
post-war world. Uncontaminated food and gasoline were extraordinarily
valuable, but gold was of little use, even as c medium of exchange.

Attribution as a purely psychological process separate from the
impact of functional events is not an adequate explanation of value.
Pragmatically, the character who hoarded gold made an error in his
interpretation of gold. His error was based on using a context (the
world prior to nuclear war) that no longer existed. He attributed value
to the gold, not on the basis of pragmatic

function, but on the basis of
his percepts that he continued to carry around with him in his mind. He
attributed value to the gold by failing to take into account the events
in the context and how human actions functioned toward the metal. The
psychological view of values would ask, "Why do people kill for gold?"
The psychological answer would be, "Because people attribute value toit.' The pragmatic view of value would retrospectively make sense of
events and infer that gold has significant value because people kill for
it. The crucial pragmatic characteristic of value in meaning, then, is
not that humans attribute value to an object (such as gold) or concept
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(such as freedom), but that every object of concept has some level of
value that is determined by events relevant to it. Most important of
those events are the human actions toward it.

The example of gold is obviously contrived. It discusses "error"
as though only pragmatics could uncover the fact that the poor soul who
hoarded gold had made en error in judgment (value). Every perspective
or definition of meaning would render this same judgment. But the point
to be gleaned from that example is not the mere presence of an error in
one's meaning. In fact, 'error' in meaning or interpretations is simply
not significant. More important is the function of pragmatic doubt and
its role in assessing value in meaning. For the human actor, reality
construction (that is, meaning) is a struggle that culminates in action.
But human action does not eradicate doubt; that action occurs in its own
context and is subject to further interpretation in a constant state of
changing events and pattern of events -- a constant state of "becoming."
But the meanings will continue to change as events change, only as and
if the actor continues to hold doubt and continues to "mean."

Values are thus interpretations of meaning contained in the pattern
of past human actions. They involve the 'final end" of action that goes
beyond the immediate practical effect of human action and extends a lone
existential action into "purposive action" or "meaningful action' or, in
our words, "pragmatic action."

Pragmatically, humans cannot doubt the
fact of their action, but they can doubt the value of their action. Inother words, belief and abstraction of value are products of sensemaking
which occurs after action. A value is the result of a rational processof retrospectively making sense from a pattern of events. A value, too,is an abstract concept not directly expressable in action. Therefore, avalue results from the rational process of abduction, organizing tvents
to form an inference that creates and contains the abstract value. Theconcept of "values," viewed pragmatically,

is consistent with a rational
process and central to the concept of meaning as enacted.

Paradox

Perhaps the most intriguing insight
into the concept of meaning, at

least the most intriguing in many decades, is the notion of paradox. Itis a direct result of ,applying
a pragmatic perspective to the study of

human communication. 10 A paradox results from a pragmatically
rational process of constructing

reality, but the meaning produced by
sensemaking contains elements that are both true (in their own frames of
reference) and incongruent (logical

impossibility for both to be true).The simple illustration of a paradox is the statement, "I am lying."This sentence can be neither true nor false, but it must be one or theother. Yet, if true, the person is saying his statement is false. Ifthe statement is false, then the person is saying that he is telling thetruth. A common paradox and a current object of study among the
therapists associated with the Mental Research Institute at Palo Alto isthe admonition to "Be spontaneous."

If you respond to the command by
changing your behavior, you aren't being spontaneous. But if you ignorethe command, you don't change

your behavior and you continue not being
spontaneous. The result is a clear paradox as a result of making senseof the action.
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Some communication scholars have become intrigued with the concept
of paradox but have failed to take advantage of the pragmatic imperative
present in a paradox. They tend to see paradox as a mere contradiction
of conflicting information. For example, authors of several currently
popular textbooks in interpersonal communication have illustrated their
definition of paradox with the example of conflicting meanings emanating
from multichannel presentations: verbal communication says "I'm poised
and nonverbal behaviors say "I'm nervous." A pragmatic paradox contains
a single meaning, two elements of which are both true and inconsistent
with each other. The multichannel contradiction of verbal and nonverbal
behavior contains two meanings that are certainly inconsistent with each
other, but both meanings are not true. One is true; one is false. The
problem is not a paradox, but a decision as to which of two meanings to
accept. Perhaps "irony" is a better descriptor of this situation.

Paradoxes of meaning have typically been associated with pathology,
particularly schizophrenia. However, the same therapists who associated
double binds with mental illness have insisted that paradoxes also (eve
important implications for all of communication and human behavior.1,
For one thing, paradoxical meanings are much more common than we might
at first think. Second, we tend to equate paradoxes to quickly with a
problem that must be overcome, rather than understanding how paradoxes
function in our "normal" communicative behavior. Third, the paradox is
often a valuable insight into developing communicative skill and, at the
same time, maintains the rational human process of understanding a world
that is often nonrational.

Finding ourselves in a situation that we have defined as containing
a paradoxical meaning is often a learning process affecting how we act
in the future. For example, paradox leads to confusion, and confusion
has benefits of which we are typically unaware."' Among other
benefits, Watzlawick points out that our confusion resulting from
paradox leads us to "fresh and creative ways of conceptualizing
reality"" along withAhe fact that it "sharpens our senses and our
attention to detail.'-z0 It is certainly true that we know little
about how paradox functions in the process of argument and
communication. We have spent so much time and effort on forms of
meaning that we have tended to ignore the functions of meaning,
particularly pragmatic functions. Coping with paradoxical meanings may
be the key to understanding communicative competence, too.

CONCLUSION

A few years ago Larry Grossberg asserted that various alternatives
of "communication theory' could be phrased by filling in the appropriate
blanks of the following sentence: ,."Communication is the of
meaning between individuals through ."41 Several
inferences are possible from this One, Grossberg
limits the term "communication theory" to interpersonal settings. Two,
Grossberg places the concept of meaning at the very center of the
communicative process. More importantly, though, Grossberg goes on to
assert:

[One can adequately summarize the diversity of
responses that have been given to the question of
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communication with three phrases: (1) correspondence
through exchange, (2) sharing through emergence, and
(3) constitution through interpretation.44

A . Grossberg's analysis of communication theory suggests that all the
alternative perspectives on human communication are reducible to three:
a psychomechanistic theory ("correspondence through exchange"), a psycho-
social theory ("sharing through emergence"), and a psychotranscendental
theory ("constitution through interpretation"). The discerning reader
will undoubtedly discover a common thread of psychologism that permeates
all of communication theory, according to Grossberg's analysis. Missing
from any of Grossberg's three phrases is anything that could be grossly
interpreted as representing a pragmatic perspective.

No one (least of all, I) should experience surprise by a persistent
tenOency of our society to emphasize a psychological view of humans. We
are comfortable and fam;liar with the psychological notions, even when
we don't always understand them in all their Freudian implications. We
like the mystery of not knowing all the secrets of the human mind, even
when we are often afraid that this lack of knowledge will lead us to be
defenseless against dangers from, say, television advertising. Yes, we
live in a psychological society, and pragmatists often find difficulty
in getting their message across to an obstinate audience. Perhaps one
place to begin is with Grossberg's generic statement of communication
theory and fill in the blanks with a pragmatic interpretation. That
statement would then read. "Communication is the creation of meaning
between individuals through cooperatively enacting their reality."
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A CONSTRUCTIVIST APPROACH TO MEANING:
IN DEFENSE OF INTERPRETATION

Claudia L. Hale
Iowa State University

One particular issue which has intrigued a variety of the-
orists involved in the different social sciences is the system
by which individuals derive or achieve meaning with respect to
the world around them. Numerous attempts have been made to
clarify the concept of meaning and the processes involved in
an individual's efforts to make his/her world meaningful; how-
ever, those efforts have failed to produce a commonly accepted
understanding of either the concept or the nature of the proc-
esses involved. What does seem clear is that theory develop-
ment within the communication discipline is greatly impacted
by theorists' implicit and explicit assumptions concerning
meaning. The concepts of argument and arguing provide excel-
lent examples of research and theory development concerns
which are responsive to a priori notions of the relationship
between communication and meaning. If a particular theorist
defines meaning as a cultural creation or "given" aspect of
any interactional context, then arguments and the process of
arguing are most profitably examined as products of the cul-
ture (micro and/or macro), not of the individuals involved.
If, however, meaning is seen as residing within the individu-
al, perhaps responsive to but certainly not determined by any
particular cultural milieu, then arguments and arguing are
best examined from the viewpoints of the individuals involved
in the focal interactions.

The intent of this paper is to present but a single view
as to the nature of the communication-meaning relationship.
The perspective presented has its roots in the paradigm of con-
structivism. The constructivist approach to communication has
involved an articulation of the relationship between social
cognition and communication development/competence. Construc-
tivism recognizes the intrinsic character of the communication-
meaning relationship by the very nature of the definition of-
fered for the word "communication ": "the process by which
shared meaning is created ". Thus, the constructivist begins
from a stance which places meaning as central to the communica-
tive act. Beyond that definitional specification, a fundamen-
tal assertion of constructivism has been that individuals ap-
proach their worlds through ongoing processes of interpreta-
tion. An individual's actions (communications) are hypothes-
ized as reflecting, though not necessarily mirroring, those
personal interpretations, i.e., those private meaning-making
processes.
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In order to accomplish the goal assumed by this paper,
two related issues must be broached: (1) the role of interpre-
tation in the process of creating meaning and in the communica-
tion process, and (2) the role of the communication theorist/
researcher in defining that communication-meaning relation-
ship. The general position advocated by constructivism and re-
views of research donerithin the constructivist framework are
described elsewhere. Thus, the present discussion will be
limited to those aspects of the constructivist perspective
specifically relevant to the interaction between meaning and
communication.

INTERPRETATION, MEANING, AND COMMUNICATION

A variety of perspectives exist concerning the nature of
meaning in the context of communication. The pragmatic posi-
tion, for example, emphasizes "aspects understanding that
are 'common' to the communicators ". Within the pragmatic
perspective, meaning is thought to be evident in patterns of
behavior (particularly in redundant patterns of behavior). Co-
ordinated management of meaning, on the other hand, looks to
rules and meta-rules as vehicles through which coordination of
behavior is enabled, relationships are established and main-
tained, and, thus, interaction is made meaningful.'

The constructivist perspective views meaning, as it is re-
lated to communication, as an individual sense-making process.
The data for that sense-making are the verbal and nonverbal
cues perceived by the individual, but the sense-making itself
is interpretation. Within this approach to human functioning,
knowledge is seen as rooted in the individual and the individu-
al's socially constituted symbolic structures. While
"events" exist apart from the individual, an individual can
come to know those events only through his/her own perceptual
and interpretive processes. These perceptual and interpretive
processes are reaponsive to, but not predetermined by, the in-
dividual's cultural milieu.

Four fundamental assumptions of constructivism are rele-
vant to the present discussion. Taken individually, the four
are relatively simple, straightforward assertions. As a collec-
tive whole, they constitute the presuppositions of constructiv-
ist theory and research. In order to establish the proposed re-
lationship between meaning and interpretation, each of these
assumptions needs to be briefly explored.

The first assumption is that humans are active perceiv-
ers and interpreters of their environments. Essentially, the
constructivist position demands that individuals be viewed as
integrally involved in the process ,of creating meaning. In
contrast to mechanistic conceptualizations of human beings as
passive recipients of external stimuli, constructivism empha-
sizes a definition of humans as active organisms. Individuals
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are seen as being the sources of acts, and meaning is the pro-
duct of individual cognitive processes.

The cognitive processes or "interpretive schemes "6
which guide individual sense-making are, themselves, subject
to growth and change. Development of an individual's socio-cog-
nitive system is seen as a product of the interaction of the
individual and his/her milieu. The nature of the development
which occurs is defined as involving change (growth) in both
the quantity and the quality of the constructs or schemes
available to and employed by the individual. In this respect,
constructiviam draws upon the theoretic position advanced by
Heinz Werner in his assertion that cognitive development is
a process involving movement from a condition of relative glo-
bality and non-differentiation of cognitive structures to a
state of increasing differentiation, articulation, and hier-
archic organization. With development and change in the indi-
vidual's interpretive schemes come development and change in
the product of those schemes, i.e., meaning.

As an example of that change, recent theory development
and research within the constructivist framework has pointed
to qualitative differences in the message strategies of chil-
dren as they approach a persuasive task. On the most basic
levels are those messages presenting only simple or elaborated
requests; on the other end of the scale are those messages
which reflect an appreciation for counterarguments and/or at-
tempt to present the request in a way which emphasizes advan-
tages to the persuadee. Barbara O'Keefe and Jesse Delia sug-
gest that these qualitative shifts in message strategy evince
developmental differences in the recognition of and accommoda-
tion to the multiple purposes or functions which a persuasive
message serves. As an individual's interpersonal construct
system becomes more complex (i.e., more differentiated and ab-
stract), that change in interpretive scheme should lead to a
more sophisticated understanding of (meaning for) the interper-
sonal objectives which exist within a given context.

Two very different but associated points should be empha-
sized at this time. First, while it might be possible to chart
general socio-cognitive development (A la Piaget, for exam-
ple), development is a dynamic process which does not proceed
at the same pace for all individuals, nor do all individuals
achieve equal levels of sophistication in their interpretive
schemes. It is, in point of fact, those differences in sophis-
tication of socio-cognitive systems that have proved of partic-
ular interest to theorists operating within the perspective of
constructivism. Second, although the emphasis thus far has
been on the individual, constructivism recognizes meaning as
both an individually and a socially constituted entity with
two different senses of the notion "socially constituted". One
sense of "socially constituted" is present in the recognition
that individuals are born into a human community, i.e., into a

-525-

544

worlin which is defined, interpreted, organized and meaning-
ful. ''' Part of assuming a position as an accepted member of
any culture involves accommodating to the social world which
already exists. The other sense of "socially constituted" re-
sides in the recognition that communication, itself, is a so-
cial process and that individuals engaged in the process of
communication are simultaneously engaged in the business of
creating a shared sense of reality. Thus, the very nature of
the social encounter provides a context for altering individu-
ally constituted understandings.

The second fundamental assumption of constructivism is
that, through perception and interpretation, individuals cre-
ate their own concepts of reality. This assumption is closely
aligned with the first assumption. While the first called for
a view of humans as active in the interpretation of their en-
vironment, the second is the recognition that what constitutes
reality for one individual might not constitute reality for an-
other individual. That is, the product of the activity of in-
terpretation will not, necessarily, be identical for any two
individuals. The significance of any event (or interaction)
does not reside in the event, itself; rather, significance is
an individually and socially negotiated out-growth of the
event.

One might argue that an apparent contradiction exists be-
tween the current assertion that reality is individually con-
stituted and the previous assertion that individuals are re-
sponsive to and accommodate a pre-existent human community.
However, no such contradiction exists. While each individual
is born into an already established, defined and organized
world, the task of making that extant environment personally
meaningful is still an individual process, calling upon the in-
dividual's own interpretive schemes. The nature of the indi-
vidual's interpretive schemes is certainly responsive to that
individual's cultural milieu, but a recognition of responsive-
ness should not be confused with the assertion of a cause-ef-
fent relationship. Thus, it is culture as perceived and inter-
pret..,A by the individual which is the operative construct.
Even in the more narrowly defined context of a specific inter-
pere.:.al encounter, acknowledgement of a socially negotiated
reality should not be confused with the assertion that the in-
teractants thus share identical realities. At the risk of a
negative example, any victim of bypassing will confirm that co-
ordination of behaviors is fully possible in the absence of mu-
tually shared realities. On a more positive note, interpreta-
tion and meaning are, themselves, dynamic in their natures and
responsive to the substance and tone of any encounter. Just
as communication is a dynamic, on-going process, so is inter-
pretation. Any significance assigned to event X at time A is
open to modification as a result of communication and addition-
al sense-making efforts. While the typical result of such mod-
ification might be that the communicators obtain more closely
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aligned senses of reality, such an end-result is by no means
guaranteed.

Following from the first two assumptions, the third as-
sumption of constructivism is that, through communication, in-
dividuals attempt to create a shared concept of reality.
Through interpretation, individuals make the worlds personal-
ly meaningful; through communication, individuals attempt to
make their worlds socially meaningful, that is, they attempt
to create a shared sense of meaning.

Any constraints which exist to guide an individual's mean-
ing-making processes are derived, in part, from that individu-
al's desire to achieve effective (or competent) communication.
As such, culture and the social constitution of reality again
become considerations. But in addition to any notion of signif-
icance preceding an interaction (as, for example, cultural no-
tions of the significance of a marriage ceremony, presidential
debate, or employment interview), there is a recognition that
the "meaning" which results from any encounter is a reciprocal
and emergent creation. Individuals engaged in interaction co-
operate to some extent in determining the nature of the "reali-
ty" in which they are engaged. Each interactant brings to bear
his/her own dual processes of perception and interpretation in
determining the cultural and relational roles/rules applicable
in the given context. The joint (or coordinated) notion of
what is appropriate in the context of the encounter is then im-
plicitly (on occasion, explicitly) negotiated with the other
interactants.

The final assumption to be reviewed is that competent
communication is dependent on understanding how others define
their realities. Clearly, the argument thus far has been that
meaning is the product of individual perceptual and interpre-
tive systems. The significance which an individual ascribes to
any context or encounter, guides the individual in the selec-
tion of an appropriate interactional strategy. As any encoun-
ter might involve multiple goals, multiple strategies might be
required. Whatever the case, competence is dependent upon the
ability of any particular actor in an encounter to understand
the realities of the other actors involved in that encounter,
select an appropriate strategy for that encounter, and capably
enact that strategy.

Rebecca Rubin and Sally Henzl recently offered a perspec-
tive concerning communication competence which is particularly
attrtytive within the framework being advocated in this pa-per. The approach they suggest is one based on the impres-
sions of those involved in the interaction. Within this view,
competence is defined as "aj2impression formed about a communi-
cator by other people ". In deciding, for example, whether
or not someone involved in an argument is competent, the im-
pression-based perspective would look to the views of those
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others involved in that argument, not to some external criter-
ia or standard of judgment. Such an approach is intuitively at-
tractive as it calls for attention to the dimensions of judg-
ment applied by those persons involved in situ.

Within this view, competence as a communicator is aided
by (if not clearly dependent on) the ability of that communica-
tor to decipher the standards of judgment being employed by
those others involved within the interaction. The central is-
sue is still one of the interpretation-meaning relationship.
In this case, the question becomes one of metaperspectives,
i.e., how fellow communicators interpret the encounter and the
meaning (or significance) that they, therefore, ascribe to the
interaction. Assuming that a particular interactant capably
perceives and interprets the perspective of his/her fellow com-
municators, then it should be possible for that interactant to
select a line of action (or strategy) which is appropriately
adapted to the needs of the situation and the other interlocu-
tors.

In general, then, the paradigm of constructivism calls
for a view of humans as active in the perception and interpre-
tation of their environments. Further, there is a recognition
that the "products" of that activity are individually relevant
concepts of reality which interactants attempt to share
through communication. Finally, there is the jssertion that
competence as a communicator is dependent, in part, on one's
ability to perceive and interpret the realities of others in-
volved in any interaction. The concept of "meaning" within
this framework is coterminous with "reality" or "signifi-
cance". The meaning of any event is the significance which the
individual ascribes to that event. Given the dialectic nature
of communication and interpretation, meaning serves both as a
guide to and a product of communication.

ROLE OF THE COMMUNICATION THEORIST/RESEARCHER

A theme which has long been a part of constructivist phil-
osophy and research is embodied in the assertion that one's
conception of science shout4 be consistent with one's view of
persons (and vice versa). Thus, there is an insistence on
an alignment between any perspective's presuppositions concern-
ing what it means to be human and the dictates of that theory
concerning the nature of the scientific enterprise. Given that
constructivism is based in an interpretive orientation which
recognizes the creation of meaning as an individual achieve-
ment grounded in the dual processes of perception and interpre-
tation, then research conducted within the aegis of construc-
tivism should reflect that particular philosophic anthropol-
ogy. Thus, attention must be given to significance (meaning)
as an individual creation, not a creation of an a priori set
of circumstances or research conditions.
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: Within some other perspectives (Fisher's pragmatic per-
sOective, for example), the intrapersonal level of functioning
is viewed as having, at most, a minimal impact on the interper-
sonal system. This is not to say that internalized phenomena
(i.e., individual perception and interpretation) are defined
as nonexistent or as having no impact on individual function-
ing, but that any impact of such phenomena on interpersonal
functioning is viewed, at beat, as only being indirect in na-
ture. Obviously, the constructivist perspective asserts a dif-
ferent point of view. Rather than defining the impact of inter-
nalized processes as indirect, constructivism subscribes to a
view of internalized processes as serving to guide interperson-
al functioning. The imposition of a line of distinction be-
tween individual processes and interpersonal processes is con-
sidered arbitrary and as serving no useful function.

By way of example, most theorists would agree that the
sincerity and/or intentionality of a particular behavior can
have an impact on the social system involved. While those op-
erating within the constructivist framework would certainly
agree with that basic position, they would modify the asser-
tion slightly to point out that it is the perception and in-
terpretation of a particular behavior as sincere or intention-
al which is critical. Behaviors, in and of themselves, are
neither sincere nor insincere; they are, however, perceived
and interpreted as such by fellow interactants and observers
of the interaction. Any particular behavior might be perceived
and interpreted as sincere by one interactant while being per-
ceived and interpreted as insincere by another interactant and
not perceived at all by yet a third interactant.

A number of related issues emerge from the recognition of
an interpretation (meaning)-communication relationship. One of
those issues is the question of whether communication behav-
ior, within any perspective claiming a central role for indi-
vidual processes or attributes, becomes a simple additive pro-
duct of those processes. As Fisher views its "if the phenomen-
on of human communication is derivable from the properties or
attributes of individuals, then communication is a summative
'heap' that can be totally analyz0 by observing the individu-
al communicators in isolation"." This argument would be of
greater concern if all individuals employed the product of
their perceptions in the same way (drawing the same conclu-
sions concerning the goals of the encounter and communication
strategies which should constitute a response, and possessing
equal capability with respect to the enactment of those strate-
gies), and if perception and interpretation were not ongoing
processes, as dynamic as communication itself. With that recog-nition of the dynamic interrelationship between interpretation
and communication, it becomes impossible to limit the investi-gation of communication to any additive model of intrapersonal
processes and be satisfied. (Just as, from the constructivist
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perspective, it is equally unsatisfactory to limit theoexamina-
tion of communication to behavior without some attentiOn to in-
dividual interpretive processes.)

Still, one might wonder whether a tautology is being es-
tablished by coupling the claim that interpretation guides com-
munication behavior with the insistence that communication re-
search should examine both interpretation and behavior. If
an essential relationsharEaween interpretation and behavior
does, in fact, exist, then isn't it sufficient to limit one's
examination to communication behavior, deriving from that be-
havior the probable content of an individual's intrapersonal
evaluation? Such an approach might be a viable option were it
not for the principle of equifinality. As has been argued up
to this point (and as is reflected within the notion of equi-
finality), even if two individuals perceived a situation in
similar fashions and drew similar interpretations, that
would not insure that would then also select the same com-
munication strategy as a response or that they would both capa-
bly enact that strategy. By the same token, very similar com-
munication behaviors could reflect very different interpreta-
tions. Thus, it is only through the examination of both in-
terpretation and communication that one obtains an understand-
ing of and an appreciation for the social system which emerges
through interaction.

One final issue should be broached. Certainly, a measure
of any perspective is the extent to which that perspective per-
mits, even encourages, the examination of questions not en-
dorsed by other perspectives. The interpretive orientation as-
sumed by constructivism clearly legitimizes the examination of
the relationship between intrapersonal processes and interper-
sonal functioning. While not all internalized phenomena neces-
sarily impact communication, the issues of which phenomena do
affect communication and the nature of that impact are appro-
priate concerns for those involved in the discipline of commun-
ication. Just as the social system is important in understand-
ing the dynamics of the communication process, so is the indi-
vidual interpretive system.

The study of aregment (in O'Keefe's sense of argument,-
argument-as-process-') can serve as an example of issues re-lated to the meaning-communication relationship which are spe-
cifically legitimized by the perspective of constructivism.
One such issue is the very question of what constitutes an ar-
gument. Admittedly, a level of utility can be achieved by hav-
ing the researcher decide, on the basis of prevailing theory,
what serves as an argument, that is, what elements must exist
in any particular interaction to determine that "argument" is
an appropriate label for that interaction. However, the re-
searcher's theoretical distinctions concerning the nature of
arguments might not be shared by those individuals actually in-
volved in the interaction. An interesting question arises in
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the issue of how natural language users label their interac-
tions and what, from the perspectives of natural language
users, constitutes an argument (as opposed, for example, to a
discussion or a conflict or a fight). That issue can be legit-
imately broached only from an approach which recognizes mean-
ing as a product of individual perception and interpretation.
Only within such a perspective is the possibility of individu-
al differences in definition recognized and authorized as a
concern for both research and theory development.

A second area legitimized by constructivism's approach to
the meaning-communication relationship is that of the ration-
ales which underlie the process of arguing. That is, the ques-
tion of what accounts for a particular individual's selection
and execution of any argument, tactic, or strategy can be mean-
ingfully addressed only from a perspective which encourages
the examination of individual interpretive processes. Again,
the principle of equifinality subsumes the particular problem
encountered here. Any argument, tactic, or strategy can re-
flect a number of different rationales, just as any rationale
might be actualized through a number of different arguments,
tactics, and strategies. The equifinality which exists in the
situation should not be viewed as providing license to, there-
fore, ignore the issue of individual perspectives as a fruit-
less chase of an ephemeral phenomena. Patterns of relation-
ships can be discerned and examined in terms of their contribu-
tion to theory development. The point is that such an examina-
tion can and will take place only from a stance which recog-
nizes meaning as an individual product and, thus, provides for
an interpretive orientation.

CONCLUSION

Each of the different philosophic approaches to the disci-
pline of communication offers its own view concerning the na-
ture of the relationship which exists between communication
and meaning. Within the perspective of constructivism, the com-
munication-meaning relationship which is advocated is seated
in a recognition of meaning as reflective of individual percep-
tual and interpretive processes. This individually-based inter-
pretive orientation results in a recognition of and an appreci-
ation for multiple perspectives as extant within any social
context or encounter.

The position of multiple-perspectivity offers a number of
implications for communication theorists. The acknowledgment
of meaning as an individual construction or sense-making proc-
ess brings with it the responsibility for eliciting, as op-
posed to assuming, the interpretations of interactants. At min-
imum, the interpretive orientation detailed here imposes a rec-
ognition that individuals vary in the level of sophistication
of their sense-making processes and awareness. Differences in
socio-cognitive development offer implications for individual
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functioning in all contexts, but particularly in social encoun-
ters.

While communication behavior is recognized as typically
reflective of individual sense-making (setting aside situa-
tions of deliberate deception), the correspondence between in-
terpretation and communication cannot be considered pure, sim-
ple, or immediately apparent. Rather, the very nature of the
complex relationship which exists between interpretation (mean-
ing) and communication invites critical examination. In partic-
ular, theory building efforts focusing on the process of argu-
ing benefit from an interpretive approach as it shifts atten-
tion away from arbitrary criteria and standards of judgment im-
posed by the researcher and concentrates, instead, on stan-
dards of judgment applied by those involved in the interac-
tion. Such a shift in focus is both appropriate and profitable
for theory development in the discipline of communication.
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A NEN LOOK AT MEANING IN SYSTEMS OF ARGUMENT

Gary B. Lafleur
Utica College of Syracuse University

Rhetoricians have long understood the importance of the situation
to the design and interpretation of messages. for centuries, teachers
of the communication arts have told their students to adapt their ideas
to the audience and the occasion.1 Other theorists, of the present age
of electronic) technology, while overstating their claim, have broadened
this ancient advice to include, the medium of exchange.2 Some have been
adamant about the need for good rhetoric to fit its situation's invi-
tations regarding "purpose, theme, matter and style."3 And yet others
have gone so far as to characterize Rhetoric as an art of adjusting
ideas to situations and situations to ideas.4 In the history of this
discipline, Rhetoric, it has never been controversial or new to claim
that messages must be adapted to their contexts, and it would hardly be
novel to insist that meanings are influenced by matters of oontext.
It is, however, somewhat of a new twist on things to stress that context
will be influenced by matters of text; and even more novelty might be
ascribed a position which explicitly emphasizes that messages, or "texts,"
frequently "reoonstruot" the context.5 This latter position, recently
simplified for publication by Robert J. Branham and lY. Barnett Pearce,
is at the heart of a theory of communioation which is summarised in this
present paper. Ultimately, the "new look at meanings," spoken to in
the title of this paper, sits squarely in the traditional rhetorical
concorn for matters of context, yet emphasizes the reflexive relationship
between texts and contexts and casts the situation as a hierarchy of
ways of looking at that situation.

The theory presented in this paper builds upon previous theorising
by Vernon E. Cronen, 1. Barnett Pearce, and their students.6 It is known
as the Special Theory of Reflexivity (henceforth, STR) and is an important
part of the General Theory of Communication which is more popularly known
by its "ancestral terms", The Coordinated Management of Meaning. A summary
of the STR, as revised and extended by the present author, this paper will
explain the utility of a model which facilitates articulation of ways in
which verbage may carry the potential for multiple levels of moaning and
which thus allows for the analysis of intrapersonal confusion typical of
dyadic argument in interpersonal relationships. In addition, struotured
by variably idiosyncratic and variably complex rules for interpretation
and action, meanings are cast as processual forces in reflexive rela-
tionships and as marked by variations in attributed or felt certainty.
Organised into layers of variably abstraot and variably durative senses
of context, by the model mentioned above, meanings are also oast as
informing the generation of transpersonal logics of argument characterized
by varying levels of transpersonal foroes which derive from the nature
of the logics themselves, as well as from the intrapersonal rules which
conjoin to create the conversation.
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The Special Theory has been explained in considerable detail, in its
earlier formulations, in 1 previous papers.? The purpose of this
present paper is only to outline the hypotheses and models of the STR in
order to explain its utility for the analysis of intrapersonal confusion
typical of dyadic argument in interpersonal relationships. Fundamental
to this explanation, and to this theory, is a way of looking at contexts.
The cornerstone of the STR is model which suggests a view of contexts
as varying in degrees of abstraction and as hierarchically organized;
in effect, it allows for a more careful articulation of the ways in which
messages may have multiple levels of meaning, some of which may seem self-
contradictory to a subject.

A Model of Contexts

As Vernon I. Cronen and his colleagues have noted, "Bateson's essen-
tial insight was that communication can be treated as a hierarchical
system and that social meanings, like other hierarchical systems, may
exhibit reflexive relationships."8 The view of context presented here
capitalises on that insight. It offers a view of 1 levels of
context and suggests that meanings relevant to any level of this model
will inform and be informed by meanings apparently relevant to both
lower and upper levels of this hierarchical organization. As such, the
model allows for a view of contexts as contextualising and being context-
ualised; words-spoken and gestures-acted are cast as caught in a concentric
web of grander and grander frames of reference.

Figure 1
The Hierarchy of Contexts

CULTURAL PATTERNS

LIFE-SCRIPTS

RELATIONSHIPS SCRIPT

RELATIONSHIP CONTRACT

RELATIONSHIP

EPISODE

INTERACTS

SPEECH ACTS

NONVERBALS

VERBALS

Understanding the model is facilitated by viewing eaoh level as con-
textualized by meanings relevant to the next upper level and as informing
the interpretation of meanings at the next lowest level. Lower level
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meanings come to "count as" elements of upper level constructions; upper
lavel meanings serve to frame lower level meanings as grander schemes of
context, as apparently more abstract or more enduring and stable tableaus.
Yet, it should be understood that "upper" and "lower" refer only to the
relative positions of whatever levels of the hierarohy are made salient.
As Brenham and Pearce have recently written, "Rather than an orderly
hierarchy of successively abstract contexts, such as envisioned in Bertrand
Russell's 'Theory of Types,' the relations between texts and multiple
layers of contexts may be said to fora what Esteem termed 'a dance of
interacting parts'; and a sig-tag ladder of dialectic between form and
process."9 And John W. Lammemann's view is to see each of these levels
as "a transparent vantage point around which a person orients his or her
meaning structure."10

The model suggests that verbal oommunioation is contextualised by
nonverbal messages and that, reflexively, nonverbal. are informed by the
verbal for possible interpretation. It suggests that verbal@ and nonverbal

-,-elements combine to allow for the interpretation of what speech sots..
insults, compliments, questions- -have been performed and that, reflex-
ively, notions regarding the speech act serve to contextualise verbal
and nonverbal meanings. It suggests that speech acts in eombination are
taken as recognisable brief exchanges or "interaots"11 and that, reflex-
ively, one's sense of how interacts should proceed to contextualise
one's view of what speech acts have transpired, end so on. Interacts
come to "count as" ongoing sequences with reoognitable beginnings and
endings, "episodes," and these, in turn, became the context for under-
standing what interacts are likely given same episodic context. Episodes
suggest, upwardly, what the "relationship" is now like and, c ly,
one's meanings for the present nature of the relationship serve to context-
ualise the episodes which may transpire. Views of the relationship
come to inform meanings regarding the "oontraot" or, rather, variably
implicit agreements that we share regarding "how we will be for each other."
And, this contract suggests, in turn, what relationship "scripts" are
possible or being acted out. The "scripts" is a level of meanings which
suggests, as context, what "contracts" are variably acceptable/possible.
Finally, these relationship scripts suggest, upwardly, notions relevant
to self-conceptions which are contextualised by aoceptblilpossible
scripts for "the kind of person I am" and the culture serves as grand
contextual backdrop for all of these considerations. 12

The relationships between levels of the model outlined above are
by no means the only ones suggested by the model. Any two layers are
hypothesised to be in this text-context relationships the organisation
of the model is only meant to suggest what reflexive relationships are
useful to consider and what frames of context are likely to be consi-
dered as grander when considering any two levels of meaning.13
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The Utility of the Model

Because the STR conceives of meanings as usefully organised into
a hierarchy of layers of context, and because the relationships between
these layers are modeled as mutually informative or "reflexive," the
model itself introduces the possibility of exploring the tangles or
problematic relations which might exist for persons when meanings under-
stood at one level of context do not Jibe with interpretations which seem
appropriate to some other level. Intrapersonal and interpersonal entrap-
ment in the confUsion and behavioral paralysis which may result from such
problematic relationships within the hierarchy of contexts has been the
focus of study in Family Therapy for a number of mm9.111 Cronen, Johnson
and Lannamann, borrowing from computer sciontists and subatomic physics,
have referred to these problematic relations as "strange loops."15 And,
expanding on the theme, Branham and Pearce have now differentiated between
loops that are "strange" and loops that are "subversive," and have recast
strategies of loop resolution previously suggested by the present muthor.h"
The utility of the model is, then, its ability to guide us in the clari-
fication of the location of loops, their understanding as problematic, and
their resolution when problematic. More broadly, the STR allows for better
understanding of dyadically generated interpersonal arguments and their
distinctive, perhaps idiosyncratic, transpersonal logics generally.

A Summary of the Special Theory of Reflexivity

Many theorists have now contributed to the STR. The theory as it is
summarised here is based primarily on the work of Vernon S. Cronin and his
colleagues, but includes several modifications and additions made by the
present author, independent of their work. Some of what follows is taken
verbatim from previous summaries of the theory, however much of what is
reported here constitutes expansion of the original theory.

A fundamental postulate of the special theory suggests that "systems
of meaning and action are persons' cognitive oonstruotions of their social
realities and are not best d as reflections of external realities."
Both the General Theory (CUM) and the STR take the ontological position
that communication is the process by which persons create social realities.

As noted above, the theory suggests that meanings are best modeled
as existing in hierarchical relationships of contextualisation. It also
suggests that some degree of reflexivity is common to all hierarchical
relationships and that reflexive loops are formed whenever persons deal
with the implications of lower level meanings for some upper level of
context and then consider contextual influenoes on lower level constructs.
Upward movement, in this path of considering, is thought to manifest force
known as "implicative" force. Downward movement is theorised to manifest
the force of "contextualisation."17 These are also cast merely as "upward"
and "downward" forces in the system.

LaFleur's modifications hire suggest the nature of these forces. He
has argued that it is sensible to conceive of upward force as characterised
by varying levels of constitutive certainty and has defined OM* as "the
level of certainty that a person feels regarding the interpretation of
a unit of meaning to a higher level of context." For example, he write.,
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"a given unit of content may be thought to oonstituts a particular speeoh-
act, e.g. an insult,rtth some degree of certainty." 16 The idea here is
to suggest that persons, interpretations-upward vary from extremely doubt-
produoing to inoredibly oertain. Downward force, the notion that upper
level oontexts influence lower level oonstruotions, is oast, on the other
hand, as some function of level-oonfidencs, the degree of oonfidenoe or
oertainty that an individual feels ;verding his or her oonceptualization
of a layer of context. Level- confidence speaks to the question, how
oertain am I for instance) that this episode (or relationship etc.) is
as I think it is? LaFleur's "Downward Impact Corollary" suggests that
downward foroe also affoots level.00nfidence at salient lower levels of
the hisrarohy and the levels of "felt obligation" or "deontio Throe"
whioh will oharacterize appropriate rules for station.* The "Upward
Impact Corollary" suggests that upward forces have impaot upon the salient
upper levels of the hierarchy and may altar the level-oonfidence of upper
layers of oontext.

STR also posits theta there is a temporal dimension to the experience
of reflexly, relationships." LaFleur has extended this notion and has
suggested that rules for interpretation, as well as so-callee "upward"
and "downward" movements within the hierarchy must be oonosivod of as
marked by temporal adjectives, e.g, "now" "then" and "soon." Terming these
"temporal operators," LaFleur has repoatedly argued that the "primitive"
models, as they are milled, of the General Theory (Cmi) ought to be modi-
fied to inolude suoh temporal operators, even if it does oomplioate things
oonsidorably. Looping, in feat, must be understood as a temporal proems.
"A person first examines implioatione upward and than oonsiders the con..
textualization downward, or vioe versa. Perhaps, as the present author
has previously noted, these loops ought to be depicted as spirals in time.
Tho STR posits temporality as a dimension.21

The "Whole-Part" Corollary claims that "hierarchioal relationships
are not always isomorphio with part-whole relationships. "22 This thesis
is meant to stress that although the hierarchy model might be seen as
consisting of smaller parts whioh are ordered so as to suggest whole...-
part relations-..several "relationships" might be thought of as oontribu-
ting to a "life-soript"-- the STR reoognizes that, for inatanoe, an indi-
vidual might perceive his or her self through the oontext of various
episodes or speeoh aots.23

The theory does not assume that reflexive relationships are all
problematio. Contrarily, the theory posits that reflexive loops am
essential and intrinsic to all sooial interaction. "The emergent quidity
of oontexts entails the tendency to form reflexive relationships."24
Learning may be modeled as the resolution of problematio loops.

The third proposition of the theory is the assumption that the ana-
lysis of reflexive relationships requires knowledge of oontexts whioh
are not always explioit in the texts. And, even though the STR inoludes
the notion that not every level of the hiorarohy is relevant to every
interpretation, Cronen and his oolleagues have insisted that three
or more levels of meaning ars required to analyse reflexive loops.

Having olaLmed that not all reflexive relationships are problematio
the STR clarifies the nature of "strangeness" or "intransitivity" between
levels of meaning. The theory posits that whenever two levels of meaning
are in reflexive relationship their "fit" or tendenoy to jibs may be termed
"transitive" or "intransitive". These terms are the rough equivalents of
"oharmed" and "strange"25 or simply, unproblematic and problematic. Two
levels of meaning are said to have a transitive relationship when lower
level meanings seem to fit or jibs with salient-relevant upper levels of
context and when those same upper levels of context seem to suggest the
si000ptability or _propriety of meanings at the salient - relevant lower levels
of the hierarohy.° Another way to canonise of transitivity, given the
postulation of oonstitutive oertainty and level-oonfidenos, is offered
by LaFlourt Two levels of meaning are transitive when the implicative
or upward Toros do...not significantly alter the level...confidence of the
relevant upper levels of oontext, and when oontextual or downward forces
do not suggest the need for ohangss in oonstitutive certainty or level..
oonfidenoe at lower levels of the hierarchy. 27

Intransitivity, or "strangeness" Galata when "lower level meanings
do not seem appropriate or fitting, given a person's ocnceptualiztion of
the salient-relevant upper level of context.., and whon upper level formu-
lations do not suggest that lower level meanings are appropriato," 28
meanings at two levels do not jibe. LaFleur has also oharacterized
intransitivity as observable when upward foroes signifioantly alter the
level-oonfidence of salient - relevant upper levels of context or when
upper levels of oontext suggest dramatio shifts in oonstitutive oertainty
at salient - relevant lower levels of the hierarchy. He has also argued that
prolonged or seemingly unresolvable "strangeness" may result from an
inability or unwillingness to understand what aspeots of a message are
salient-relevant to what lovely of contexts unresolvable strangeness whioh
seems productive of ineffability is what Branham and Pearce seem to mean
by "subversive" loops. 29

It is really the analysis of "strangeness" or "intransitivity" whioh
stands out as among the prinoipls oontributions of this theory. How does
everyday interaction carry with it the potential for inoredibly oonfusing
relationships among the multiple levels of meaning? That is the question
that 8TH seems to speak to in all of these above notions. But what else
does the theory facilitate understanding?

The theory suggests that the transitivity of meanings is determined
by persons' experiences and /or oultural patterns and that metarules inform
and stipulate the kinds of relationships that oan 000ur among meanings.
The theory further posits that intrapersonal oonfusion will tend to persist
when persons laok strategies for resolving problematic loops, produoing
oonfusion at the level of potion. Although significant others are seen
as capable of blooking intrapersonal resolution of intransitivity, a
major oontribution of this theory has been the artioulation of modes of
resolution available and utilized by persons when dealing withralFailii
anddiffioult problems of fit. Both LaFleur 30 and Branham and Pearoe 31
have attempted the desoription of a taxonomy of resolution strategies.
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Strategies of Resolution

Propositions 7 through 10 of the Special Theory warn of and describe
the problems which may result from difficult intransitivity. The seventh
proposition, as noted above, warns that it rey produce confusion which
will persist in systems lacking modes of acceptable resolution. The
eighth proposition suggests, optimistically, that "persons often act
creatively upon their own systems of meaning by separating Igxels of
meaning and by conve.ting intransitive to transitive loopso"' but the
ninth proposition warns that unresolved looping may result in damage to
the life-script and the tenth warns of exaggerated importance being
attributed to behavior which is linked through looping to the highest
levels of ths hierarchy. In fact, Crozier' and his colleagues have gone
so far in their "Positive Effects Limitation Corollary 10.1" to suggest
that unresolved loops may result in the generation of sohisophrenie.33
Clearly, the STR suggests that strategies of resolution should be studied.

Intrigued by these problems of intransitivity, the present author
has conducted several care studies of Intrapersonal confusion in inter-
personal relationships.34 8 1 means of dealing with "strangeness"
have become apparents bolstering, exploding simultaneity, attributions
of madness and badness, refusal to interpret, redefinition of context
Tiii5":"Wanhaniirnartirce have termed it, woOTITZLIZZIF,TionstRiCTUR"),
reinterpretation of meaning, (or, as Branham and Pearce have termed it,
'conformity"), adjustment of valence or value, and appealing to a fourth
level of context.

1. Bolstering' As strategy of resolution this method involves any
attempt to bolster confidence or certainty in any
salient - relevant level of the hierarchy. Theoretically,
increasing level - confidence allows for resolution of
the loop/the weaker conceptualisation is forced out
of the system.

2. Exploding' This strategy relies on the subject's ability to
reconcile problems of fit by exploding the necessity
of simultaneously present interpretations. Meanings
at one level or the other are written off, typically,
ac, for instance, "not true now, maybe later." It is,
theoretically, the adjustmenTgt tempoia-Werators.

3. Attributing' Attributing madness or badness to self or other iskistri
to be a well-used method for resolution. Systems that
are insane or malicious may be expected to produce
Intransitivity. the assumption implicit in this strategy.

4. Refusals Subjects have frequently reported that they simply
refuse to consider or make sense of intransitive /,fleas.
Akin to what Branham and Pearce call non-participation,
this strategy constitutes mere withdrawal from the idea.
Termed contextual reconstruction by others, this method
involves allowing text to redefine context. It is,
theoretically, a kind of surrender to the power of the
upward or ix lioative forces in the system. It may
involve alter ng the expectations" within which text
ie understood and evaluated.

5. Redefinition,
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6. Conformity, Another simple way of resolving apparent intran-
sitivity to involve a kind of easy reinter-
pretation of lower level meanings, text, to suit
upper level constructions, context. Theoretically,
level-confidence may be so high as to force the
constitutive rules into a state of complexity.
Conformity may result from bolstering.

7. Revaluation' This strategy seems to involve the discounting of
the isportance of the problem. It may or may not
result in a refusal (see above) strategy. Some
subjects, for ins reported that they were
still very confused by the loop but that it was
simply "not important anymore. (It should be noted
that neither attributing nor revaluation actually
involve resolution of the loop; they are, perhaps,
better characterised as coping strategies.)

8. Appealinps This strategy involves cognitive searching for a
third ea/fent-relevant level of context which,
if characterised by satisfactory level-confidence,
may help to resolve the intransitivity. Two levels
do not jibs; a third may clarify the system,

Subjects have also reported appealing to a fourth
and fifth level of context in what I have cast as
a search for level-confidence.

9. Wobble' In a previous paper the present author insisted that
the STR must include a corollary informed by the usunl
communication theory notions of process. Simply stated,
the wobble corollary suggests that intransitivity exists
in processual state, i.e. that because meanings change
as often as they do, any experience of intransitivity
might also be characterised by change. Strangeness of
fit may own cognitively disappear and then reappear
for subjects, producing a kind of wobble of fit.
As strategy of resolution, "wobble" seems to involve

kind of determination to allow meanings to shift
over time, a kind of passive waiting for transitivity.

This concludes the present summary of the STR as developro by
Vernon Cronsn and as extended and modified by his atuderts and the present
author. The reader is respectfully reminded that this is only an outline
of that theory; more comprehensive in detail, example, and illustration
are the several papers, articles and books cited in this text.

Conclusion

Rhetoricians hays, indeed, long understood the importance of matters
context to the design and interpretation of messages. The paper at hand
has, however, st d a new twist on the relationship between messages,
interpretations, and their contexts. Summarising the Spsoial Theory of
Reflexivity, this paper and those it reports on have emphasised a reflex
of Influence between texts and contexts, goo and situations, inter-
pretations and notions of self. It has summarised the recasting of the
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infamous "rhetorical situation" as hierarchy of ways of understanding
multiple levels of context and has reviewed the modes of resolution
apparent in the reports of subjects that have dealt with problematic
and difficult reflexive relationships within their systems of meanings.

The implications of this theory for the study of argument are
numerous. These implications derive from both this new view of context
and from the assumptions made here about the nature of intrapersonal
promisee.

Hierarchically organized levels of context allow for a new view
of meaningt one which supposes that the multiple meanings of statement
may be modeled as a set of Inward and downward forces which are variably
responsible for reflexive ciar in reiiiligTaitidence and constitutive
certainty within the system. In addition, the postulation of intran-
sitive and transitive relations suggests that argument may be profitably
conceived of as the process whereby persons work out problamatio
relationships among their levels of meaning.

Given this new view of argument, reason-giving and olaim-making
may be viewed as the observable vahiolos or means for attempting these
resolutions of fit. Argumentative competenceso olearly Sensation of
knowledge, skill and motivation--may also be some function of the
abilities of persons to coordinate the working out of intransitive
reflexivity transpersonallyt and, developmental progression through
any hypothesized levels of such competence might now be studied as
the maturing of abilities involved in the interpretation of the multiple
levels of meaning, such as the ability to make decisions regarding what
aspects of a message suggest what meanings at what levels of context.
In short, traditional views of argument and current views of argumentative
competenoe need not be abandoned but, rather, understood as the super-
structure of these intrapersonal proo 00000 .

Perspective-taking, the ability to understand how other constructs
his or her reality, can now be studied as some function of oalliNTITEy
to accurately project anothor's assignation and creation of meanings and
confidence to various contextually specific levels of construct-bound
TtTalaIiiiii-and, the development of cognitive complexity, as well as the
more flexible and complex strategies of sophisticated communicators,
might now be studied as the result of these intraparsozal proo 00000 .
Moreover, complex and flexible strategies might now be studied in order
to better understand the contribution of such sophisticated strategies
to the resolution of reflexive and problematic relationships and as
intrinsic to the dovelopMent of transpersonally competent logics of
interaction, given the modeling of transpersonal logics within the more
General Theory (CMM). In fact, argumentative strategy might even be
very profitably viewed as a kind of poking round or testing of the
limits and constraints of any particular logic.

In short, this theory allows for a more detailed understanding of
the ways in which intrapersonal negotiations with the multiple meanings
of sentences /claims may guide the patterning and structure of observable
turns in interpersonal argument, if not argument generally. It does so
by recactinr context as a complex of tableaus for meaningful orientation,
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by suggesting possibilities for inter -level relationships, and by
formulating a processual model which suggests the nature of resolution
strategies necessary for the intrapersonal invontion of good sense
and "good reasons." Thus, in some sense, this theory, as revised and
extended by the present author, suggests the skeletal format for a
sub - stantial intrapersonal rhetoric, one which may profitably inform
the study of observable argument.
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'Aristotle, for instance, tells us that "Rhetoric falls into three
divisions, determined by the three of f listeners to speeches."
The listener, he tells us, "determines the speech's end and object."
See Aristotle, Rhetoric, trans. W. Rhys Roberts, 1,3 (Franlin Center,
Pennsylvania* FriZEITLibrary Press, 1981) p. 16.

4licLuhan's claim that the medium "is" the message willed attention
to the ways in which technologies, as extensions of man, are in re-
flexive relationship with the "content" of the old technologies, but
his argument is also that the media alter "our relations to one another
and to ourselves" by shaping and forming the "goal's and forms of human
association and aotion." The implications for Rhetorio oonstitute a new
emphasis on the interaction between text and medium. See Marshall
MoLuhan, Understanding Media; The Extensions of Man (New Yorks 2100raw-

'Hill, 1964) pp. 8-9.
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Loops: An Investigation of Meaning Structures in Haman Communication,"
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Communication," Diss., University of Massachusetts, 1932. The beet summary
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Cronen, Johnson and Lannamann, p. 95
9 Branham and Pearoe, p.21
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the interpretation of speech acts and is not really episodic. "Interact"
is used here to denote what Timothy Leary and the Kaiser Foundation Group
referred to as an "interpersonal behavior reflex" of "reflex aro." See,
T. Leary, "The Theory and Measurement Methodology of Interpersonal Comm.
nioation," Psychiatry. 18 (1955), 147-161.
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It should be pointed out that this model differs from the usual

model of hierarchy presented previously by Cronen et al.s it inoludes
a new differentiation which allows for the more careful articulation
of how meanings come to have significance regarding the nature of the
relationship. "Relationship" is the level of oontext that has to do
with present conceptions of how the relationship is going. "Contract"
is a level of context which speaks to implicit and explicit agreements
between the parties regarding the nature of the relationship. And,
"relationship scripts" is a level which pertains to the notions that
a person might have regarding what kind of relationships are possible
for him or her.

13The present author disagrees with earlier formulations which
suggest that it is sensible to invert these levels for matters of ana-
lysis and to, thereby, suggest that, for instance, the level of episode
might to contextualise one of the relationship levels. In my
view, to oontextualise is to serve as grander frame of reference.
Lower levels, in my view, do not contextualise upper levela; rather,
they inform them, invoke them, and reoonstruot them, eto. See Cronen,
Johnpon and Lannamann for the alternate view.

24 Sates= has been the father of this school of thought. Sees
Gregory Rateson, Stel to An Icolo of Mind (New York; Ballantine,1972)
and Mind and Nature (Mew Cans ntant)771173 sees Paul Watslawick, Janet.
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(1956), 1, 251-264,
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23See Vernon I. Cronen, Kenneth M. Johnson and John W. Lannamann,

"Paradoxes, Double-binds, and the Reflexive Loops: A Comparison of Two
Theoretical Perspectives and a Suggested Methodology," conferehce paper,
Theory and Methodology Workshop, National Counoil on Family Relations
Annnpl Matting, Portland, Oregon, 1960. p. 11

44Cronen, Johnson and Lannamann. "Paradoxes..." 1980, p. 12.
?Branham and Pearoe, pp 23-25
4°Cronen, Johnson and Lannamann, "Paradoxes..." 1960, p 22
27LaFleur, "When Things Don't Fit..." p.9.
28 Cronen, Johnson and Lannamann, "Paradoxes..." 1980, p. 22
29LmFleur, "When Things Don't Fit..." p. 10
3OLaFleur, " Problematio Reflexivity..." and "When Things Don't Fit.. "

and Branham and Pearoe, pp 28-30
31Branham and Pearoe, Pp. 28.30
32Cronen, Johnson and Lannamann, 1980, p. 25
33Cronen, Johnson and Lannamann, 19130, p. 27
34LaFleur, "When Things Don't Fit..."and "Problematic Reflexivity..."

-546-

565



NARRATIVE BELIEFS: BELIEF SPIRALS AND THE
PROBABILITY OF STORIES

Randall K. Stutman
University of Illinois

et Urbana-Champaign

The work of critical scholar. toward the development of * narrative
theory of discourse constitutes some of the most exciting scholarship in
argumentation. Walter Fisher's essay on the "narrative paradigm" for com-
munication as well as earlier work by W. Lance Bennett on storytelling as
a judgmental framework in the courtroom has channeled an interest in how
stories give order to human experience.I In many, if not all, communica-
tion contexts stories provide us with both the ability to make sense of the
world and the framework from which we judge new knowledge and information
presented us.

According to Scholes, narrative is a place where sequence and language
intersect to form a discursive code.2 He writes:

A word in any language carries with it a semantic field of
potential meanings which is partly governed by social code
and partly individualized by the unique features of whoever
utters or interprets the word. When a word is incorporated
in an utterance, the semantic field is narrowed by its sit-
uation in a syntactic structure, in a discursive pattern, in
a social situation, and in a referential context. Thus each
interpreter generates a distinct interpretant for each text-
ual sign, and, to the extent that communication is achieved,
the interpretants of all interpreters of the ammo utterance
will correspond with one another and with that of the person
who employed the sign in the original act of communication
(p. 207).

Scholes argues that narrative is not just a sequencing but a sequencing
of something for somebody. Only an event can be narrated. A narrated event
is the symbolic presentation of a sequence of events connected by subject-
matter and related by time% Without temporal relation, or subject contin-
uity Scholes argues, we have only a list. Any set of events that can be
sequenced and related can also be narrated. Scholz' claims that a formal
feature of narrative texts is the presentation of events having already
happened. Narrative is always past.

A story, according to Scholes, is a narrative with a specific syntactic
shape (beginning-middle-end) and with a subject matter which allows for or
encourages the "projection of human values upon this material." The producer
of a historical text affirms that the events entextualized did indeed occur
prier to the entextualization. Thus the interpreters are required to bring
extra-textual information to evaluate such a historical narrative. This
interpretation involves the construction of qualities that resemble aspects
of the events, called a diegesis, by which events are ordered and all
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relationships are as clear as possible. The extra-textual information used
by an individual in order to evaluate a narrative is always grounded in a
belief system based on experience, authority and inference - invariably
other narratives. How a narrative is formally addressed in this belief sys-
tem is an empirical question beyond the scope of this paper. That is of
primary concern as a foundation to that question is the reasoning process
by which individuals order beliefs so as to choose between stories. Given
two competing stories, as in the courtroom or family disputes, what makes
one story more believable and acceptable than another? Fisher argues that
formal and substantive features work to distinguish story acceptability.4
Formal features, which constitute what he terms narrative probability, are
attributes of the consistency of characters and actions. The question this
consistency answers is whether the narrative satisfies the coherence of
what we know to be true. Fisher and Bennett both argue that stories most
meet a demand of coherency to be considered true. Thus stories which are
most consistent and coherent within their own story elements are considered
more probable than those less so. Substantive features, which constitute
the narrative fidelity for Fisher, concern how people come to adhere to a
particular story. While Fisher argues for the logic of good reasons as a
means of distinguishing the fidelity of stories, no such criteria exists
for assessing narrative probability. The judgment process of how indivi-
duals the consistency and coherency of story elements has not been
addressed. I propose that one viable approach toward understanding this
judgment process is the assessment of beliefs as they are used by indivi-
duals to assert the reality of an event or reconstruction of an event. The
purpose of this paper is to offer a reconceptualization of the belief construct
which enhances our understanding of narrative judgment.

THE CONSTRUCT OF BELIEF

Aristotle was probably the first scholar to carefully consider the
construct of belief and articulate his claims. According to Corbett, Ari-
stotle used the Greek word pisteis to stand for rhetorical proofs.5 The
root of pisteis is pistis, or belief. Aristotle perceived belief as "the
highest degree of certainty to which we can attain in dealing with the every-
day affairs of men" (p. 599). To Aristotle, belief was clearly a statement
of reality, a degree of certainty that a claim of reality was true. Two
thousand years later, William James came to the same conclusion.6 To James,
beliefs were tied directly to an individual's perception of reality. In fact,
beliefs constitute reality. Jame:: wrote: "Everyone knows the difference
between imagining thing and believing in its existence, between supposing a
proposition and acquiescing in its truth. In the case of acquiescence or
belief, the object is not only apprehended by the mind, but is held to have
reality" (James, p. 283). James held that belief was a "sense of reality".

Approaching the definition of belief in a somewhat backward, yet re-
vealing manner, James first add d the opposite of belief. He stated that
the true opposites of belief were doubt and inquiry, not disbelief. lie
wrote: "We never disbelieve anything except for the reason we believe some-
thing else which contradicts the first thing" (James, p. 284). If the
opposite of belief, as James maintained, was doubt, then belief wao certainty,
a cc-..ainty of reality ...but in degrees. According to James, a belief is
every degree of assurance, including the highest possible certainty and con-
viction. The point Jameo attempted to make in first approaching the opposite
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of.helief is that belief and disbelief are two aspects of one state of mind.
That state of mind refers directly to what constitutes reality what degree
of certainty is believed for the individual.

Philosopher Irwin Edman mades this point clear in an anecdote from the
Philosopher's Holiday:

One instance of Dewey's frankness comes to mind. There was among the
group a young lady who had come from England where she had studied philoso-
phy with Bertrand Russell at Cambridge. She listened patiently for weeks
to Dewey's varied insistence that the truth of an idea was tested by its
use. One day she burst out toward the close of the seminar in the sharp,
clipped speech of the educated Englishwomen: "But, professor, I have been
taught to believe that true means true; that false means false, that good
means good and bad means bad; I don't understand all this talk about more
or less true, more or less good. Could you explain more exactly?"

Professor Dewey looked at her mildly for a moment and said: "Let me
tell you a parable. Once upon a time in Philadelphia there was a paranoiac.
He thought he was dead. Nobody could convince him he was alive. Finally,
one of the doctors thought of an ingenious idea. He pricked the patient's
finger. 'Now', he said, 'are you dead?' 'Sure', said the paranoiac, 'that
proves that dead men bleed....' Now I'll say true or false if you want use
to, but I'll mean better or worse.7

Beliefs, like stories, are not true or false but are rather claims of
probability. The importance of James' conceptualization of doubt should
not be missed. When an individual claims that a story or event is false
it is not a disbelief in the story as much as it is a belief that something
is awry or another story is more acceptable.

James' unique contribution to the belief literature was his view that
belief was a degree of certainty_and that belief constituted reality.. In a
similar realm, several researchers have claimed that belief is a judgment
of reality, not in degrees of certainty but as a conviction of consciousness.

McDougall maintained that belief is, in essence, a claim on reality.8
He held the view that belief is always preceded by doubt and that it is the
mental process judgment which converts doubt into belief.

Stout and Lundholm shored the same view with slightly different orien-
tations. Stout viewed belief and judgment as synonymous, while Lundholm
viewed belief as a perception of reality.9 According to Lundholn, the object
perceived is an object believed.10 To believe, wrote Lundholw: is to think
something and coincidingly to assert its reality. Stout viewed judgment as
more central to the tion of reality. He wrote: "Judgment is the
Yes-No consciousness; under it I include every mode acknowledgement explicit
or implicit of objective existence" (p. 97-98).

The similarities between James' notion of reality and degrees of cer-
tainty and the views held by McDougall et al. are more than coincidence.
Clearly, James influenced these researchers; but their focus and extension
of James' ideas did not proliferate the idea of degrees. Instead, they
centered on a notion of process, where judgment and belief became synonymous
as the process of asserting reality.
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Sweaty years after James asserted that beliefs are degrees of certain-
ty, McGuire and others extended this idea and quantified beliefs. McGuire,
Myer snd Goldberg, and Fishbein and Ajzen defined belief as the subjective
probability that an object has specific attribute or trait.11 According to
Fishbein and /dean, a belief represents the information a person has about an
abject or behavior. Specifically, a belief links an object to some attribute.
The.terms "object" and "attribute" are used generically by the researchers,
referring to any discriminable aspect of the individual's world. The object
of a belief may be a person, a group, an institution, a behavior, a policy,
an event, etc.; the associated attribute may be any object, trait, property,
quality, characteristic, outcome or event.12

According to Fishbein and Raven, beliefs have both a weight termed
expectancy and a positive or negative evaluation, called a value.13 The
expectancy is the probability that the belief is true, while the evaluation
indicates its relationship with a specific attitude or behavior in question.

For example, the belief statement "Ronald Reagan is highly intelligent"
will be believed differently by different peoples While one individual may
believe the statement to be 100% accurate, another might agree with the
statement only 60%. The belief might be evaluated positively or negatively,
depending on the individual and/or the behavior in question. So belief is
not a matter of acceptable versus unacceptable statements but rather a matter
of probability or degree of believability.

In an attempt to promote a detailed understanding of the narrative
judgment process, a new perspective of belief is offered. This perspective
contains three parts which will be discussed individually: (1) belief as
a degree of certainty on a subjective continuum; (2) belief as always depen-
dent on other beliefs; and (3) beliefs as spirals of dependent premises.

BELIEF AS A DEGREE OF CERTAIN'? ON A SUBJECTIVE CONTINUUM

In the first of three components of our perspective of belief, we borrow
from several of the earlier investigators. From James, we borrow the view
that belief is a degree of certainty; that is to may that any belief is a
bipolar construct with complete doubt and complete certainty that some rela-
tionship or object exists at the extreme poles. In order to enable a re-
searcher to measure this bipolar concept, we place this degree on a contin-
uum, much like the definition of belief as a subjective probability. The
difference here is a matter of interpretation. Wh in the subjective
probability view a belief represents the percentage of probability that an
object has a specific attribute or trait, here we refer simply to the contin-
uum of doubt to certainty that an object or a relationship exists. The
difference is quite small, until one then interprets what a belief represents.
In this view. the polar extremes can become substitute' for common language
used by individuals: At the complete-doubt-pole, we say that the individual
"knows" that an object or relationship exists. In this approach, the defini-
tion of belief determines the response. Remember that belief is on a contin-
uum of complete doubt to complete certainty, not on a continuum of true or
false. To state 'that a belief statement is true or false is to force a posi-
tion of desired reality - of disbelief. For example, to respond to the
statement that Ronald Reagan is pro-ERA as false (0% probability) is to assert
a position of disbelief rather than to place a daimon knowing. James
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maintained that the opposite of belief is doubt not disbelief. We cannot
disbelieve something without believing something else. To state that a
statement is false is to claim a disbelief. But what is the other belief
that leads us to that position? An individual either knows something to
be certain, does not know, or falls in between. In the subjective proba-
bility view, an individual must take a position of truth or falsehood des-
pite his/her lack of knowing, in some cases.

BELIEF AS ALWAYS DEPENDENT ON OTHER BELIEFS

James maintained that we do not believe something without first believ-
ing something else. Such a statement does not a good syllogism make: If
X, then first Y. If Y. than first Z. The circle goes on forever. But it
must have started somewhere. There is little doubt that we, as humane, are
enmeshed in a circle of beliefs. There is simply no exit from this circle.
When we make observations we do not typically form one inference about what
we see or hear, or taste. We form several. each building upon the other.
Somewhere, one came first - we think - but it is impossible to tell which,
and more impossible as time and experience continue. The tautology seems
apparent: No matter how humans observe or justify their observations. we
must always appeal to some belief (some degree of certainty). Even one's
beliefs depend on one's beliefs. Lehre makes this point quite nicely:

Sense experience, whether commonly casual or carefully con-
trolled, always leaves open the question of what we are to believe.
The prick of sense often elicits ready consent, but what we believe
in the face of sensory stimulation depends on our antecedent con.
victions. For example, imagine we believe we see something red'be-
fore us, and this belief arises so naturally and quickly that no
other belief seems to be involved. But we are enmeshed in our be-
liefs. We believe our circumstances are those in which we may trust
our senses and. consequently, that there is little chance of error.
If we believed instead that the chance of error was great, we would
resist responding with such perceptual belief.14

In short, each belief we hold is dependent on other beliefs; that is an
inescapable circle of beliefs. The usefulness of this view will be made clear
in the discussion of the third component of our perspective.

BELIEFS AS SPIRALS 01 DEPENDENT PREMISES

Researchers have proposed several metaphors to capture the interrelated
dependency of beliefs: Rokeach describes beliefs in "systems ", Where beliefs
form nests of open or closed systems.15 Quine and Ullian view beliefs as a
web, where all beliefs form the interrelatedness of reasoning and evidence.16
In the previous section, we use the metaphor of a circle of beliefs to capture
the dependencies of the constructs. But these metaphors are inadequate given
that beliefs are degrees of certainty on a continuum and that all beliefs
depend on other beliefs. The metaphor proposed here - to capture the complex-
ity of this dependency is a "spiral of belief". The metaphors of circle,
system rod web, don't allow for the researcher to reach a hand in and grab a
belief, hence knowing his/her position in the web or system or circle. The
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metaphors simply do not allow for an adequate explanation of how to focus
on stalting point or what to do after one is found. But the notion of
spirals of belief allows us to - in fact, demands us to.

The 'etaphor of spirals of belief indicates that one belief serves
as a* akeghor for the spiral (any belief in question), The belief then
extends itself upon other beliefs and detracts Il&elf to earlier beliefs
(or premises) that enable us to believe it in the first place. As the
belief spirals - as new beliefs come into play - it changes. One belief
leads to another and to another, but there is no hierarchical ordering,
only a cumulative and progressing spiral where beliefs extend and retract,
each belief dependent on the premise before it and responsible - at least
io part - for the bAtief that now exists after it.

Beliefs, as many researchers have maintained, are interrelated so as
to form attitudes or predispositions to action. But the key is not to
focus on the product their interrelatedness and dependency form, but on
the relationship of thS beliefs themselves. To understand narrative
beliefs one must first understand this interrelatedness. The spiral metaphor
does this.

McGuire, among others, approaches the "system" of belief,; as inter-
connected syllogism* containing both a vertical and horizontal structure.
In this approach, two premises lead logically to a conclusion, where the
premises may serve as the conclusions of other syllogisms in the system.
The conclusion of one syllogism may also serve as the conclusion of other
syllogisms. While this approach captures, in part, the dependencies of
beliefs, it demands that beliefs work logically in their connectedness.
Any belief not acting as a premise to some conclusion in syllogistic fashion
is not included in this system. It is here that this view fails to capture
the complexity of narrative beliefs. Certainly, we hold conclusions and
claims (beliefs) not derived syllogistically. These beliefs are still ines-
capable components of a belief spiral, and they must be accounted for in
the judgment process.

In short, the spiral metaphor shows us that, although we must start
from one belief, to understand narrative beliefs we must identify the pro-
gressive spiral of interrelated beliefs. The constr*ct of belief is far
more complicated than simply being able to isolate one belief and observing
its formation, change, etc. To identify any one belief, according to the
three component definitions of belief, the researcher must also identify the
possible spiral of beliefs that enable it to exist.

In order to illustrate a belief spiral, the following example is offered.
Let us start with a belief spiral of an object, such as a telephone. An
individual X holds many beliefs about and toward this object. These beliefs
might include:

a. Telephones are made of plastic
b. ,Telephones have twelve buttons or ten holes
c. Telephones come in a variety of shapes
d. Telephone rings can be adjusted for loudness

Person X also holds beliefs about actions involving the telephone
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e.

f.

S.

Telephones rely on computers to arrange
circuits to connect calls.
In emergencies, it takes too long to
reach an operator or local police.
Businesses could not conduct business
without the use of the telephone.

The belief list has the potential to be enormous. Of course, only a certain
set of these beliefs would be salient given a direction or focus from which
to view the telephone. For the purpose of this example, let us say that
belief. A to G represent the salient beliefs in question concerning the tele-
phone. From this list, perhaps only A & C have any logical connection: X
might believe that phones come in varying shapes because they are made of
plastic. If this is the belief held by X, then we can say that beliefs A &
C share a common connectedness and hence C is dependent on A. At this point
we are not sure what beliefs surround these two in the spiral, but for this
example we will create two related beliefs: A2 The plastic comes in assorted
colors and C2 The most economical shape is the trimline. Person X could not
hold belief C2 without first holding belief C, thus making these two beliefs
directly connected. Belief A2 although related to belief A is not a dependent
belief and will exist as a periphery belief in this cluster. This same
system of dependency exists for the other beliefs held by X. In this example,
belief C will be surrounded by beliefs about business, about conducting
business over the telephone, and about telephone use. These beliefs will com-
bine with G to form a cluster which will be located to similar clusters within
the spiral. The belief spiral ofany individual interpreting a narrative will
exist of salient beliefs concerning'itory elements and actions which the in-
dividual brings to the narrative.This extra-textual information, as Scholes
terms it, will be incomplete. As the narrative unfolds, the missing beliefs
will be generated along with the creation of new clusters. How the belief
spiral works to represent the narrative judgment process is even more precise.

For example, a narrative might begin with the statement: "A young man
with a checked sports coat walked out of the telephone booth." Any individual
listening or reading this reconstruction will immediately form beliefs con-
cerning the substantive elements of the story. These beliefs will fall into
three categories. Substantive beliefw are those beliefs concerning the
characters and action of the story. Any object or behavior described will
generate these substantive beliefs. Definitional beliefs are those which
define the precise meaning to words or phrases used in the narrative. These
meanings are individualized and are usually stated in ranges or degrees.
Descriptive beliefs about the cultural and personal significance of the ele-
ment are often inferred beliefs. Individuals infer from past narratives or
experiences or draw from ideological prejudices in order to make sense of the
narrated experience and to compare it with their own. These three belief
types comprist, the individual's narrative beliefs. For the statement above,
the beliefs generated by a specific individual might include:

Substantive beliefs:

1. Beliefs about objects, such as the sports coat and telephone
booth. (The man was wearing the sports coat. The telephone
booth had an entrance way.)
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2. Beliefs about the action (The man bad a reason for
being in the telephone booth).

Definitional beliefs:

1. Beliefs about the weaning of "young". (Young men
are between the ages of 15-29 years-old.)

2. Beliefs about walking. (Walking means the man made
a speed of between 1 and 3 miles per hour. Walking
means leisurely and not excited.)

3. Beliefs about sports coats. (Sports coats are jacket-
like and have buttons.)

Descriptive beliefs:

1. Beliefs about young men. (Young men are often con-
cerned only with their own personal gain.)

2. Beliefs about checked sports coats. (Sport costs
are fashionable. Checks are usually dark in color.
People who wear sports coats are ieZormal.)

3. Beliefs about telephone booths. (Telephone booths
are quickly disappearing. Telephone booths are
usually near stores or gas stations. Telephone
booths often have their directories missing or dam-
aged.)

These beliefs are far from exhaustive. Everyone of the hypothetical beliefs
listed is dependent on an unlisted premise. For example, the belief that
sports coats are fashionable is dependent on beliefs about fashion. These
beliefs are, in turn, dependent on other premises.

As the narrative continues, the individual continues to generate more
beliefs, These additional beliefs enter the spiral at the point of nearest
relation. For example, if the narrative states that the telephone booth is
red generates substantive beliefc about red booths, definitional beliefs
about the color red, end descriptive beliefs about the typicality of red
telephone booths. These beliefs will cluster with previously generated beliefs
concerning the story element of the telephone booth. In turn,'the cluster will
be located in the spiral nearest to beliefs on an element most closely related
to the telephone. As the narrative progresses and new information is evaluated,
the spiral changes form as clusters change both in shape, detail and location
in the spiral.

NARRATIVE PROBABILITY

The narrative probability of two competing stories can be viewed as the
consistency of agreement between beliefs in the spiral. As new beliefs are
generated from new narrative information they serve one of three functions in
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the spiral: (1) the belief becomes a supportive premise for an existing
belief; (2) the belief begins an entirely new cluster which will adhere
to the spiral at the nearest relational point; or (3) the belief will con-
flict with an existing belief, possibly causing a chain- reaction of incon-
sistency with the premises supporting and surrounding that existing belief.

In the example of the young man, the narrative might continue and
state that the man put the sports coat on after leaving the phone booth.
This new substantive belief conflicts with the earlier belief that the
man was already nearing the coat. The interpreter will probably solve
this conflict by changing the initial belief into: the man was holding
the sports coat while in the phone booth. Most often, new narrative infor-
mation will require no more than a rearranging of existing beliefs in order
to solve any inconsistency. This changing process by first entering doubt
into the existing belief structure is not without consequence. Given two
stories, both of which seem probable or reasonable but which disagree, the
interpreter must decide which narrative is more acceptable as reality. The
probability of the narrative, I will argue, is rarely a case of blatant
inconsistency of elements where details and action are in contradiction.
Rather both stories will seem feasible. In these cases individuals select
the most acceptable story based on the amount of beliefs they were forced
to correct or alter in order to maintain consistency. The more beliefs
Changed, the more doubt has entered the system. The consequence of this
doubt is to cast a shadow over a reasonable story. When compared with
another reasonable story, this shadow works to make this story less proba-
ble and less acceptable in the mind of the interpreter.
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METAPHOR AND METONYMY; A RELATIONAL
LOOK AT ARGUMENT AND ARGUING

Frank E. Millar
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Gail P. Moore
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At the last summer conference on argumentation, Brockriede
emphasized that the study of argument is "rich enough to accom-
modate"expansion into other specialities and urged a communal
rejoicing as "perspectives on its study increase."1 He readily
admitted that no one scholar can focus on its multiple possi-
bilities for investigation and application and "still engage
in the kind of rigorous scholarship that truly advances" one's
chosen perspective.2 However, in the community of scholars
within which studies of argument are embedded, "specialties
can coexist harmoniously, especially if some of us try to build
bridges between them so'an understanding of one approach en-
riches an understanding of another.".,

The intent of this paper is an outreach for mutual under-
standings in the belief that such bridges can be built. We
say an outreach because we claim no deep understanding of the
study of argument that emerges from its rigorous investigation
and, therefore, we are unsure about where the bridges' founda-
tions might be constructed on separate shores. We do claim
such an understanding of a relational approach to interpersonal
communication. The hope is that clarifications and understand-
ings of our differences and similarities with those who do
specialize in the study of argument will emerge. We expect to
learn much more than provide learnings. A word of caution,
however. If we are correct in asserting that the relational
view Is part of the largc.r cybernetic revolution presently
occurring in Western science and philosophy, then clarifica-
tions of differences between specialties will not result, in
the short-run, in harmonious coexistence, but such clarifica-
tions will result, in the long-run, in more useful theories
about the communicative and rhetorical aspects of building,
maintaining and changing the patterns of social order.

This essay begins with a sketch of thq traditional views
on metaphor and metonymy, reviews Wilden'a) attempt to re-
define them as communication processes, and then discusses
our underlying epistemology utilizing the relevance of these
terms to relational communication.

METAPHOR AND METONYMY

The original definition of metaphor advanced by Aristotle
serves as the basis from which linguistic and rhetorical die-
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cussions generally proceed. "Metaphor consists ingiving the
thing a name that belongs to something else; the transference
being either from genus to species, or from species to genys,
or from species to species, or on the grounds of analogy."From Aristotle's definition emerged the classification of
metaphor into four types; (1) genus to species (metonymy),
(2) species to genus (synecdoche), (3) speoies to species
(metaphor), and (4) analogy.Y Thus, Aristotle "...defined Meta-
phor for the entire subsequent history of Western thought."0
The definition takes the word or the name as the unit of anal-
ysis.

The notion of transference is a distinguishing character-
istic of Aristotle's comparison theory. By transference, mean-inb carried from one word to another resulting in a compari-
son. Having conceptualized the process, it was operationally
connected to the noun; "...metaphor is something that happens
to the noun."9

The original comparison theory evolved into a literalist
or substitution approach to metaphor through an emphasis on
borrowing from another domain to create a metaphor.10 A meta-
phor as a single -word unit is substituted or used in place of
an equivalent literal meaning. Given that literal meaning can
be substituted for metaphorical meaning, then advocates of the
literalist tradition regard metaphor ae a type of fallacious
reasoning or an abuse of language. Meaning therefore is re-
stricted to the level of the isolated word and language is
viewed as limited to one discourse. Within the literalist
view, when a metaphor can be reduced to a physical universe
of discourse (e.g., literal discourse), then it is considered
meaningful. If the metaphor cannot be replaced or substituted
with an equivalent literal meaning within the physical universe
of discourse, then the single word expression is considered
meaningless and an abuse of language. Metaphor does not create
new similarities but formulates similari j antecedently existing
within the single domain of literal knowledge. Considering
metaphor a stylistic device, the literalists asserted that a
metaphor does not precegle but follows the thought conveyed
by the metaphor itself."

In opposition to the literalist approach, the superveniept
approach to metaphor acknowledged two universes of discourse.12
This approach separates the metaphorical from the literal
meaning and does not attempt to reduce the former to the latter.
Within the supervenient approach, there is no substitute for
metaphor; a literal substitution would necessarily result in a
loss of meaning through translation from one domain (literal)
to the other (metaphorical). Substitution is assumed to re-
quire a step-by-step cognitive analysis and, therefore, any
attempt to reduce the metaphor to its literal term would negate
the intuitive process necessary for grasping the meaning of
the metaphorical expression. The notion of meaningfulness,
therefore, is not limited to a single literal universe
(e.g., all comparisons between two terms need not be enumerated)
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as it is within the substitution view. Both literal and meta-
phorical meanings can coexist. The supervenient approach does
not treat metaphor primarily as a stylistic device, but extends
the function of metaphor beyond ornamentation and. into the
realm of knowledge acquisition via intuitive processes rather
than through discrete, analytical processes; thought and lan-
guage are united.

In contrast to the previous approaches to metaphor, the
interaction view13 asserts that both thought and language are
fundamentally metaphorical. Metaphor is not viewed as an abuse
of language, a riddle or a ornament but is itself the consti-
tutive form of language.4'

in

This perspective emphasizes the
creative aspects of metaphor and the influence it has on the
nature of language. Metaphors do not transfer perceptions into
words; rather, perceptions are a reflection of metaphor. "The
processes of metaphor in language...are superimposed upon a
perceived world which is itself a product of earlier or unwit-
ting metaphor."15 The issue is no longer the structure of
metaphor as a word-focused figure of speech, but now text and
context are said to interact; "the word as an act of mind...
so depends on other acts of the mind that it can be sliatin:-
guished from them only as convenience of discourse. ".Meaning

is contextualized. Rather than a substitution or a
comparison, metaphor is now conceived of ate complex inter-
action through which new similarities are created but not
antecedently determined. This generattme power of metaphor is
in its ability to re-describe realityrLf the power is not An
the metaphor but in the nature of language fundamentally con-
stituted by metaphor. Debates over literal and metaphorical
meaningfulness have given way to the recognition that any
linguistically defined.context is fundamentally metaphorical.

Several insights into the structure of language and the
unity of language and thought are mentioned in the literalist,
supervenient and interactionist approaches and this brief
sketch has not done justice to their contributions. However,
even a more thorough review would still result in several
limitations from a communication point of view.. In general,
these traditions were more concerned with taxonomic classifi-
cations rather than social interactive processes; they fre-
quently focused only on the isolated word as the unit of anal-
ysis and just infrequently concerned themselves with the sen-
tence or larger unite of analysis; the relationships between
metaphor and metonymy are typically avoided even though metony-
my is explicitly utilized for comparison purposes and implicitly
presumed for understanding of their comments; they typically,
though inadvertently, propagated a "

typically,
metaphor 'approach

to communication by reducing it tc the study of linguistic,
syntactic categories and processes; and these writers rarely
concerned themselves with the larger socio-communicative con-
text within which linguistic texts are produced and thus
avoided the requirement that different levels of reality re-
quire different levels of explanation. In sum, these three
approaches have treated metaphor and metonymy as unique tools
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of language rather than treating language per se as a tool of
measurement, as a tool for creating distinctions.

Jakobson,19 while staying within a linguistic framework,
moves beyond the limitations of the traditional views. Meta-phor and metonymy are posited as the fundamental "two modes of
arrangement," the two basic "operations, 720 or simply the two
"poles" of language processes. In this now classic piece on
aphasia, Jakobson frames the concepts of metaphor and metonymy
as abstract linguistic relationships that are manifested in
communication processes. Conceptually, these two abstractions
are no longer limited to the domain of traditional rhetoric.
Much of his discussion of these processes extenas beyond pure
linguistics; for example; verse patterns based on parallelisms
between adjacent lines are highlightedr in Russian lyrical songs
metaphorical processes are said to predominates in poetry meta-
phorical constructions are acknowledged; in prose contiguous
relationships are said to be created through metonymical di-
gressions from the plot to characters to setting; in motion
pictures the use of camera angles and differing lenses are used
to create metonymic set -ups; and the metaphorical and metonym-
ical relationships among symbols in the structure of dreams in
Freudian psychoanalysis are also examined. Throughout his
treatment of the metaphor and metonymy poles is the underlying
theme that these processes are not only reflexively related to
themselves as codifications but also to the larger sociocul-
tural setting in which they are created and perpetuated, Both
poles are viewed as systems of relationships. Metaphfrical
processes are created by acts of combination and proceed through
the specification of similarities; metonymical processes
operate through specifications of contiguities and are created
through combination. Neither pole is an independent entity
existing without the other; rather metaphorical and metonymical
relations are themselves interrelated and cannot be understood
separately. "In normal verbal behavior both processes are
continually operative, but careful observation will reveal that
...preference is given to one of the two processes over the
other."22 Furthermore, "a competition between" the metaphoric
and metonymic relations is "manifest in any symbolic process,
be it intrapersonal or social. "23

Wilden argues extensively throughout his book System and
and Structure that metaphor and metonymy are basically communi-
cation and not just linguistic processes; Jakobson's two poles
of lanaguage are "actually the two poles of communication in the
semiotic aense."44' While acknowledging an indebtedness to Jakob-
son, he is chastised (along with most information theorists and'
most structural and generative linguists) for being too pre-
occupied with syntactics Rod insufficiently concerned with
semantics and pragmatics.`, Like other linguists, Jakobson is
said to deal "in general only with signification (digital
communication) and not with meaning (analog oommunication),nor with the problems of translation from one to the other.""
Wilden's attempts to define metaphor and metonymy as the two
poles of communication in the semiotic sense are summarily
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TABLE is Wilden's Descriptions of Metaphor and Metonymy*

METAPHOR

Relation of similarity

Jakobson's methods of arrange-
ment of selection and sub-
stitution

Locke's association of ideas
by similarity or simulta-
neity

Saussure's "axis of simulta-
neitles"

Synchronic' symptom and con-
densation in a Freudian
sense, substitution, para-
digm, code, similarity

Primarily involves a change
in selection from the code

Paradigmatic, selective, sub-
stitutive, concurrent,
similarity

Axis of selection

*These descriptive sets are to
and are not to be thought of as

METONYMY

Relation of contiguity27

Jakobson's methods of arrange-
tent.of combination and
contexture20

Locke's association of ideas
by contiguity or causality49

Saussure's "pAiR of
successions" ,u

Diachronic' desire and dis-
placement in a Freudian
sense, combination, syntagm,
message, contiguity31

Primarily involves combinations
in the messages constructed

Syntagmatic, combinatory. con-
textual, concatenated,
contiguity33

Axis of combination34

be read in terms of each other
simple aggregates of synonyms.

listed above in Table 1 and the general relationships posited
between them are listed in Table 2.

In human communication, metaphor and metonymy are considered
digital aspects,35 but the analog relations of similarity and
contiguity can be observed in animal communication systems.
For example, the playful 'nip' of animal behavior is originally
formed by a contiguous relation with the 'bite' of fighting
and is, therefore, defined as a metonymic sign. But the
integration of the 'nip' into another level of communication
makes it also into a metaphor (a substitution) in the new
code of communication saying "This is play ".3 In sum, this
brief history of metaphor and metonymy attempted to evidence
the claim that they can be fruitfully viewed as communication
processes without reducing the study of communication to the
study of linguistics. The next section summarizes the episte-
mological framework of relational communication that utilizes
these terms for analyses of human interaction patterns.
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TABLE 2s Wilden's General Relationships between Metaphor and
Metonymy in Bounded Communication Systems.

(1) Metaphor and metonymy are not entities or object cate-
gories. They are terms for digital distinctions that
describe abstract relations which are nowhere. Thus,
the polarization of these terms has signification only
in context 'Ad, therefore, may or may not be analogically
meaningful.."

(2) Metaphor (paradigmatic) and metonymy (syntagmatic)
describe the relationship between synchronic and
diachronic aspects of discourses of communication.30

The synchronic processes of goalseeking systems are
viewed as a combination of messages within codes ac-
cording to metonymic principles (that is, governed by
deviation-counteracting processes). The diachronic
emergence of the metaphoric event is brought about by
the intensification of the contradictionc in metonymic
principles (that is, governed by deviation-amplifying
processes.) 9y

(4) These two are not primarily linguistic processes but
communication processes. Selection from the code
(metaphor) and combination in the message (metonymy)
must an do occur in any communication system what-
soever.*0

(3)

(5)

(6)

The two processes of. metaphor and metonymy cannot be
separated in the natural history of a communication
system. though they can be analytically distinguished.41

What distinguishes metaphor and metonymy as communication
processes is the relative semiotic freedom of their use.
(Semiotic freedom refers to the degrees of freedom within
a matrix of constraints.) The relative scope of the
code (metaphorical processes) and the relative logical
possibilities of combination in message construction
regulate the information of the system and, therefore.
its present organized structure and evolving organizingpatterns. 22

RELATIONAL EPISTEMOLOGY

A relational approach to inprpersonal communication43 is
a part of the interactional view which is part of,the "new
order of communication" called "metpsommunication", which is
part of the "cybernetic revolution" presently occurring in
Western science and philosophy. These metaphors (relational,
interactional, metacommunication and cybernetic revolution) are
themselves metonymically related. Each is contextualized by
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the other in a hierarchical, reflexive manner (a metonymic
relation) and each is similar (a metaphorical relation) in
their epistemological aseumrtions. Principle among these
epistemological similarities is an emphasis on "thinking j.n
social contexts" in contrast to "thinking in categories." *7
Learning to think in contexts is rooted in the switch to
information from matter-energy as primary descriptors of ne
"messages-in-circuit" that constitute social interaction.q°

The switch to information--which, as a difference, is
itself a relationship--results in treating interactive behav-
iors as messages which, in turn, resumes that "mind is a
necessary explanatory principle"49 in relational communication.
The concept of mind, however, is not to be thought of as a
property of an individual, but as an intangible processor of
information that is "immanent...in pathways and messages out-
side the body"150 it "operates within hierarchies and networks
of difference to create gestalten ",1 or meaningful interpre-
tations from the subject's point of view.

Messages are thought of as intrinsically multi-levelled
and are constructed within codifications that focus on the
differences between perceptions. A message might be defined
as a "synchronic transformation or codification of difference";
it is "conceived of as a difference between perceptions,
where perception is the active specification gf an external
event and not the passive reception of one."5z

In communicational systems, codifications are assumed to
be of two general types--analog and digital. These two are
fundamentally different in form. A digital code "liee 'outside'
the sender and receiver and depends upon an 'objective'
repertoire of discrete elements (distinctions) for the selec-
tive and combinatory choices"53 made in message construction.
An analog code, on the other hand, is "neither 'outside' nor
composed of discrete elements. The analog code is nothing
more or less tOgn the very relationship between the sender
and receiver";)"' the analog code, therefore, is the shape of
the messages-in-circuitry that are social relationships.
Neither term is conceived of as an entity or a category of
things, they are descriptions of relationships in context.),

The primary functional difference between these two in
human communication processes is that "translation from the
analog to the digital often involves a,gain in information
(organization) but a lose in meaning";)0e.g., a teacher
defining the concepts of symmetry and complementarity. Con-
versely, "translation from the digital to the analog...usually
involves a loss of information and a gain in meaning"157e.g.,
the teacher providing examples of symmetrical and complementary
interactions.

Humane appear to be the only animals faced with the
problems of translation between these two because we appear to
be the only animals capable of usinr one type "in place of
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another."58 The ability to use one in place of the other stems
directly from the invention of the negative,59 from the inven-'
tion of 'not'--a second-order digitalization or a "rule about
relations."00 Code systems that include the negative are usu,
ally called symbolic languages --the negative is the "ultimate
test of symbolicity."61 The negative, in turn, giv002 es rise to the
principle of perfection well discussed by Burke.

With the invention of the negative, the 'word' fell out of
the 'sentence'.03 Although the biblical phrase "In the beginning
was the word" may be a "very important thing to say about human
beings, it is quite untrue about the evolutio9,of messages in
general. In the beginning was the sentence."04 When the word
fell out of the sentence, digital distinctions (report, denota-
tion, information, negation, concepts, information about con-
cepts) became separable from the analog instructions (command,
connotatign. evocation, refusal, relationships, evocation of
images). 0) Humans became "moralized by the negativem by
"being able to gee ourselves as if we were objects in the
outside world."07

The ability to see ourselveseps if we were objects results
in the "problematical twistinese°0 of self-referential state-
ments. A general label for systems (e.g., a sentence, a
language, an argument. a society) thet "twists back on itself
and closes a loop...is reflexivity. 99 As Mead emphasized,
reflexivity is a necessary component of becoming socialized,
of becoming a member of a group. An individual is "in" society
when the moralizing negatives giving rise to the principles of
perfection as conceptualized by that society are "in" the in-
dividual. The means or how for becoming a member is the inter;
nalization and reconstitution of society's symbolic language.Y1

Self-referential statements are also appumed to result in
the eubjective experience of consciousness,!! of the recognition
by the individual that Ole is separate from the messages-in-
circuitry constituting the social interaction within which s/he
is connected. Self-referential statements also result in the
paradoxes of science and mathematics. The paradoxes of self-
reference enter into the language of science because scientists
not only want to write sentences they want to say about them
that they are true or not. And as soon as we make true or
false statements about sentences in science "we are back in the
universe in which we are using a language in which we refer to
ourselves."73

The logical antinomies of self-referential statements have
resulted in the "loss of certainty" in logic and mathematicer+
as well as the recognition that social membership is inherently
double binding. r) Put another way, humans mis-use symbolic
languages by asserting that an objective, certain, absolute
truth is both discoverable (It is out-there," independent of
any language system and language users) and transmittible
(It is knowable "in-here," by an individual or social group so
that It can be taught and shared, or guarded and hoarded.) This
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mie-use of language results in our becoming "rotten with
perfection"7° and stems directly from an Aristotelian logic
that forbids the assertion of sentences at more than one leve1.77

The prohibition of self-referential statements, of simul-
taneously multi-leveled sentences that twist back on themselves,
was the stop gap technique used in the theory of logical types
to preserve analytical truth. We now realize, of course, that
the theory of logical types was an unsuccessfIll attempt to deal
with the problems of self-reference because it was; (1) based
on a picture theory of language--one that also viewed metaphor
and metonymy as mere figures of speech; (2) assumed that "exter-
nal reality exhibits discrete levels of organization free from
loops" (or twistiness)--the territory was not assumed to be
recursively organizing but categorically organized; and (3)
asserted that symbolic expressions that confuse these discrete
hierarchical levels of organization "out-there" are destructive
of clear representations "in-here."78 Thus, in our current
attempts to develop a scientific language for describing the
messages-in-circuitry characterizing human communication pro-
cesses, both the antinomies of formal language systems and
the double binds of informal socio-culturaljanguage systems
are to be "embraced rather than exorcised."19

A metacommunicational framework attempts to embrace these
paradoxes by focusing descriptive efforts directly on the
"weaving of contexts and of messages which propose contexts- -
but which, like all messages whatsoever, have 'meaning' only
by virtue of context."80 A metacommunicational framework
attempts to theoretically explain and methodologically describe
"all exchanged cues and propositions about (a) codification
and (b) relationship between" 101 interactants as immanent in
message performances. Like metaphor and metonymy, the notion
of metacommunication attempts to cover two inseparable pro-
cesses' synchronic explanations based on descriptions of a
system's levels of organization as a commentary on the text
of another level, and diachronic explanations based on des-
criptions of both the developmental pathways and the evolving
passages from one level of organized complexity to another.82

"A phenomenological approach to communication implicitly
or explicitly assumes that all behavior is communication."03
This assumption is necessary to avoid a reductionist, positi-
vistic epistemology that reduces the study of meaning to the
study of syntax, a "conduit metaphor" °"' approach to the study
of communication processes. Conversely, to say that all be-
havior is communication necessarily dethrones'"the Lobjective'
values of scientism"5 or the "myth of objectivism' that
legitimize the Perfect by declaring that the "behavior of any
system...is a function of the way the observer-participant
punctuates it."87 "Rather than being errors in syntax...all
epistemological errors in science and philosphy are errors in
punctuation."88 The notion of error in the previous sentence
refers not to the empirical accuracy or inaccuracy of facts,
but to the ideological, epistemological, theoretical punctuations
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required.for facts to become facts. Facts (as text) are a
function of the theory (context),within which they are metony-
mically derived and verified; but the contextualizing theory
as text,is itself contextualized by the ideology of the larger
eocio- cultural system,within which the theory is developed;
which, in turn, is contextualized by the larger ecological
environment which is the context for the ideology as text. The
two processes of metaphor and metonymy cannot be separated
from one another.

Since the part (text) cannot include the whole (context),
any knowledge claim is necessarily incomplete and, therefore,
not true in an absolute sense; Reddy's "toolmaker paradigm"89
seems a more useful metaphor for studying human communication
processes. Recognition of this inherent incompleteness is a
metaphorical event that blurs the boundaries of the metonymic-
ally created context-text relations. That is to say, texts
and contexts are reflexively related not only to'themselves as
codifications, but also to the larger socio-ecological
systems within which they are generated. (These larger systems
have been arbitrarily, though not accidently, punctuated so
that 'objective' statements could be made about them, albeit
from a 'subjective' point of view which, of course, is
authoritatively denied so that we can becoMe double bound
and pursue our unending quest for perfection.)

OUTREACH

This brief, tortuous journey (are you still there reader?)
of a relational epistemology can now conclude. We began by
saying this essay was an outreach and we'will end as we began.
Aristotle used the metaphors of change (meta) and movement
(pherein) to explain the concept of metaphor; loosely trans-
lated, a metaphor is "...an act of outreaching and combining."90
In that sense, the following thoughts are offered.

Consciousness and aesthetics are the
great untouched questions.

Bateson91

(1) Both relational communication and argumentation echo-
. lars are concerned with ethical and aesthetic judgments.
Aesthetic judgments appear to be primarily metaphorical, an
analogic pleasingness of form--though necessarily contextualized
in some ill-defined, contiguous relationship. Conversely, ethi-
cal judgments are primarily metonymical, a digital prescription
of form. The fact that Burke emphasized OrderY4 or the "hier-
archical principlemY, as the fundamental motive manifested in
social interaction is not arbitrary, accidental, nor trivial.
A social system is primarily regulated by deviation-counteract-
ing processes (metonymic relations) so that it cast reproduce
itself, maintain its present organized form and perpetuate the
proper socialization of its members so that its death, and thus
theirs, can be denied.9k
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Metaphor is related to prophecy,95 to "new visions,"96
to innovative restructuring of the_oldi Metonymy, on the other
hand, is related to the priesthoodYi-of which college profes-
sors are an intimate part--who repeatedly chant the application
of outdated concepts stemming from the mechanistic, Cartesian-
Newtonian world view that cannot explain, nor even acknowledge,
the reflexive, recursive loops within which our current socio-
ecological crisis has evolyed.9e If the "whole planet" is in-
deed at a "turning point,"YYthen we, as teachers and scholars,
by actively avoiding aesthetics, are decreasing the likelihood
that more useful metaphors will emerge. Do we, as teachers,
scholars, citizens,want to be an active part of our own demise?
(The part that destroys the whole, destroys itself.) Even if
the "whole planet" is not at a "turning point," are we,.-as
teachers, as members of the priesthoed, as preachers of the
Word, as chanters of the "ethics of aymmotry"100 that legiti-
mizes our metonymical chain of ethical ideals, actively increas-
ing our students "pursuit of unhappiness"101 by decreasing their
ability to think metaphorically? Is laughter worth the price
of competitively defined success? Laughter may indeed bp the
only social medicine for in laughing, we laugh at ourselves
and, thereby, remind,ourselves that we are necessarily part of
our own troubles. As parts, we are therefore responsible for
the conditions of the whole; we are not separable from our
social relationships, nor would we want to be.

Comedy unites us; tragedy separates us from our gods.
But the gods of trmth, certainty and perfection are our own
"grand illusion.""' The basic modern secular philosophy is
abstraction, a digitalisation that creates its own context,
the etymology of which signifies a "drawing away from." 10J If
the cybernetic epistemology reviewed hero is accurate, then
our whole way of thinking !pout what it means to be human "has
got to be restructured." 149* A new set of metaphors, a new
aesthetics, that focuses on the relational dynamics of socio-
ecological systems is required.

(2)Relational control researchers have momentarily dis-
regarded analyses of subjective meanings in order to develop
useful methods for describing the recursive loops of inter-
personal relationships. A relational approach, however, is
necessarily concerned with an individual's phenomenologically
constructed realities. Attempts to describe subjective meanings
will necessarily focus en propositions about codifications, on
how humans use ant" abuse themselves with language categories
by confusing levels of distinctions. As a starting point for
studying phenomenological realities, we find it useful to
assume that; (1) consciousness is etructured like a language
(digitalized significations); (2) unconsciousness is structured
like a communication system (analog meaning); and (3) the trans-
lation or crossing the unmscious-conecious boundary is
"structured 131/ language."",

Whether these assumptions are accurate, of course, awaits
the outcome of future investigations. In the meantime, we find
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these assumptions useful for several reasons.. Methodologically,
they direct researchers to examine the text of what people say,to focus on the metaphorical and metonymical descriptions peopleprovide about their own interpersonal relationships. Thesetexts are then used to make inferences about the personally
constructed realities created and sustained in coaversationwith others. If phenomenological realities e:e created in
conversations with others, then the way to change states of
consciousness is to change how we talk and what we talk about;we can learn to talk differently, just as wa learned to talk
the way we do now, and, therefore, learn to act, feel and
experience ourselves differently. The therapeutic worth ofthese aasumptions about consciousness, then, are their "freeingand healing metaphorical potential, as one of our students
said--a Catholic priest by the way.

The pedagogical implication of these assumptions is that
by focusing our students' attentions on their own words, we
can increase their consciousness of themselves, their inter-
personal relationships, their socio-cultural contexts, and the
ecological contexts within which we all are embedded. Aristotlewas right, of course, when he claimed that people cannot betaught to see resemblances, to see metaphorical relations.
As teachers, however, we can place students in classroom con-texts that increase the odds that such resemblances can be ex-perienced, we can provide contexts for practicing metaphorical
"eurekas"; (e.g., the nine-dot problem, various optical illu-sions, Becher prints, discussions about self-referential sen-tences and "Be spontaneous' paradoxes, as well as, the study of
formal paradoxes, are all classroom activities that provide
practice at thinking metaphorically, creatively). By helping
our students learn to "play with words", we can help them breakthe bonds of their own subjectively

maintained limitations by
altering the content of their inner dialogues and, thereby, help
them cross the bar between consciousness and unconsciousness.

The epistemological utility of these assumptions is thequestioning of our conceptual habits that are part of the
socio- ecological crisis within which we are presently immersed.
Part of that crisis is the continued application of an extinc-tive world view ( "the mechanistic world view of Cartesian-New-
tonian sciencePiso) to the problems of organized complexity, to
the problems of living in recursive loops, of living in a self-
referential universe. Wald we need is a new metaphor, "a new
'paradigm'--a new vision of reality; a fundamental change in
our thoughts, perceptions and values"107 is required. A new
metaphor that depicts reflexive loops, that evokes conscious-
ness of the fact that we are all parts of the whole which is
characterized by hierarchical "orders of recureiveness."108
The ethical implications of our assumptions about conscious-
nese, then, concern the dethroning of the "ethics of symmetry"109
that have helped create our current, global crisis. An eco-logical imperative emphasising the symbiotic structuring of life
is required; the cybernetic epistemlogy outlined will assist
the emergence of such a metaphorical paradigm.
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If "presence" is "the displaying of certain elements on
which-the.speaker wishes to center attention in order that they
may occupy the foreground of the hearer's consciousneas."110
then our presence here has been to display the importance of
thinking relationally. Our purpose has been to center attention
on the figure-ground relationship per so, on learning to think
in contexts, on learning to think in loops, on learning to think
in metaphorical-metonymic circles. Our presumption has been
that the study of argumentation "must take into account the
study of human language and the matter of interpretation."111
Matters of interpretation are matters of punctuation which,
in turn, are logically prior to the acceptance of facts as
facts, of truths as truths. All three of Perelman's "starting
points"112 are intrinsically matters of preference (values,
metaphors. ideologies). Perelman's demonstrative conclusions
and argumentative conclusions 113 are both probable, neither
is certain; impersonal demonstrations are necessarily embedded
in personal communication relationships and not impersonal
logical ones. Ideas, as information, are by definition not
physical objects to be discussed in matter-energy terms and
framed in objective metaphors; as information, idexs La; dif-
ferences, and differences are relationships which ;Are nowhere
other than in the matrix of selections utilised to punctuate
those, differences.

Although our social and personal maps (digitalization. of
the analog) are the territory of interest (digitalization. of
those digitalization.) for both argumentation and relational
communication scholars, we cannot therefore say that the map
is the territory. The maps are necessarily metaphorical indi-
cators of the metonymic relationships of the territory within
which the map-makers are swallowed. Humans cannot escape the
reflexive nature of our maps, nor can we escape the recursive
loops of the territory. We can attempt to live responsibly
within them.
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ARGUMENTATION, INTERPERSONAL COMMUNICATION, PERSUASION, AND THE PROCESS(ES)
OF COMPLIANCE GAINING MESSAGE USE

Franklin J. Boater
Arizona State University

Courses in argumentation, interpersonal communication, and persuasion
have little overlapping content. However one might define the field of
argumentation, there would be considerable agreement on one point. 'Argu-
mentation has as one of its concerns the study of reason-giving behavior.
There would also be substantial agreement that interpersonal communication
is, among other things, the study of intimate, as contrasted with non-
intimate, relationships. A primary focus of the study of persuasion is the
effect of messages designed to change attitudes, behavior, and the like.
Given these characterizations it is not difficult to understand why there
in little common content in courses representing these three areas of
communication study.

Nevertheless, communication problems are not always so polite as to
respect our intradisciplinary boundaries. Rather, some problems intersect
what we commonly consider discrete areas of inquiry. The successful
solution of such, problems require* that the corpus of knowledge from all
pertinent bodies of theory and research be examined.

Understanding persons' compliance gaining message use behavior is such
a communication problem. Specifically, compliance gaining message use exp-
eriments demand that either experimenters or participants generate lists of
compliance gaining messages. Such behavior is reason-giving behavior, and
therefore, must be concern of argumentation scholars. Moreover, the use of
compliance gaining messages is expected tp have an impact on the health of
the persuader- persuadee relationship, and therefore, must be a concern of
interpersonal communication scholars. In fact, such a concern stimulated
early compliance gaining message use studies. For example, Miller, Roster,
Roloffi and Seibold write,

. . . one might expect that some strategies used in noninterpersonal
transactions would be chosen, at most, infrequently in interpersonal
relationships. For instance, strategies grounded in punishment are a
fairly common persuasive commodity in brief noninterpersonal confront-
ations. By contrast, choice of such strategies in ongoing interpersonal
transactions could result in emotional scars which would threaten the
stability and health of the relationship.I

Furthermore, a compliance gaining message may be construed as an appeal.
While the impact of appeals on the persuasion process has long been studied,
the lists generated, both by participants and experimenters, contain appeals
the effects of which have not yet been ascertained. They must, therefore,
be of concern to persuasion scholars.
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While the insights of argumentation scholars, interpersonal communica-
tion scholars, and persuasion scholars have already produced some theoretical
and empirical fruit, there remains much to understand concerning compliance
gaining message use. And, the cooperative and coordinated effort of scholars
of argumentation, interpersonal communication, and persuasion are necessary
to increase that understanding. In this paper the state of knowledge con-
cerning compliance gaining message use will be explored. In so doing gaps
in knowledge will become apparent. These gaps are not considered defi-
ciencies, but rather as opportunities; areas of study in which students of
argumentation, interpersonal communication, and persuasion have the potential
to contribute knowledge-generating insights.

Dimensionality of Compliance Gaining_ Hessage Selection

Although several methods of studying compliance gaining message use
behavior have been developed, the most prevalent procedure is one developed
by Harwell and Schmitt.2 Based upon a thorough review of compliance litera-
ture, they compiled a list of 16 compliance gaining message strategies.9
Subsequently, they constructed a number of hypothetical compliance gaining
situations, and used the 16 compliance gaining message strategies to generate
16 compliance gaining messages specific to each compliance gaining situation.
Participants received both the hypothetical compliance gaining situation and
the list of 16 compliance gaining messages. Their task was to rate how
likely they would be to use each of the compliance gaining messages in each
of the particular compliance gaining situations.

The central concern of this experiment was to find the dimensions of
participants' responses to these compliance gaining messages. This issue is
basic to any further study of the compliance gaining message use process,
since the variable(s) that underlies (underlie) persons' responses to these
compliance gaining messages must be identified before the antecedents and/or
consequents of these responses can be ascertained.

Thus, Harwell and Schmitt factor analyzed their data, and found a five
factor solution. Subsequent studies also produced multidimensional
solutions,4 but interestingly there was little consistency in these results.
The number of factors obtained varied across studies, and the content of the
factors varied substantially as well.

These inconsistencies led Hunter and Boster9 to perform reanalyses of
the Harwell and Schmitt data, the Hiller et al. data, and the Kaminski et al.
data. They found these data to be unidimensional. They showed that non;-
linear item characteristic curves produced nonlinear relations among
responses to each pair of compliance gaining strategies, and that this non-
linearity produced the spurious multidimensional factors found by other
investigators.

The implications of these reanalyses are, at minimum, two fold. First,
when investigating the antecedents and consequents of compliance gaining
message use, the best indicator of the latent trait which underlies these
responses is the sum of participants' responses to all compliance gaining
messages. Second, the need to determine the substantive nature of this
latent trait is emphasized. Some have argued that this trait is empathy.6
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Others have speculated that the dimension is verbal aggression.? Recent
work by Infante, Trebing, Shepherd, and Seeds° suggests the possibility that
the variable is argumentativeness. Regardless, all of these suggestions are
speculative, and it remains for validation studies to identify this
dimension.

The Content of Compliance Gaining Messages

Harwell and Schmitt generated their list of compliance gaining message
strategies by reviewing the compliance literature. This technique has been
termed a "deductive" approach. Other researchers have generated lints of
compliance gaining message strategies inductively.9 Wiseman and Schenck-
Hamlin characterize this approach in the following manner,

. . . the strategies constructed by subjects for particular persuasive
situations are examined, patterns or generalizations among the data are
discovered, and these patterns form the bases for the category scheme."

For example, Falbo generated a list of compliance gaining strategies by
having undergraduates write an essay entitled, "How I Get Hy Way". Raters
coded these responses into 16 categories; the categories being constructed
a posteriori.11

Some have claimed that inductively-derived lists are more reliable and
valid than deductively-derived liats.1' Despite some minor differences,
however, the content of the various lists is remarkably homogeneous.13 More-
over, in a recent paper Boater, Stiff, and Reynolds 14 show that persons'
responses to both the Harwell and Schmitt list and the Schenck-Hamlin et al.
list have the same unidimensional factor structure. They also show that the
correlation between responses to the two lists is approximately 1.00 when
corrected for attenuation due to error of measurement. These data suggest
strongly that both lists measure a common underlying trait. Given the
similarities in content, it is not unlikely that other lists would produce
the same results.

While the various lists have not differed substantially, the variable(s)
measured by the different procedures may differ. The deductive method
requires that persons select among a number of alternative messages which are
provided by the experimenter(s). Some inductive procedures, such as
Clark's, 1S require that persons generate compliance gaining messages, and
then perhaps select from their self-generated list. These two processes,
generation and selection, may measure different characteristics of persons.
But, only carefully designed validation studies can clarify this issue.

Despite the homogeneity of the existing lists of compliance gaining message
strategies, it does not follow that the generation of additional lists is to
be avoided. To the contrary, it is evident that there are a number of com-
pliance gaining message strategies that have gone untapped by those who have
produced such lists. For example, no existing list contains sequential
strategies, such as the foot-in-the-door or the doorin-the-face strategies.

A benefit of incorporating additional strategies in compliance gaining
experiments is that the factor structure of these data may be altered, and
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the additional dimensions would provide more information potentially useful
in predicting compliance gaining behavior. In order to compile a list of
additional strategies, however, it may be necessary to update Harwell and
Schmitt's literature review. Another potentially fruitful method of
generating additional strategies involves interviewing compliance
professionals in order to discern the strategies that they use in their
work.

Typically, compliance gaining message use experiments have employed
and/or analyzed lists of compliance gaining messages. Such experiments have,
in the main, been role-playing experiments. A few studies have, however,
employed related, but different types of, measures.

For example, Boater and Stiff noted whether participants requested
more points, less points, or made no request of a confederate on an anagram
task in which points were applied to course credit. Both Boater" and
Boater and Lofthousel9 measured speaking time, number of reasons given, and
the number of prods to which the participants responded during attempts to
persuade a confederate to participate in an experiment and an instructor to
give a particular grade.

The former measure produced results similar to those produced by
responses to the Harwell and Schmitt procedure.19 The latter three
measures are highly correlated with one another, and are consistent with the
hypothesis that they are indicators of a common underlying trait. This
trait appears to be a different one than that tapped by responses to the
Marvell and Schmitt list, since Buster found responses to the Harwell and
Schmitt list to be uncorrelatd :with an index formed from the three
behavioral indicators (r .02).20

Situational Determinants

Communication scholars have attended carefully to features of the
compliance gaining situation in order to predict respondents' compliance
gaining message use. The effects of five situational characteristics have
received scrutiny, although the attention paid to one of these variables has
been sparse.

Several experiments have examined the impact of the intimacy of the
persuader-listener relationship on compliance gaining message use.21
Additionally, several experiments have studied the effect of the duration of
relational consequences on compliance gaining message behavior.22 All of
these experiments employed a Harwell and Schmitt procedure. While statistic-
ally significant relationships between these situational characteristics and
compliance gaining message selection have been reported, generally the
strength of these effects is negligible.23 Moreover, even the weak
correlations which are typically reported may be attributable to confounding
situational effects with specific message content.24

Clark found that self interest was a powerful predictor of compliance
gaining message generation, but not compliance gaining message selection."
The latter result was replicated by both Hunter and Roster and Williams and
Buster." While Bolster and Stiff found a strong self interest effect on
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their behavioral measure,27 neither Boater" nor Foster and Lofthouse29
obtained a self interest effect on their behavioral index. In sum, the self
interest data are mixed, and a plausible explanation for the variance across
experiments is that different dependent measures produce different effects.
Self interest appears to hay, no impact on compliance gaining message
selection and no impact on measures of speaking frequency, number of reasons,
and responses to prods. On the other hand, there is some evidence consist-
ent with the hypothesis that self interest has an effect on compliance
gaining message generation.

Hunter and Boater" report that the variable, '.'enefit to the lictener,
is a strong predictor of compliance gaining message selection. Vut differ-
ently, respondents go to greater lengths to persuade another tor what is
perceived to be that other's "own good". This result has been replicated by
Williams and Boater.31 Moreover, Boater and Stiff found that benefit to the
listener had a strong impact on their behavioral measure.32 On the :ether
hand, neither Boater° nor Boater and Lofthouse" found that benefit to the
listener affected their three item behavioral index. Hence, these data are
mixed, and the variance in the results may be attributed to the difference in
dependent measures. Data are consistent with the hypothesis that benefit to
the listener has an impact on compliance gaining message selection. It has
no effect, however, on speaking frequency, number of reasons, and responses
to prods.

Clark35 varied whether respondents liked or disliked the target of the
compliance gaining attempt. She found that liking had an impact on message
generatiOn, but that it had no impact on message selection. Since it is
premature to draw firm conclusions from a single study, these results must
be held in abeyance pending replication, or lack thereof.

It is interesting to note that, although there has been ample interest
in situational determinants of compliance gaining message :use, the effects
of only five situational variables have been assessed. Clearly, there is a
need for further research in this area. Pertinent to this issue, Cody and
McLaughlin96 asked participants to rate compliance gaining situations for
similarity/dissimilarity, and subjected these data to a multidimensional
scaling algorithm. They found that their participants distinguished six
dimensions. The impact of some of these dimensions on compliance gaining
message use has been assessed; the impact of other dimensions has not.
While the fact that respondents distinguished certain dimensions does not
imply that these dimensions will have an effect on compliance gaining
message use, and while the fact that respondents did not distinguish certain
dimensions does not imply that such dimensions do not have an impact on
compliance gaining message use, the Cody and McLaughlin dimensions would
provide an excellent starting point for future research.

Individual Difference Determinants

Communication scholars have also assessed the impact of certain
individual difference variables on compliance gaining message use. Several
such variables have received considerable attention.

In a number of compliance gaining message selection experiments neither
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empathy" nor communication apprehension" have correlated substantially
with the criterion variable(s). Furthermore, communication apprehension had
no impact either on Stiff's" behavioral measure or looter's" behavioral
measure. It did correlate positively and substantially, however, with
Roster and Lofthouse's" behavioral measure. An aspect of the experimental
designs may account for these paradoxical results. In both the Stiff
experiment and the Bolster experiment communication between the persuader and
the listener was mediated; via intercom in the former experiment, and vie
telephone in the letter experiment. Conversely, in the Roster and Lofthouse
experiment the persuader and the listener engaged in a face-to-face
encounter. Consequently, a plausible hypothesis to explain these data is
thel a face-to-face encounter is necessary to raise the anxiety of high
communication apprehensive. sufficiently to distinguish their behavior from
low communication apprehensives.

Roth dogmatism" and negativism," a dimension of Christie and Geis's"
Mach IV scale, have been found to correlate positively and substantially with
compliance gaining message selection. Dogmatism also correlated highly with
one of Roster and Stiff's two criterion measures." Teti it was a trivial
predictor of both Boater's" and Booster and Lofthouse's41 behavioral index.
Therefore, the bulk of the evidence is consistent with the hypothesis that
dogmatism is not a strong predictor of the behavioral measures. These data
suggest the possibility that the responses to the compliance gaining message
selection instrument measure a different underlying trait than the behavioral
measure(s), a result consistent with Booster's data."

The negativiam results are more complex. Negativism was found to be a
strong predictor of both of Booster and Stiff's dependent measures,49 and a
strong predictor of Boater's behavioral index." Rut, negativism did not
correlate substantially with the Boater and Lofthouse behavioral index.51
The Boater and Stiff experiment and the Roster experiment differ from the
Boster and Lofthouse experiment in at least one important way. The latter
involves a status difference between the persuader and the listener, the
listener being an instructor and the persuader being a student; whereas, the
former two experiments involve relations between peers. Thus, the usual
tendency of the highly negative participant to be more persistent is blunted
when dealing with a higher tatustarget. Perhaps the more strategic highly
negative subject intentionally behaves in a more subdued manner so as not to
alienate the target, thus making the highly negative subject' behavior
similar to the low negativism subject.

Finally, in compliance gaining message generation experiments cognitive
complexity has been shown to be an important predictor of compliance gaining
message outcomes.52 Interestingly, however, there has been little "cross-
over" research. As with situational determinants, those students of com-
pliance gaining message selection have ignored the variables examined by
students of compliance gaining message generation, and those students of
compliance gaining message generation have ignored the variables examined by
students of compliance gaining message selection. It is for future research
to fill this lacunae, as well as to examine the impact of other important
individual difference variables, such as argumentativeness, on both com-
pliance gaining message selection and compliance gaining message generation.
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6 C 2

The Dynamics of Compliance Gaining Message Behavior

The purpose of this section of the paper is to provide an integrated
view of the preceding research fragments. A summary to guide this discus-
sion is presented in Figure 1.

The left side of this diagram posits that the situational variables and
the individual difference variables are causally antecedent to certain traits
characteristic of respondents. Put differently, persons' responses to the
Marwell and Schmitt list (as well as other lists), their reactions to the
Clark interviewing procedure, and their behavioral outcomus all indicate
something about them. For example, verbal aggression may cause subjects to
select or reject various Harwell and Schmitt messages, and it may be
argumentativeness which causes persons to talk more or less frequently, give
more or less reasons, and respond to more or less prods in the Boster and
Lofthouse experiment.

Situational exigencies and individual differences may make persons more
or less verbally aggressive, thereby affecting their responses to the Marwell
and Schmitt items. Similarly, situational exigencies and individual differ-
ences may affect how argumentative one is likely to be, thereby affecting how
long one speaks, how many reasons one gives, ar: so on. It is conceivable,
and even probable given the data, that certain situational /individual differ-
ence variables affect one trait, but not others. For example, benefit to
the listener may largely determine how verbally aggressive one is likely to
be, but it may be irrelevant to predicting argumentativeness. In addition,
communication apprehension may affect how argumentative one will be under
certain conditions, but it may not affect verbal aggression. But, of
course, these suggestions are speculative, and it is clear that a good deal
of research must be performed in order to clarify the nature of'these causal
links.

Next, the diagram aaaaa tc that the traits, indicated by responses to

the various compliance gaining procedures, exert a causal impact on cowl,
pliance gaining message behavior. Consider, for example, how verbal
aggression and argumentativeness could be combined to yield information
concerning compliance gaining message behavior. For heuristic purposes
suppose that these two variables are dichotomies. One might then predict
that a subject low in both traits would make a simple request when in a
compliance gaining situation; whereas, a subject high in both traits would
advance a number of arguments which vary substantially in affective impact.
A subject high in verbal aggression and low in argumentativeness would send
one message, a threat; whereas, a subject low in verbal aggression and high
in argumentativeness mould advance a number of arguments, but they would be
primarily positive in affective impact. Knowledge of additional pertinent
traits would make predictions more specific. For example, a subject low in
verbal aggression, high in argumentativeness, and highly dogmatic would
advance a spate of positive arguments, but there might be more repetition
than would be exhibited by a low dogmatic subject.with corresponding levels
of verbal aggression and argumentativeness.

Conceivably, knowing a sufficient number of traits would allow one to
predict exactly what persons would say in a given compliance gaining
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situation. In the last analysis such a hope may be overly sanguine. Pre-
dicting exactly what another will say in a compliance gaining situation may
be akin to the fabled physical scientist trying to predict the exact path
that a leaf will traverse on its way to the ground in the autumn. Neverthe-
less, one should be able to predict the general type of thing that persons
would say with knowledge of a sufficient number of pertinent traits. Again,
it must be emphasized that a considerable amount of data is necessary to find
these relevant traits, and to specify the relationship between them and
compliance gaining message behavior.

Finally, on the right side of the diagram compliance gaining message
behavior is said to be causally antecedent to both relational development
and persuasion. As mentioned in the introduction both interpersonal
communication scholars and persuasion scholars have taken the position that
the kind of compliance gaining message one employs has an impact both on the
success of relationships and on success in getting another to do what one
wants that other to do.

While these issues are a bit beyond the scope of this paper, it should
be noted that while there has been considerable research concerning the
effect of certain appeals on attitude change, the effects of many of the
appeals found in the various compliance gaining message use experiments have
not been tested. Moreover, with few exceptions there. has been little study
of how the type of compliance gaining message used has impacted upon
specified relationships. Therefore, there is also much research to be done
before these links are clarified.

Implications for Future Research

Numerous avenues for future research have been mentioned, and hypotheses
have been alluded to, in the preceding paragraphs. In this section these
issues will not be restated. Rather, selected research programs tailored to
the skills of argumentation scholars, interpersonal communication scholars,
and persuasion scholars will be discussed in turn.

The concerns of argumentation scholars are most likely to be found in
the middle of Figure 1. Armed with an arsenal of knowledge of reason-
giving behavior argumentation scholars are equipped to attack problems of
the lack of both exhaustiveness and mutual exclusiveness in lists of com-
pliance gaining strategies. Furthermore, trait validation problems, such as
what responses to the Marvell and Schmitt list indicate, and studying the
links between traits and compliance gaining behavior fall well within the
purview of argumentation researchers. While this list does not by any means
exhaust the contributions that could be made by argumentation scholars, e.g.,
they undoubtably would be adroit at adding to the list of compliance gaining
situations, it best represents the core of expertise and interest among
those experts in argument.

Both interpersonal communication scholars and persuasion scholars have
special interest and expertise in the right side of Figure 1. The former are
able to make important contributions in analyzing the relationships between
the particular compliance gaining messages which are uttered, and the sub-
sequent effects on relational development. The latter are able to assess the
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impact of several untested appeals on attitude change, behavioral intentions,
behavior change, etc.

Additionally, persons from all areas have special abilities which would
contribute to clarifying the left side of the diagram. All areas have
identified situational characteristics and individual difference variables
pertinent to their research interests. This information is likely to be of
importance in predicting the traits indicated by responses to lists of
compliance gaining messages, responses to interviews, and behavioral
responses.

In conclusion, Given the view of the problems arising from the study of
compliance gaining message use, it in clear that solutions to these problems
require considerable intradisciplinary effort. It will indeed by necessary
to replace intradisciplinary rivalry with intradisciplinary rapprochement
in order to make progress in this area of communication inquiry.
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THE ROLE OF ARGUMENTATION IN SOURCE CREDIBILITY

William L. Benoit
University of Missouri

Introduction

Ever since Aristotle advanced his justly - famous tripar-tite division of rhetoric into ethos, pathos, and pragma (orlogoa),1 source credibility has been assumed to be distinctfrom argumentation. Herbert C. Kelman reinforced this as-sumption through his theory of the three processes of per-suasion: compliance, identification, and internalizstion.2
When considered simply from the standpoint of message vari-bles, there are indeed clear distinctions between sourcecredibility and argumentation, as research by Kelman andothers documents.3 However, when we adopt the increasingly
popular view that, the receiver or audience is an importantaspect of the rhetorical or persuasive process, we discoverthat argumentation plays central role in social influencethrough communication.

One of the earliest theorists to recognize the importanceof audience argumentation (although he did not advance hisviews in quite this fashion) is Willis. J. McGuire.4 Ino-culation theory. which employs medical metaphor to concep-tualize the process of creating resistance to persuasionfrom one's opponents, argues that for an audience to bemaximally resistant to persuasion, they must be motivated(by threat or forewarning of the impending attack) andtrained (either by example or practice) to refute the argu-ments of opponents. One particularly interesting result is
the so-called "paper-tiger" effect: the defense which pro-duces the greatest amount of immediate attitude change pro-duces the least resistance to counter-persuasion. Hence, itappears that the determinant of resistance to persuasiveattacks is not necessarily the strength of the receivers'attitude prior to the attack but their motivation and abili-
ty to generate arguments against opponents' messages.

The cognitive response modelS provides a systematic .ap-
proach to this conception of the role of audience argumenta-
tion in persuasion, and will provide the theoretic framework
for the subsequent analysis. This essay argues that, justas active receiver involvement in the form of counter-argument production determines resistance to persuasiveattacks, so too does audience argumentation determine theeffectiveness of source credibility appeals, traditionally
assumed to be outside the realm of argumentation (or ancil-lary at best). Accordingly, the following section willdiscuss the cognitive response model, which will then be
employed to elucidate the nature of the relationship between
source credibility and argumentation.
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The Cognitive Response Model

The basic tenet of this perspective on persuasion is that
receivers actively participate in influence attempts, pro-
ducing cognitions (thoughts) in response to the stimulus
provided by the persuasive communication. These thoughts
are arguments which either support or refute the speaker's
position (audience thoughts can also be irrelevant to the
message). Just as the notion of "attitude" is a mediating
variable between persuasive communication and behavior, so
too "cognitive response" is a mediating variable between
persuasive communication and attitude change.

Greenwald indicates that research has failed to establish
high correlations between learning (retention) of message
content and persuasion.6 Love and Greenwald confirm this
conclusion and report that both immediate and delayed atti-
tude change correlate with the audience's cognitive respon-
ses.7 Other evidence also demonstrates that an individual's
cognitive responses to persuasive communication are a sig-
nificant determinant of persuasion.8 Cacioppo, Harkins, and
Petty point out that additional support for the cognitive
response approach includes studies which report that

manipulations that affect cognitive responses also
affect persuasion (Calder, at al., 1974; Petty at
al., 1976; Roberts & Maccoby, 1971) and. . . imple-
mentation of statistical procedures to assess causal
orderings of cognitive responses and persuasion has
indicated that cognitive response may have mediated
yielding to persuasion (e.g., Greenwald, 1968b;
Osterhouse & Brock, 1970) but that the reverse cau-
sal ordering was not operating (Cacioppo & Petty,
1979a, 1979b; Petty 4 Cacioppo, 1977).9

Therefore, audience-generated supportive and refutative
arguments (cognitive responses to persuasive communication)
play a key role in mediating the persuasion process.

This is not to claim that message content or arguments
are unimportant to persuasion. The claim advanced here is
that attitude change is mediated by the audiences' thoughts.
If an idea is not cognitively available to the receiver, it
can not be expected to have persuasive impact. The persua-
sive message provides a) the stimulus for development of the
receivers' supportive and counter arguments, b) information
useful in developing those arguments as well as c) illustra-
tive examples of supportive and/or refutative arguments.
Petty and Cacioppo report that under high involvement condi-
tions, strong message arguments create more supportive and
less refutative thoughts (audience arguments) than weak
message arguments, one indication that content is an impor-
tant factor influencing cognitive responses.10 Furthermore,
while some studies report that audience arguments which
cannot be directly traced to the message are the cognitive
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responses which most influence attitude cksange,11 others
indicate that audience thoughts which can be traced to the
message are most effective.l2 Cacioppo, Harkins, & Petty
offer the reasonable suggestion that on topics upon which
the audience is knowledgeable, the former might be expected
to be more effective, while on topics that the audience
knows little there is no alternative but to rely on the
ideas and information in the message.13

The cognitive response model has several important points
in its favor. First, for theorists who reject the "hypoder-
mic needle" model of persuasion (i.e., the advocate "in-
jects" the audience with a persuasive message which forces
them to change their attitudes), it posits an important and
active role for the receiver. Second, it provides explana-
tions for results which are difficult to account for other-
wise (for exam le the curious finding that distraction may
increase the persuasiveness of a message, discussed below).
Third, because it introduces a new mediating variable
(rather than simply positing new relationships or orienta-
tions toward existing concepts), it is compatible with
existing approaches to persuasion. Petty, Ostrom, and Brock
explain that it is congenial to the four major approaches to
persuasions

Each of the four traditional approaches can be dis-
cussed in cognitive response terms, although the
focus of each is different. For example, a learning
theorist would propose that a persuasive communica-
tion is effective to the extent that the recipients
adopt the message's argument as their own cognitive
responses. Perceptual theorists would be interested
in how a person's pre-existing repertoire of cogni-
tions influences Cle meaning given to a message.
Functional theorists would expect people to have
different cognitive responses to the same communica-
tion depending on how the communication relates to
underlying needs. Consistency theorists would focus
on the consistency or inconsistency between the
responses elicited by the message and already
existing cognitions.14

The major drawback to the cognitive response model is that
it complicates the process of persuasion by introducing
another mediating variable. However, this loss is offset by
the gain in explanatory power.

For example, as just suggested, under certain conditions,
distracting the audience can enhance attiEude change. Petty
and Brock report that 20 of 22 studies on distraction find
that, at least under certain conditions, distraction enhan-
ces persuasion.15 This finding is somewhat difficult to
reconcile with an approach which assumes that message con-
tent is learned by the receiver--obviously, distraction, if
it influences reception, should impede it rather than facil-
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itate it. However; cast into cognitive response terms, this
result is perfectly understandable. In each of the seven
studies of Petty and Brock's review which assessed the
audience's counterargument production, distraction decreased
audience counterargumentation. Thus, distraction interferes
with the ability of the recipient to develop counterargu-
manta to the speaker's position, not with reception of the
message, and the lack of critical thought permits greater
attitude change.

Thus, a cognitive response is a receiver-generated argu-
ment which ran either support or refute the arguments of the
message. Message arguments provide the stimulus for produc-
tion of these audience arguments, as well as making avail-
able information and sample arguments. These receiver-
generated arguments mediate attitude change; which is corre-
lated with cognitive responses but not with recall of mes-
sage content. With this conception of the cognitive respon-
se model in hand, we can turn to a discussion of source
credibility.

A Co nitive Resonse Anal sis of Source Credibilit

Only one essay has presented a discussion of credibililty
from the cognitive response perspective.16 Unfortunately,
this treatment fails to consider some of the issues addres-
sed here. Given the claim that it is the recipient's
thoughts (supportive and counter arguments) on the topic
which mediate attitude change--and not simply message con-
tent as measured by recall--then for credibility to influen-
ce attitude change it must affect the cognitive processing
of that message. According to this view, a source of high
credibility mediates attitude change by suppressing counter-
argumentation. In other words; the audience is more likely
to question a non-credible source than a highly credible
one. Thus, high credibility functions analogously to dis-
tractions the latter interferes with the receiver's ability
to generate counterarguments, while the former reduces the
receiver's motivation to generate refutative cognitive re-
sponses.

In line with this notion, Gillig and Greenwald report
that more counterarguments are produced in response to mes-
sage attributed to a low than a high credibility source.17
It is also con-sistent with Cook's finding that persuasive
communications given by high credibility sources produce
less counter arguments that messages with no source identi-
fied, and that such no-source messages stimulate less coun-
terarguments than messages from sources of low credibili-ty.18 Thus, it appears that source credibility mediates
persuasion by making the audience more (or less, in the
case of disreputable sources) likely to carefully scrutinize
the message (i. e., generate counterarguments).

This is not to suggest that credibility is the only, or
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even the most important factor in the persuasion process;
only an important one: Audience involvement in the topic is
an important variable in the credibility process. Petty;
Cacioppo; and Goldman report that on highly involving
topics; message arguments produced significant attitude
change; while source credibility did not.19 On uninvolving
topics; both source credibility and message arguments create
attitude change; but the former is more effective than the
latter: It is not surprising that receivers carefully scru-
tinize a messages on a highly salient topic even when the
messages is attributed to a highly credible source (defer-
ring less to the opinions of an expert source) and that they
would expend less effort examining a message on a non-
salient topic (choosing instead to defer to the judgment of
a source they respect): If the topic is nonsalient; defer-
ence to a highly credible source permits receivers to avoid
the cognitive effort entailed in developing counter-argu-
mens; while still exercising some control over yielding
(iie:; judgment of the source's expertise instead of jud..-
gment over cogency of message content):

This analysis of source credibility effects from the
standpoint of the cognitive response model and audience-
produced argumentation can be employed to explain several
patterns of results in the Work on this concept: For exam-
ple; it can readily account for the finding that more atti-
tude change occurs when the source is identified before the
message than after: Ward and McGinnies found no difference
in attitude change between high and low credible sources
when identified after the speech (i.e:; it was too late for
the knowledge that the speaker is highly crnjible to sup-
press counter-arguing in the high credibility condition).20
They also report that early mention of noncredible sources
was less persuasive than late mention of noncredible sour
ces; which is consistent with the suggestion made earlier
that receivers are likely to listen more critically to a
source they know is suspect. The latter finding is reported
by Greenberg and Miller and Huse1c:21 Similarly; Sternthal:
Dholakia; and Leavitt as well as Greenberg and Tannenbaum
report that credibility has no effect on persuasion when the
source is identified after the message.22 Mills and Harvey
also found that expert (but not attractive) sources produce
more attitude change when identified before than after the
message.23 The fact that attractive sources are just as
persuasive when identified prior to than after the speech
can be explained by suggesting that attractive sources are
persuasive because of Who they are; whereas credibility
influences persuasion by Meeting how critical we are Like-
ly to be of what they say:24 Note that a conception of
source crediblirty as distinct from cognitive responses
(e.g:; as additively or multiplicatively related to message
content) cannot readily account for these results.

A cognitive response analysis of credibility can also
shed light on the suggestion that extrinsic credibility
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studles are more eeeeistent than those employing the in-
teinsic credibility paradigm. The first; and more common
approach; which Andersen and Clevenger label "extrinsic"
credibility, attributes a single message to several sources
with different levels of credibility. Since the actual
message and its presentation remain constant, any differen-
ces in attitude change must be a function of variations in
the sources' credibility. The second paradigm, Andersen and
Clevenger's "intrinsic" credibility; prepares different mes-
sages and/or presentations of a message, assuming that those
differences will generate differential credibility; which in
turn will mediate attitude change.25 Support for the former
approach is generally positive.26 There are exceptions to
be sure (e.g., in forced compliance studies27), but the
literature is generally quite consistent in finding that
messages attributed to high credible sources are more per-
suasive than those attributed to non-credible eourcee.28

However, support for the laeter; less common approach, is
mixed. Use of metaphor,29 and evidence;30 fluency and or-
ganization;31 rate;32 and language diversity;33 have all
been found to enhance both credibility and attitude change.
However, Thompson found that a speech might increase a
speaker's credibility without increasing attitude ehange.34
Studies on delivery,35 and perceived organisation,36 report
that these variables enhance credibility but not persuasion.
Oatermeier reports that increased use of self-reference is
associated with greater perceived competence, trurtworthi-
ness, and attitude change; while increased use of prestige
reference increased trustworthineaa but not perceived compe-
tence or attitude change.37

This pattern of results is amenable to explanation by the
cognitive response analysis of source credibility advocated
here, which suggests that source credibility mediates atti-
tude change by influenceng audience argumentation. Hence,
credibility induction eust take place early enough in the
message to influence processing of the message. That is to
say, if perceived credibility increases'early in the mes-
sage, the audience will begin to be lees critical of that
source's ideas (that is, receivers will generate fewer coun-
terarguments and consequently experience greater attitude
change), On the other hand, if credibility is enhanced too
late, the audience will already have produced sufficient
counter-arguments to inhibit persuasion. Thus, the results
which support the intrinsic credieility approach may well
come from studies in which the source's credibility was
increased early enough to inhibit much of the audience's
counter-arguments, while data which do not support it could
very well come from studies in which credibility was even-
tually increased, but not early enough to stop substantial
counterarguing.

Although it is convenient to suggest that there is a
"point" at which the source's credibility is enhanced, in
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most cases this is probably a gradual proces* (e.g., with
each use of evidence the audience's opinion of the source
rises a bit); although no research has examined this pro-
cess. Furthermore, although the claim that credibility
induction must occur "early enough" is vague, it is unlikely
that more specificity is possible. If there is nothing
controversial in the first half of the speech, there is
likely to be little counterarguing; and no need for enhanced
credibility at that point in the speech. On the other hand,
when the beginning is very controversial, even if credi-
bility is increased early on in the speech it may be too
late to stop the audience from developing their most effec-
tive counterarguments.

Another result which is amenable to explanation by this
analysis of audience-produced argumentation is that sources
of moderate credibility are, in some circumstances, more
persuasive than ones of high credibility.38

. These results
all occurred when the speaker advocated a position close to
the audience's own attitude (i.e., one of low discrepancy).
Sources of high credibility have been found to decrease
argument production; as discussed earlier. However, one
would expect that su ortive arguments would be the predo-
minant type of cogn t ve response to a pro-attitudinal mes-
sage (small discrepancy). Hence. low credibility sources
permit the supportive argumentation necessary for attitude
change on pro-attitudinal topics. In line with this analy-
sis. Sternthal; Dholakia, and Leavitt report that more
supportive arguments are produced in the moierate credibili-
ty condition than in the high credibility condition.39

Summary

The cognitive response model suggests that, in response
to the stimulus of argumentative messages, audiences produce
supportive or refutative arguments (cognitive responses).
These arguments mediate attitude change, and in fact corre-
late more highly with persuasion than recall of message
content. Receivers are more likely to suspect sources of
low credibility, and consequently produce more counterargu-
ments in response to messages attributed to them. On the
other hand, receivers are less likely to be critical of
sources they respect, and generate less refutative arguments
in response to their messages. This perspective can be
employed to satisfactorily explain several curious patterns
of results. to argue generally for the importance of recei-
vers in argumentation and of the cognitive response model
generally, and for a greater scope for argumentation than
typically assumed in social influence through communication.

-598-

617



NOTES

lAristotle, The Rhetoric, tr. W. Rhys Roberts (New York:
Random House, OW, 1356a.

2Herbert C. Neiman, "Compliance, Identification; and
Internalization: Three Processes of Attitude Change,"
Journal of Conflict Resolution 2 (1958): 51-60; "Processes
of Opinion Change," Public Opinion Quarterly 25 (1961): 57-
78.

3lbid; Shelly Chaiken; "Heuristic Versus Systematic
Information Processing and the Use of Source Versus Message
Cues in Persuasion." Journal of Personality and Social
Psychology 39 (1980)1 in"=; TIchard E. Petty, John T.
Cacioppo, and Rachael Goldman, "Personal Involvement as a
Determinant of Argument-Based Persuasion," Journal of Per-
sonality and Social Psychology 41 (1981): 847-55; DOI
Romer, "InterniIiTialon Versus Identification in the Labora-
tory: A Causal Analysis of Attitude Change," Journal of
Personality and Social Psychology 37 (1979): 2171-80.

4William J. McGuire; "Inducing Resistance to Persuasion:
Some Contemporary Approaches," Advances in Experimental
Social Psychology, ed. Leonard BeilOilrEirlNew York: Acade-
mic Press, 1965); vol. 1; pp. 191-229.

SAnthony G. Greenwald, "Cognitive Learning, Cognitive Re-
sponse to Persuasion, and Attitude Change," in Psychologi-
cal Foundations of Attitudes, ed. Anthony G. Greenwald,
Tilliothy C. Brock, and Thomas M. Ostrom (New York: Academic
Prdss, 1960), pp. 147-70; Richard M. Perloff and Timothy C.
Brock, ". . . 'And Thinking Makes It So': Cognitive Respon-
ses to Persuasion," in Persuasion: New Directions in
Theory and Research, ed. Michael E. Roloff and Gerald R.
Miller Beverly Hills: Sage, 1980), pp. 67-100; Richard E.
Petty, Thomas M. Ostrom, and Timothy C. Brock, eds., Co ni-
tive Responses in Persuasion (Hillsdale: Erlbaum, 1981 .

For a related perspective; see Dale Hample, "A Cognitive
View of Argument," Journal of the American Forensic Asso-
ciation 16 (1980): 151-58.

6Greenueld.

7Robert E. Love, and Anthony G. Greenwald, (1978). "Cog-
nitive Responses to Persuasion as Mediators of Opinion
Change," Journal of Social Psychology 104 (1978): 231-41.

8Richard E. Petty and John T. Cacioppo, "Effects of
Forewarning of Persuasive Intent and Involvement on Cogni-
tive Responses and Persuasion," Personality and Social Psy-
chology Bulletin 15 (1979): 173-76; Petty and Cacioppo,
'Issue Involvement. Can Increase or Decrease Persuasion by
Enhancing Message- lelevant Cognitive Processes," Journal of
Personality and Social Psychology 37 (1979)1 1915-26.

-599-

9John T. Cacioppo, Steven G. Harkins, and Richard E.
Petty; "The Nature of Attitudes and Cognitive Response and
their Relationships to Behavior," In Petty, Ostrom, &
Brock, (eds.); pp. 31-54. Studies referred to are: Bobby J.
Calder, Chester A. Insko, and Ben Yandell, "The Relation of
Cognitive and Memorial Processes to Persuasion in a Simu-
lated Jury Trial," Journal of Applied Social Psychology 4
(1974): 62-93; Richard E. Petty; Gary L. Wells, and dTi-mothy
C. Brock, "Distraction can Enhance or Reduce Yielding to
Propoganda: Thought Disruption versus Effort Justifica-
tion," Journal of Personality and Social Psychology 34
(1976): -6742:517 Donald F. Roberts and Nathan Maccoby, "In-
formation Processing and Persuasion: Counterarguing Beha-
vior," New Models for Mass Communication Research, ed. P.
Clarke (Beverri-III1s: di 11,3), pp. 269-307; Greenwald;
Robert A. Osterhouse and Timothy C. Brock, "Distraction
Increases Yielding to Propaganda by Inhibiting Counter-
arguing," Journal of Personality and Social Psychology 15
(1970): 344-581 CaUToppo and Petty, "PariTtides and Cogni-
tive Responses: An Electrophysiological Approach," Journal
of Personality and Social Psychology, 37, 2181-99; Cacioppo
and Petty, "Effects of Message Repetition and Position on
Cognitive Responses, Recall, and Persuasion," Journal of
Personality and Social Psychology 37 (1979): 97-109; Petty
and CacioppOT'Effects of Forewarning of Persuasive Intent
and Involvement on Cognitive Responses and Persuasion,"
Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 5, 173-76.

10Petty and Cacioppo, "Issue Involvement Can Increase or
Decrease Persuasion."

11Greenwald; Roberts and Maccoby.

12Calder, Insko, and Yandell; Chester A. Insko, William
Turnbull, and Ben Yandell, "Facilitating and Inhibiting
Effects of Distraction on Attitude Change," Sociometry 37
(1974): 508-28.

13Cacioppo, Harkins, and Petty.

14Petty, Ostrom, and Brock, "Historical Foundations of
the Cognitive Response Approach to Attitudes and Persua-
sion," in Petty, Ostrom, & Brock, eds.; pp. 5-29.

15Richard E. Petty, and Timothy C. Brock, "Thought Dis-
ruption and Persuasion: Assessing the Validity of Attitude
Change Experiments, in Petty, Ostrom, & Brock, eds., pp.
55-79.

16R. Glenn Hass, "Effects of Source Characteristics on
Cognitive Responses and Persuasion," in Petty, Ostrom, &
Brock, eds., pp. 44-72.

17Paulette M. Gillig and Anthony G. Greenwald, "Is It
Time to Gay the Sleeper Effect to Rest?" Journal of Per-

-600-
618 619



sonality and Social Psychology 29 (1974): 132-39.

18Thomas D. Cook, "Competence, Counterarguing, and Atti-
tude Change," Journal of Personality 37 (1969): 342-58.

l9Petty, Cacioppo, and Goldman.

20Charles D. Ward and Elliot McGinnies, "Persuasive Ef-
fects of Early and Late Mention of Credible and Noncredible
Sources," Journal of Psychology 86 (1974): 17-23.

21Sradley S. Greenberg and Gerald R. Miller, "The Effects
of Low-Credible Sources on Message Acceptance," Speech
Monographs 33 (1966): 127 -36; T. R. Husek, "Persuasive
Impacts of Early, Late, or No Mention of a Negative Source,"
Journal of Personality and Social Psychology 2 (1965): 125-
28.

22Brian Sternthal, Ruby Dholakia, and Clark Leavitt, "The
Persuasive Effect of Source Credibility: Teets of Cognitive
Response," Journal of Consumer Research 4 (1978): 252-60;
Bradley S. Greenberg and Percy H. Tannenbaum, "The Effects
of Bylines on Attitude Change," Journalism Quarterly 38
(1961): 535-37.

23Judson Mills, and John Harvey, "Opinion Change as a
Function of When Information about the Communicator is Re-
ceived and Whether He is Attractive or Expert," Journal of
Personality and Social Psychology 21 (1972): 52-5477-----

24See Kelman, "Compliance, Identification, and Internali-
zation," "Processes of Opinion Change."

25Kenneth Andersen and Theodore Clevenger, "A Summary of
Experimental Research in Ethos." Speech Monographs 30
(1963): 59-79.

26Marilynn B. Brewer, and William D. Crano, "Attitude
Change as a Function of Discrepancy and Source of Influen-
ce," Journal of Social Psychology 76 (1968): 13-18; Tong-
He Choc717CommunTaicTr Credibility and Communication Dis-
crepancy as Determinants of Opinion Change," Journal of
Social Psychology 64 (1964): 65-76; Franklyn S. Heiman, "An
Experimental. Study of the Effects of Ethos in Public Spea-
king," Speech Monographs 16 (1949): 190-202; Joann Horai,
Nicholas Naccari, and Elliot Fatoullah, "The Effects of
Exoertise and Physical Attractiveness Upon Opinion Agreement
and Liking," Sociometry 37 (1974): 601-06: Carl I. Hovland
and Walter Weiss, "The Influence of Source Credibility on
Communication Effectiveness," Public Opinion Quarterly 15
(1951): 635 -50; Bertrand L. Koslin, James W. Stoops, and
Wallace D. Loh, "Source Characteristics and Communication
Discrepancy as Determinants of Attitude Change and Conformi-
ty," Journal of Experimental Social Psychology 3 (1967):
230-42; Irving Lorge and Carl C. Curtis, "Prestige, Sugges-

-601-

620

tion. and Attitudes," Journal of Social Psychology 7 (1936):
386-402; James E. Maddux and Ronald W. Rogers, "Effects of
Source Expertness, Physical Attractiveness, and Supporting
Arguments on Persuasion: A Case of Brains Over Beauty,"
Journal of Personality and Social Psychology 39 (1980): 235-
TITeliTot McGinnies and Charles D. Ward, "Better Liked
than Right: Trustworthiness and Expertise as Factors in
Credibility," Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin 6(19SO): 467-72; Gerald R. Miler and John Baseheart, "Sour-
ce Trustworthiness, Opinionated Statements, and Response to
Persuasive Communication," Speech Monographs 36 (1969): 1-7;
Salvatore V. Zagona and M. Russell Harter, "Credibility of
Source and Recipient's Attitude: Factors in the Perception
and Retention of Information on Smoking Behavior," Percep-
tual and Motor Skills 23 (1966): 155-68.

27Philip G. Zimbardo, Matisyohu Weisenberg, Ira Fire-
stone, and Burton Levy, "Communicator Effectiveness in Pro-
ducing Public Conformity and Private Attitude Change,"
Journal of Personality 33 (1965): 233-55.

28Andersen and Clevenger; Stephen W. Littlejohn, "A
Bibliography of Studies Related to Variables of Source Cre-
dibility," Bibliographic Annual in Speech Communication:
1971, ed. Ned A. Shearer 2 rfgfir: 1-40.

29John W. Bowers and Michael M. Osborn, "Attitudinal
Effects of Selected Types of Concluding Metaphors in Per-
suasive Speeches," Speech Monographs 33 (1966): 148-55.

30James C. McCroskey, "The Effects of Evidence in Persua-
sive Communication," Western Speech_ 31 (1967): 189-99;
McCroskey, The Effectl of Evidence as an Inhibitor of
Counter-persuasion," Speech Monographs 37 (1970): 183 -94.

31James C. McCroskey, and R. Samuel Mehrley, "The Effects
of Disorganization and Nonfluency on Attitude Change and
Source Credibility," Speech Monographs 36 (1969): 13-21.

32Norman Miller, Geoffrey Maruyama, Rex Julian Beaber,
and Keith Valone, "Speed of Speech and Persuasion," Journal
of Personality and Social Psychology 34 (1976): 615-14.----

33James J. Bradac, John A. Courtright, Gregson Schmidt,
and Robert h, Davies; "The Effects of Perceived Status and
Linguistic Diversity upon Judgments of Speaker Attributes
and Message Effectiveness. Journal of Psychology 93 (1976):
213 -20; James J. Bradac. Cathrine W. Konsky, and Robert A.
Davies, "Two Studies of the Effects of Linguistic Diversity
Upon Judgments of Communicator Attributes and Message Effec-
tiveness," Communication Monographs 43 (1976): 70-79;
James J. Bradac, Roger J. Desmond, Johnny I. Murdock, "Di-
versity and Density: Lexically Determined Evaluative and
Informational Consequences of Linguistic Complexity," Com-
munication Monographs 44 (1977): 273-83.

-1502-

621



34Wayne U. Thompson, "A Study of the Attitude of College
Students Toward Thomas E. Dewey Before and After Hearing Him
Speak," Speech Monographs 16 (1949): 125-34.

35John Waite Bowers, "The Influence of Delivery on Atti-
tudes Toward Concepts and Speakers," Speech Monographs 32(1965): 15458; Gerald R. Miller; and Murray A. Hewgill,
"The Effect of Variations in Nonfluency on Audience Ratingsof Source Credibility," Quarterly Journal of Speech 50
(1964): 36-44 (McCroskey and Mehrley report the lack of
significant attitude change in Miller and Hewgill); W. Bar-
nett Pearce and Bernard J. Brommel, "Vocalic Communication
in Persuasion," Quarterly Journal of Speech sa (1972): 298-306; Kenneth K. Serene', and Gary J. Hawk ne, "The Effects
of Variations in Speakers' Nonfluency Upon Audience Ratings
of Attitude Toward the Speech Topic and Speakers' Credibili-
ty," Speech Monographs 34 (1967): 58-64.

36Eldon E. Baker; "The Immediate Effects of perceived
Speaker Disorganization on Credibili-y and Audience Attitude
Change in Persuasive Speaking," Western Speech 29 (1965):
148-61.

37Terry H. Ostermeier, "Effects of Type and Frequency of
Reference Upon Perceived Source Credibility and Attitude
Change," Speech Monographs 34 (1967): 137-44.

38Robert B. Dean, John A. Austin. and William A. Watts,
"Forewarning Effects in Persuasion: Field and Classroom
Experiments," Journal of Personality and Social Psychology
13 (1971): 210-21: Stephen Bochner and Chester A. Insko,
"Communication Discrepancy, Source Credibility, and Opinion
Change," Journal of Personality and Social Psychology 4
(1966): 614-21; Douglas G. Bock and Thomas J. Seine, "The
Impact of Source Credibility, Attitude Valence, and Task
Sensitization on Trait Errors in Speech Evaluation," Speech
Monographs 37 (1975): 224-36.

39Sternthal, Dholakia, and Leavitt.

-603-

622

STRATEGIES FOR THREATENING FACE:
MITIGATING AND AGGRAVATING BIDS AND REJECTIONS

Pamela J. Benoit
University of Missouri

Activities in the everyday world frequently require thecooperation and collaboration of multiple interectents.1Theorists have postulated that the impetus for the develop-ment of communication is found in the dependence on socialrather than solitary activity to achieve goals:

Man is not just a rational animal. He is "sysbol-using animal," because hip use of symbols is whatmakes his specifically different from other animals.Also, it is the use of symbols that he relateshimself with others so that, in his organizing sys-tem of interdependencies he may satisfy his needs.2

Social interaction displays the negotiation of indivi-dual lines of action, the unfolding alignment of actions towhat the other is doing or intends to do.3 In particular,social interaction is the tool for communicating relation-ships and shaping and directing the course of practicalactivities.

Children learn early that satisfaction or fulfillment oftheir wants are frequently dependent on another and thatcommunication improves their ability to articulate andachieve those vents. Their earliest experiences are withcaregivers who are directive and helpful in the developmentof activities. Learning to collaborate in the developmentof a social activity with
other children is a fundamentallydifferent task. S 1 studies of children ranging from 10months to 2 years report that in play groups with theirpeers, children are more likely to engage in solitary activ-ities or social activities with adults instead of otherchildren.4 Piaget describes 40% of the discourse of 4 yearolds as egocentric,

"noncosmunicative repetitions, solilo-quies, or collective monologuing, where everyone talked andno one listened."5 More recently, number of scholars havecriticized Piaget (and others) and have argued that pre-schoolers do exhibit communicative competencies. Unlike thetoddlers, "preschool children center their attention on eachother as primary obstacles and primary means to achievingwant satisfaction."6

One focus in the literature is the description of therole of discourse, strategy, and structure in children'sarguments.7 This is justifiable given that arguments arecommon feature in children's conversations. Bronson indi-cates that approximately 45% of the brief encounters of
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preverbal children are disagreements ranging from mild dis-tress to struggles.8 Hy own work with preschool childrenalso provides evidence of the abundance of instances ofopposition in children's convermations.9 As an extension ofthis earlier work, this paper is focused on opposition as itemerges within the context of episodes where interactantsattempt to collaborate on an activity, so that individuallines of action coalesce to a common focus at the same time.In other words, it is limited to instances in which children
attempt to get other children to do what they want when they
went it and it meets opposition.

Opposition is conceived am relationship between inter-actants. Although it takes many forms, the nature of the
relationship communicated by disagreement is shared, Oppo-sition introduces psychological distance and is inherentlyfete threatening. It stands in contrast with the typicalaccord in conversation for "ordinarily the definitions ofthe situation projected by the several different parti-cipants (are) adhered to one another so that open contradic-tion will not occur" and interactants collaborate in themaintenance of each other's face.1O Brown and Levinsonargue that face consists of wants that can only be satisfiedthrough the actions of others. Negative face claims theright to freedom and against impositions from others; posi-tive face is the desire to be appreciated and approved byothers. Since being able to uphold face is dependent onanother, an interactant is generally willing to satisfy theface wants of another to insure the attainment of their ownfete wants.11 The effect on discourse is a pattern detailedby Pomerantz, as the preference for tgreement.12 Jacksonand Jacobs indicate that interactants make use of the felic-ity conditions of speech acts to mitigate disagreement.13And Brown and Levinson describe strategies for redressing aface threatening act.14 This emphasis in the literature maylead to the conclusion that opposition is avoided because it
causes social breakdowns; and, in the unlikely event that itdoes occur, it is quickly repaired through mitigating utter-ances. Yet, in children's discourse, opposition occursfrequently, is sustained over several turns, and exhibitsaggravating as well as mitigating forms. It will be arguedhere that the normal course of preserving face and mitigat-ing disagreement is altered when one of two conditionsobtains: 1) the interactant decides to overtly attack theother's fete to gain relational advantage (e.g. to exertcontrol in the relationship), or 2) the interactant reactsto what is perceived as an intolerable attack by a conversa-tional partner. As the discourse unfolds, opposition mayescalate or deescalete through a variety of mechanisms.Thus, the purpose of this paper is to describe the emergence
of opposition within children's social activities withspecial attention to strategies that mitigate and aggravate
the fete threatening character of opposition.

Children's conversations were obtained from twenty four
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children enrolled in the Wayne State University Child Devel-opment Center. Children (2-5 years) were assigned to dyadsand encouraged to play together for approximately fifteenminutes. Their interactions were transcribed from taperecordings and observer notes. Transactions which initiateda social activity and a partner rejected that bid wereisolated for analysis. An utterance was considered bid toengage in joint activity if the fora and context of theutterance suggested a continuing relationship between theinteractants. This excluded announcements of an individ-ual's activity unless such utterances parelinguistically
enticed the partner to join in the activity. Opposition tothe bid was apparent through display of the disagreementor through the failure to provide uptake for the bid byproducing a coherent contribution. The letter become appar-ent as form of opposition only within the context ofresponding to a bid to engage in joint activity and have
been underrepresented in previous analyses.15 These proced-ures isolated twenty six instances which were analyzed forpatterns. This analysis describes the structure of episodesof collaborative activity and the emergence of oppositionwithin that structure, details the forms of bids and rejec-
tions and the qualities which mitigate or aggravate these
utterances, and provides evidence that children's utterances
are responsive to the relational level of partner's ee a ee gemconcerning face.

First, the master structure of an episode organizingactivity is bid-response pair. This pair does the proce-
dural work for organizing the activity and is recycled when
negotiation is necessary. Although other adjacency pairsintervene, they are generally embedded or side sequences tothis main structure. The activity is initiated by bid to
engage in particular task. The form of that bid is miti-
gated if it can be interpreted as a suggestion or proposalfor action and aggravated if it is understood as a commendor order. So that in addition to the negotiation of thetask, the talk proffers rebraonel messages that can beaccepted or rejected. The messa/es impinge directly on fete
concerns. The response can bu either an acceptance or a
rejection. Acceptance of a bid is apparent by the compliant
coherence of the next turn at talk. When an aggravated bid
is accepted "a view of the parties as having asymmetrical
rights and duties with respect to each other is thus collab-
oratively displayed."16 (see examples 1-3)

1. D: You didn't give me my pig. Give me my
C: Here's your pig. Here.

2. Da: Alright. Come on. It's somebody else's
turn.

De: Me.
C: Me.
Da: It's not your turn. ((to De))
H: How bout my turn?
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Da: No. You had your turn.

3. K: Wait. You gotta take them all off.
((blocks))

R: ((R takes all of her blocks off))

A mitigated bid can be accepted while simultaneously main-
taining the face of both parties. Mitigation enhancel

.does not guarantee) agreement and diminished conflict. (acs
examples 4-5)

4. Da:

Da:

5. T:

D:
T:
D:

Mow take will you please take these round
greens? Cuz these they don't they might fight.
We should take take those.
Alright.

We gotta take all these out. Know what we
got then?
Whet?
We-we got (put) this back.
So do I.

These examples briefly illustrate the "uneventful" elabora-
tion of activities over a series of turns. when a bid is
accepted.

Of more interest to the present investigation is the
occurrence of opposition to a bid, requiring negotiation of
the shape of the task and the relationship among the inter -
actante. Rejection of bids may also be mitigated or aggra-
vated. If talk continues beyond this initial exchange (i.e.
bid-rejection), it eventually recycles to another bid which
can also be accepted or rejected.l7 With each recycling, a
rejection continues the overt opposition and indefinitelyextends the length of the argument.18 As each turn at talk
is built out of the preceding talk, a definition of the
situation emerges, making it clear that "an individual can
more easily make a choice as to what line of treatment to
demand from and extend to others present at the beginning of
an encounter than he can alter the line of treatment that is
being pursued once the interaction is underway."19 This
suggests that each exchange is important in organizing the
talk which follows. And, that forms for bids and rejections
are not simply stylistic choices made by an individual
speaker but provide crucial evidence of the evolution of
arguments within the context of joint activities.

The second purpose of this analysis is to characterize
the form of bids. Maynard's recent analysis of children's
arguments surveys the literature and concludes that "how
arguments arise out of children's ongoing practical activi-
ties has been neglected" and directs attention to an analy-
sis of arguables, the antecedent to the display of opposi-
tion.20 In a study of 8 to 13 year old children, Goodwin
demonstrates the importance of this first move in the con-
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text of task activities, suggesting that a mitigateddirective is generally met with a mitigated form of opposi-tion while an aggravated imperative receives an aggravatedreaponse.21 This justifies a careful examination of thebids to engage in joint activities. This examination illus-trates how bids become recognizable as attempts to charac-terize both interactents as agents in a shared activity andarticulates strategies which mitigate or aggravate the ar-guable.

Bids take three primary forms: procedural metstalk thatserves an organizing function by explicitly directing theactivity, locational directives that orient the hearer to acommon activity, and recognizable first moves in a "game."The most obvious examples are provided by procedural formsbecause the negotiation of the activity is placed on thesurface of the talk. The bid names the activity beingsuggested and establishes that both speaker and hearer areto act as agents in the production of the activity. Theplural forms (let's, we, us, our, everyone) communicate this
relationship most directly. (examples 7-8)

6. D:
A:

We should read a book.
We don't have no books. So we can't read a
book.

7. D: Now everyone do this. ((the other puzzles))
T: Now I put the bigger blocks. ((there are

building blocks in the room.

This form is hearable as request for mutual undertaking,
softening the imposition of a request on a hearer's face by
sharing responsibility for the accomplishment of the activi-ty.

Although the singular form does not display the joint
relationship as explicitly in the talk itself, it is appa-rent, from a shared understanding of the context of theutterance.

8. D: You should play with me ok? Oh apple and
ball. You don't mess with me. And a house.
And and

Cs Yeah. Where this go? Oh these mine.

In this instance, the hearer (you) and the speaker (me) ore
placed in a relationship for an activity (play) that is
generally understood to involve multiple parties. Requiring
more of an inference from the context is K's aggravated bid
in the next example:

9. J: A house. A rooster. A duck. ((naming the
parts of the puzzle as K takes them out))

K: No duck. A poisoned duck. Awwh.
J: A clock. A dog. A car.
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K:
J:
K:
J:
K:

J:
K:
J:
K:
J:

Firetruck.
Firetruck.
I mean truck. Apple tree.
A stove. I mean pot. ((looks to her))
Go.
A chicken?
A bird. That's bird. ((K laughs))
Shut up.
Just do this again.
You just don't tell me what to do.

(Mosquito breath.)

Over a series of turns it is apparent that an activity hasbeen jointly agreed upon that positions J in the role as thenemer of puzzle parts and K as the commentator on his nam-ing. When K exceeds her role by criticizing his abilities,opposition emerges and disrupts the sequence. It is withinthis ce,.%ext that K's directive in the next to lest line isheard as bid to reinstate the activity that both have cometo understand as joint product. A bid is necessary be-cause J must produce another naming before K can fulfill herrole. The singular form directs the partner's behavior intocompliance with the activity in contrast to the plural formthat directs the dyad's behavior.

Like requests that specify an individual action, bidsfor joint action can make reference to preconditions.22These data indicate that procedural bids (plural and singu-lar) reference willingness to engage in a social activityand obligation to participate in the collaboration, expand-ing the number of possible constructions, such ass

Plural

Willingness Obligation

Let's do X ok?
We could do X.

Singular Do you want to do X?
Will you do X?

We should do X.
We gotta do X.

You should do X.
I just want you
to do X.

References to these preconditions
have implications for therelational messages being conveyed concerning face. All ofthe references to willingness are inquiries that explicitlyattend to negative face concerns, reducing the impositionthct occurs when individuals direct others' behaviors. Onthe other hand, references to obligations are statementsthat reiterate the assumption that the hearer has duty tocomply with the bid. This makes the disregard for faceexplicit and conveys implicitly that their relationship issuch that the speaker has the right to expect acquiescence.

Labor and Fanshel also
portray preconditions as a source for

displaying relationships in the discourse. They illustratethat for requests "references to needs and abilities aregenerally mitigating while references to rights and oblige-
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tion are aggravating. "23

The second form for bids is a locational directive thatorients the attention of listener to a desired activity.A prerequisite for any joint activity is sustained attentionby both parties. An indirect way of introducing possibleactivity is to entice the partner to be interested in ob-jects that are in given location that are necessary forenactment of the activity.
This may be enough to initiatethe activity without making a direct request to do so.Thus, the speaker wants less of the hearer explicitly andimpinges less on the face of the speaker.

10. JJ:
Ju:
JJ:
Ju:
JJ:

11. D:
G:

Look at this. ((a puzzle piece))
No.
Look at this.
No. No.
I gonna eat it.

Oooh. A girl book.
Oooh. Ain't nothing in here.

The first uses a locational verb; look, here and there arepartizulsrly prevalent in the examples of bids. The secondentices attention to the book through paralinguistic markersthat draw out the appreciative "000h" and then identify theobject deserving of such attention. It is interesting tonote that in example 11, the speaker also ends up resortingto more of an enticement to attention by threatening to eata puzzle piece.

The third form for bids in children's discourse occurswhen a game that is recognizable as a jointly constructedactivity is initiated. Some gases are ritualized to theextent that the sequence of actions for both parties isspecified. The game of hide and seek can not be playedalone, it requires one party to do the finding and anotherto do the hiding, so that when JJ announces whet role hewill take, it is clear that it is a bid for Ju to take upthe other role:

12. JJ:

Jul
JJ:
Ju:

I'll find you.
you Julius.
I not playin.
Play. ((increases volume))
I'm not playin.

I'll find you. I'll find

Other games like "pretending" are more loosely structuredand the bid is to contribute to the fantasy. These kinds ofgames are marked by laughter and exaggeration to convey
suspension of reel time and apace for the game.

13. K: 'Call want
the money.

R: You need e

me to catch the bus home give me
((R laughs))
bus ticket boy. Oh. ((shows
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exasperation))

14. D: Oh you're a monster!
S: That smell like like some lotion. ((open itand puts some on her face))D: I'm goin put it on my face.

Example 14 indicates that R is willing to join K in pretend-ing. He marks his statement
with exaggeration and an in-crease in volume and she acknowledges by treating it aslaughable utterance. Her willingness to play out the gameis evident by the coherence of her statement even thoughthere is disagreement concerning the relational eamg. Incontrast, the next example illustrates bid to pretendbeing monsters that does not receive uptake by the partner.The partner's turn indicates a preoccupation with anotheractivity that entices D to abandon the pretending activityaltogether.

Brown and Levinson categorize acts that threaten thehearer's negative face and the first among their list is"those acts that predicate some future act A of H. and in sodoing put some pressure on II to do the act A."24 When aspeaker makes a bid to engage in a joint activity, thehearer is being pressed to do a future act called for by thenature of the activity. This face threatening act can bemitigated or aggravated. In the previous discussion of theforms of bids, a number of strategies for establishingparticular relational tont emerged. First, plural formsmoderate while singular forms do not redress the face threatto the h . Plural forma predicate future acts for bothfearer and speaker while singular forma explicitly addressonly the hearer's responsibilities in the activity. Second,forms which address the preconditions of willingness miti-gate while reference to obligations aggravate. A queryconcerning willingness softens the pressure to act for thehearer while calling out an obligation heightens the expec-tation and conveys an unequal status in the relationship.Third, bid produced off record subdues through indirect-ness while an on record bid is direct and must beacknowledged as having recognizable intent. On recordstrategies clearly communicate the intentions of the speakerwhile off record strategies permit more than oneunambiguously attributable intention.25 Thus, off recordstrategies are perceived as less coercive, permitting thehearer with an opportunity to treat the utterance am some-thing which it is not. Bids were off record for locstionaldirectives that could be perceived only as requests for thissingle action (e.g. Look) rather than request for a jointactivity with multiple actions. First moves in gamesparticularly when loosely structured, could also be inter-preted as solitary play instead of bid for a jointactivity. In contrast, a procedural form has direct andrecognizable intent and must be responded to accordingly.
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The next section of this analysis
considers the form forrejections of bids, detailing the mean by which oppositionemerges. Children reject bids by indicating an unwilling-ness to engage in the activity, an inability to proceed withthe activity, or rejection/negotiation of the relationshipthat has been implied by the bid. These rejections arebased in claims (although not always explicit) that the bidis deficient for failing to meet the necessary preconditionsfor a bid to engage in a for a joint activity. In anyevent, the rejection threatens the positive face of theinteractant making the bid. conveying that their wants arenot acceptable or desirable. This thr--% to positive face

can be mitigated through redresslve strategies or aggravatedby openly displaying disregard for the other's face.

The first form expresses an unwillingness to engage inthe activity, making it painfully clear that the speaker'sassumption that the partner was willing is inaccurate. Itie characterized by the absence of any account that mightexplain why the bid was deficient. The moat "direct, clear,unambiguous, and concise" way of doing this is baldrat:m1.26 (see examples 15. 16: also the prior examples 2.10).

15. D: Do you want to take those animals off?
((there are animals on the back ledge))

S: No. No.
D: Yeah.
Ss No.
D: Yeah.
S: They might get um. (Don't get em.)

16. A: I' the daddy.
Mt Unhuh.
A: I' the mommy.

,L' the daddy.
A: I'm the daddy too.
Ms No you didn't. ((increases in volume))

Although Pomerantz finds that "yea" is simple granting ofrequest, "no" is not simple refusal for when it occurswithout any additions, it has other meanings like abrupt-ness, annoyance, or rudeness.27 Relationally, it conveys an
abusive disrespect for the partner's face. Unwillingness isalso expressed off record by preschool children, as inexamples 17, 18 and the prior example ..

17. D: Look at this. ((the puzzle))
T: Look at this picture now. ((at the blackboard))

18. D: I makin necklace. You going put all of em
on here? (5 sec.) you makin ball? ((D drop

green block and it rolls, after this he refersto it as a ball)) I oakin ball. Ooh a ball.
((rolls another block on the floor))
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S: its hip hip. ((dancing round))
D: Sit down. I make a (ball too). ((S sits down)

Example 17 illustrates rejection of D's bid to play withthe puzzles by offering an alternative bid through loca-tional marker to direct attention to playing with the black-board. This form fails to acknowledge the first bid andneglects face but whether the original bid has been rejectedor postponed or not heard 10 ambiguous. In the nextexample, the interactsnt rejecting the speaker'a activitydoes not seek to replace it with joint alternative but iscontent to engage in her own activity. Because theutterance is not coherent with the bid and can not be per-ceived as agreement. To hear it as a rejection requiresmore of an interpretation than with the bald refusals.

The second form reference* an inability to do the activ-ity. This failure to comply refers to external features ofthe task. "task relevant conditions related to the contextof the direction."28 This transfers the blame for failureto comply away from the interactant and on to theuncontrollable aspects of the situation. The rejection isthus not an indication that the speaker' wants are notdesirable, only that those wants are not possible.Inability arises when the necessary objects for the jointactivity are not available or when others intervene (or areperceived as likely to intervene) to prevent the enactmentof the activity. To return to an earlier example, D offersa joint bid to read books. A's first objection is that thenecessary objects are unavailable and thus the activity mustbe rejected. When this claim is refuted, A follows withanother reference to inability, this time arguing that theadult present will not allow the activity.

19. D:
A:

A:

We should read book.
We don't have no books. So we can't read abook.

Here's here's some books right here.
I know but I don't wants cause Pam won't
let us.

The face threat inherent in the rejection is mitigatedbecause it is due to inability and not an indication of theworth of the bid or the individual offering that bid. Ifsuch an account explaining the rejection is accepted, equi-librium can be restored in
the relationship because the facethreat is redressed.29

While' bids can be rejected for task related reasons,they are also rejected or negotiated when there is objection
to the relationship being expressed. This form of rejectionmakes it quite clear that children respond to the relation-ship level of partner's messages. In example 9, N's aggra-vated bid is hearable as an order. Since orders are givento subordinates, it isn't surprising that J explicitly re-
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Jetts the relationship indicating that K is in no positionto tell him what to do and further amplifies his own clei'mto status by issuing an insult. Or, a softened rearnegotiates more acceptable line of treatment rather Assnan outright rejection.

20. Da:

Del
Da:

I take the big ones. You take
ones. Alright? ((blocks))
Let me take the big ones too.
(I guess.)

the little

De makes move to control desirable resources which couldresult in unequal status. Even though she mitigates thisbid to direct the activity, her partner is unwilling toaccept it and asserts an alternative definition of theirrelationship which is accepted.

Interactants mitigate rejections to minimize conflictand protect the face of their partner. That theirutterances should attend to the partner's face concernsindicates their desire to cooperate and establish equilib-rium in the relationship.
An aggravated rejection can be aresponse to an aggravated bids for face attack willengender self protection and an attack on the face of theother. It may also emerge as an attempt to gain relr.tion-l advantage and can occur without any provocation. For,aggravation "constitutes part of the currency through whichstatus and leadership are negotiated."30 This analysisindicates that four strategies are in use by preschoolchildren to mitigate or aggravate rejections to bids.First, forms which provide an account for the rejection aremitigating while those that are bald and without reasonsaggravate the force of the rejection. The latter connotethat the hearer is not worth the effort required to offer enexplanation. Second, those forms that reference the precon-dition of ability are mitigating while those that reference

the relationship are aggravating. Inability originates inan external task related reason for rejection while disagre-ement concerning the relationship is en internal personcentered explanation and consequently more face threatening.Third, rejections which are produced off record are moredeniable while on record rejections can not be interpretedas expressing any other intention.
Finally, rejections aremarked for intensity through many kinds of devices. Miti-gating may be accomplished through paralinguistic featureslike laughter that can be heard as transforming the dis-agreement to play, tag questions, and hedges. Aggravationis conveyed by paralinguistic

featurea indicating derogation(see examples 9, 14), increases in volume (see examples 12,16), and intensifiers (e.g. No way, Never).

The final part of this analysis examines the relation-ship between the bid and the rejection. Goodwin claims that"the format of the first pair part is characteristicallyimplicative of the format of the second pair part."31 So,
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mitigated bids should call forth mitigated rejections whileaggravated bids should be followed by aggravated responses.If mitigation is occurring, interactants are trying to mini-mize the face threat and that effort would be reciprocatedto create a sense of equilibrium in the relationship despitethe disagreement. If an utterance is aggravated, itestablishes that the reciprocal maintenance of face hasdeteriorated and the obligation to attend to the partner'sface is no longer operating.

In the 26 episodes negotiating a Joint activity, therewere frequently multiple bid-rejection pairs. The averageper episode was-3.05. To determine the relationship betweenbids and rejections, each pair part was categorized asmitigating or aggravating based on the strategies developedearlier in this paper.32 781 of the pairs were reciprocal,matching the format of the prior utterance. 19% of thepairs involved a mitigated bid that received mitigatedresponse; 591 of the pairs matched an aggravated bid with anaggravated response. This also documents the prevalence ofaggravated forms in children's conversations with theirpeers. While the literature focrses heavily on mitigation,it is apparent that for the description of children's dis-course, more attention needs to be given to aggravatedforms.33 Of the mismatched pairs, 171 were mitigated bid-aggravated response pair and 51 were an aggravated bid-mitigated response pair. The character of an utteranceinfluences the evolution of the episode. It is not just theactivity that evolves but it is also the definition of therelationship between the interactants that develops throughthe discourse.

The instances anal'zed in this paper exhibit the socialorganization of preschool children's attempts to enact Jointnctivities. A focus on opposition as it emerged within thiscontext led to an examination of the forms of bids andrejections. This analysis concentrated on face as a criti-cal dimension for understanding how social relationshipsemerge in interactions through the strategic use of lan-guage. Strategics for mitigating and aggravating were out-lined. It is i.laiaed that the format of an utterance hasimplications for succeeding discourse. The emergence of enepisode, the escalation and deesculation of an argument inprogress, can be more fruitfully examined from within theperspective provided here.34
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TOWARD A DEVELOPMENTAL PERSPECTIVE ON ARGUMENTATIVE COMPETENCE

Julie M. Yingling and Robert Trapp
University of Northern Colorado

When argumentation was synonymous with formal logic, the notion of
argumentctive competence was unproblematic. A competent arguer could
formulate an argument that conformed to the rules of logic, while an
incompetent arguer could not. In 1958. publications by Chaim Perelman and
L. Olbrechts- Tyteca' and by Stephen Toulmin2 started a movement away
from a model of argument bascd on formal logic toward one based on more
person-centered logics. If the quality of an argument and the competence
of the arguer no longer can be tested against the standards of formal
logic, some theory of argumentative competence is needed in order to be
able to assess the relative competence of arguers.

While the discipline of speech communication has shown a great deal of
interest in the idea of communication competence, scholars of argumentation
have shown very little interest in theorizing about the notion of
argumentative competencei. The development of the concept of
argumentative competence is important both theoretically and
pedagogically. The argumentation theorist as well as the classroom teacher
ought to have standards to distinguish a competent arguer from an
incompetent one.

In this essay, we will report the beginnings of our attempt to
theorize about the notion of argumentative competence. We will begin by
briefly describing the notion of communication competence along with some
of the issues surrounding it, then we will offer what we believe are the
minimal standards for an adequate conceptualization of competence, and
finally we will provide an outline for the development of a model of
argumentative competence. In this essay, we will confine our claims about
argumentative competence to interactional contexts.

The Notion of Communication Competence

Communication competence has been the object of wide discussion and
varied theoretical treatments. The theoretical construct has been
acknowledged in its complexity, yet research measures have remained overly
simple and vulnerable to criticism. The positions of the various
competence camps have been stated and restated but still boil down to
one issue: whether or not to make a distinction between capacity to
perform (knowledge) or the performance itself (skill). If we choose
knowledge, we may deny ourselves the means to measure the construct
adequately5. If we choose performance, we risk simplification of a
complex, often intentional, activity6. To acknowledge both requires a
complex model of the competent communicator that has yet to be articulated
and tested.
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1,:fle of the problems with the conceptualization and measurement of

competence that has contributed to much of the confusion is the tendency to
view competence as a global construct attributed to an individual by self
or others/. Self-report measures may demonstrate the subjects' own
evaluation of their effectiveness in communication, but would depend
greatly on other factors including the state of the individual's
self-esteem and recent communication success. Another approach has been to
rely on an "expert" to report an individual's competence--for example, a
teacher who has had many opportunities to observe a student's communication
behavior. The problem here is twofold; the "expert" has an agenda for
competence--teachers may prefer polite students, and the "expert" only
views the subject in one context, in the classroom. In light of the
advantages and disadvantages of each measurement type, we might best glean
information about the students' perception of their personal effectiveness
(inevitably confounded with self-esteem) from self-reports and about social
appropriateness (confounded by relational and contextual variables) from
other reports. Given both, a picture of competence in a context might
emerge, though couched in terms of impressions rather than actual
performance or underlying knowledge.

Although most scholars acknowledge that communication competence is
comprised of elements such as those suggested by Cupach and Spitzberg
(skill, knowledge, And motivation), few have adequately addressed all of
them in operation. Skills may be either directly observed or the
impression of skill recalled. Knowledge and motivation are much trickier.
If an individual demonstrates skill, we may infer the necessary knowledge
to use the skill; for example, if Jack smiles and offers his hand when
introduced, we may assume that Jack possesses a knowledge set (what we will
call a script) for first meetings of this kind. However, we cannot infer a
lack of knowledge from an absence of skilled performance. The same may be
said of motivation; that is, it may be implied in performance but not
denied without performance. Motivation raises the issue of intent.
Competent performance often may be automized behavior once the script has
been learned and continues to work8. Only in unique situations may we
find highly intentional behavior accompanied by arousal of motivation.

Finally. the literature concerning competence has failed, for the most
part, to address the influence of development and change in the
individual. Although we all recognize that individuals do change and might
even agree that the infant is not just an incompetent adult, few scholars
of communication competence acknowledge the rudimentary assumption of
development in humans. The few notable exceptions claim quite varied
orientations to developmental competence/. Mainstream research in
communication competence has yet to make explicit the incomparability of a
competent nine-year-old and a competent forty-year-old on any of the
dimensions mentioned above.

Characteristics of an Adequate View of Communication Competence

In our view, an adequate theory of communication competence should
address at least three issues. It should account for (1) the role of
context in communication; (2) the proper combination of knowledge, skill,
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and motivation; and (3) the development level of communication knowledge
and skill within the individual. In the paragraphs that follow, we will
address the necessity of these three issues and briefly outline a few of
the elements of each and their relationship to argument.

The Role of Context

We will make the case that communication contexts are.internalized as
features of psychological processes in the form of scriptsm. Because of
the interrelatedness of context with cognitive processes for understanding
communication events, specific environmental circumstances will predispose
individuals toward competence in some areas and not in others, even though
we can assume that individual biological maturation will mandate that
social actors achieve some basic levels of communication skills in a
particular order (for example, egocentric speech before socialized
speech). For instance, some individuals might be highly competent in a
context that requires argument skills and incompetent in a context that
requires comforting skills. Even those individuals who are competent in
arguing in certain contexts (debate for instance) may not be competent in
arguing in other contexts (say an interpersonal relationship).

Thus. an adequate theory of communication competence somehow must
attend to the issue of communication context. One way to attend to this
issue is to measure a person's competence over a wide variety of contexts.
Using this method, one would get some kind of an aggregate account of the
person's competence. While this method is certainly acceptable, our
approach is to limit the claims we make about a person's communication
competence to contexts requiring argument and even further to interactional
contexts.

Knowledge, Skill, and Motivation

Cognition, behavior and affect are inextricably entwined in the
communicator, but must be addressed individually in a coherent view of the
development of competence. We will use the more specific terms preferred
by Spitzberg and Cupach for discussing interpersonal ccomunication
competence-- knowledge, skill, and motivation--although we will be defining
the terms for our own purposes.

Our position is that a complete model of communication competence
should account for all three components. All three are necessary
conditions for the performance of competent communication. The absence of
any one element may prevent a person from being perceived as a competent
communicator. At the same time, we hasten to point out that the absence of
one component (motivation) should not be considered a sign of the absence
of some other(s) (skill or knowledge). Thus, a person who fails to exhibit
any one of these three components may not be perceived as a competent
arguer by others. At the same time, we must not assume that the person
whose performance is not perceived as competent is unskilled or lacks basic
knowledge about :low to argue. That person simply may not be motivated to
argue in an effective and/or appropriate manner.
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Knowledge. Although the cognitive component of competence may be
approached from a variety of perspectives, we have found the notion of
"scripts (along with "plan" and other higher level structures) to be useful
in explaining the development of interpersonal competence'. Schenk and
Abelson used artificial intelligence to model psychological processes.
They explained human understanding of social behavior by referring to
psychological structures called scripts. People know how to act
appropriately because they have knowledge about the world in the form of
scripts, or standardized general episodes)'. However, if people were
limited to scripts. their repertoires would be small indeed, so another
structure called a plan was suggested for storing more general information
about how actors achieve goals1J.

Shank followed the original theory with a 1982 book more pointedly
focused on memory. Although many scholars have suggested a close
relationship between memory and human communication, Schank specifies
language as the "medium by which thoughts in a memory are transmitted to
another memory"; words are then used to move, change, and alter scripts and
other cognitive sets 1". He also explains the distinction between scripts
and plans in terms of the interconnections to be made; the less you know
about a situation, the more work is needed for processing. Plans require
more work, while scripts require less. A script is based on direct
experience and so may be used efficiently in another situation that matches
it; however, it is not flexible enough to be used in widely differing
contexts. We abstract and generalize from multiple experiences to form
more abstract structures (e.g., plans) with multiple retrieval methods;
that is, we can use information garnered from one situation to help us in
quite another one when we develop plans. Not only are specific scenes in
memory scripts, but organizers of those scenes allow us to place the scenes
in context. These multiple types of entities in memory allow humans to
learn, intentionally as well as adaptively.

Skill. The search for a generic set of skills that describes general
commuliZalion competence is slowing because of a frustrating lack of
consistent results. Empathy, for example, has been touted as a requirement
for communication competence, but the research ranges from quite supportive
of a correlation between empathy and competence) D to contradictorylo.
As Redmond suggests, the problem may lie in measurement or theoretical
confusion, but nevertheless competence and its assumed correlates are most
often assessed by impressions of effectimess and appropriateness rather
than by observation of behavioral skillsli.

We will divide our discussion of argumentation skills into cognitive
and behavioral skills. Although we are considering the cognitive and
behavioral skills separately, we want to emphasize their interrelatedness.

The capacity to recognize contrast is an important cognitive ability
relevant to the skills needed to argue effectively. The perception of
contrast occurs very early in the human infant as the infant comes to
recognize the difference between self and other. Later, the ability to
contrast is extended to other notions such as right from wrong, etc.
Without the ability to perceive contrast, we would be unable to argue
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because we would not be able to recognize that one position might be
"better" (or even different) from another position.

Without the initial perception of contrast, humans would be unable to
take the perspective of other because they would not even recognize the
perspective of other as different from the perspective of self. Taking the
perspective of other, a cognitive ability directly linked to the perception
of contrast, is very important as a part of the cognitive sill component
of argument. Without the cognitive ability to take the perspective of
another, one could not adapt reason-giving strategies to the perspective of
the listener.

If contrast and perspective-taking are among the important cognitive
skills associated with argument, what, then, are the behavioral skills
involved in arguing in an interactional context? We believe that these
skills generally can be classified into two categories: disagreeing and
reason-giving. We also believe that these behavioral skills are reflective
of he cognitive skills discussed above. In an earlier study, one of
uslo maintained that these are two of the generic characteristics of
interactional argument. Beyond that study, we find the literature relevant
to argument in interaction supportive of our view that disagreement and
reason-giving ,are two fundamental features of argument. From his
constructivist/interactionist perspective, Willard defines argument as "a
specific genre of interaction (occurring within certain kinds of rhetorical
situations) in which the participants perceive mutual incompatibilities in
their respective positions and attempt to 'hash out' the differences or to
persuade the other individuals to adopt more consistent beliefs or
positions on the issues" 9. Disagreeing and reason-giving are clearly
involved in the process of hashing out differences with respect ,to mutual
incompatibilities. Jackson and Jacobs' "prototypical argument's" is a
combination of argument' (reason-giving) Kid argument2 (disagreeing).
While some schglars focus on disagreement" and others focus on
reason-giving", both are central to the study of interactional argument.

Disagreeing skills are relevant to the cognitive skill of contrast.
An argumentative person, according to Rancer, Beaus, and Infante, is one
who is able to "recognize controversial issues in communication situations,
to advocate positions on the issues, and to attempt refutation of the
positions which other people take on those issues"43. Reason-giving
skills are evidence of the ability to take the perspective of other.
Scholars assume that reasons that are adapted to the perspective of the
listener are more effective than reasons that are related only to the
perspective of selfol. Persons whom we might call "pathological arguers"
resort to violence to settle their disagreements with others. Others
resort ti. communication strategies such as demands or requests that do not
account lior the perspective of the listener. The more competent arguer is
skilled in assessing the perspective of the listener and adapting reasons
to that perspective. While a wholly incompetent arguer may resort to
physical aggression or violence, a more competent one will invoke reasons
to attempt to persuade the other party.

Samter and Ely25 have developed a typology of conflict behaviors
that are relevant to argumentation skills. Their typology consists of nine
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levels of conflict behaviors ranging from direct physical aggression to
integrative solutions. At level one, the speaker responds with direct
physical aggression. At level two, the speaker threatens physical
aggression, or issues a verbal assault such as name calling. While level
three involves direct non-physical aggression such as calling on the
intervention of an authority figure, level four threatens non-physical
aggression. A speaker responding at level five will invoke rules or norms,
and a speaker at level six will respond with a simple request. At level
seven, a speaker responds with a polite request, while et level eight a
speaker adds reasons to the request. Finally, at level nine, the speaker
responds with an integrative solution; one that seems to respond both to
the needs of the speaker and the listener. These are a few of the
behaviors that we see as relevant to the skills of argumentation. We
believe these nine ways of dealing with conflict are related disagreeing
and reason giving. As one moves from level one toward level nine, one
begins to deal with disagreement by utilizing a process of reason-giving
instead of violence.

Motivation. The question of intent looms when we ask what motivates
individuals to behave as they do. The question is much easier to answer
when it concerns young infants; we assume they perform to top capacity,
that is, they do what they can do. However, when symbol use emerges, so
does the ability to plan a EiTivior or to intend an effect. Although we
may talk a good theoretical game concerning motivation, we still must rely
upon behaviors for assessment. We may assume that, given a highly
effective and appropriate performance, an individual has sufficient
motivation to actuate knowledge and skill; thus, all three :ire adequately
functioning. The problem arises with the individual who performs at a low
level--who does not create the impression of competence; we only can assume
first that motivation is inadequate before we leap to the conclusion that
knowledge or skill is lacking.

Our approach to the dimension of motivation is twofold: First, we
assume that humans have a general need to interact effectively with their
environment2o. Expectations for behavior are learned, however, and the
developing individual learns much about the costs and rewards of behaviors
in context. Undoubtedly, individuals are motivated to varying degrees
dependent upon expectations within an interactional context. If we assess
competence across several contexts and with different partners, we may see
the results of motivational changes as they vary within an individuah
Secondly, we believe that one important element in the development of tasks
to measure argumentative competence is to ensure that the tasks are
consequential to the subjects in the study. Studies of persons involved in
inconsequential tasks do not show them operating as they would in tasks
where they are more high;;;, motivated because the outcome of the task is of
some consequence to the_,-(

The Role of Developmrnt

A developmental view of communication competence is essential since
otherwise we might label persons as "incompetent' merely because they have
not reached the appropr440 level of development relevant to the
competencies found lack!;ng. A second reason that a developmental view of
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communication is essential parallels the notion that description should
precede prescription. The notion of competence must, by its nature,
address normative or prescriptive questions such as, 'What characteristics
separate a good arguer from a poor one?" and "What knowledge and/or skill
does a poor arguer need to develop into a good one?" We are probably safe
in assuming that more effective and appropriate skills generally are
developed with age and less effective and appropriate ones are
extinguished. Thus, by describing skills developmentally, we should be
better able to prescribeminililie and 'appropriate' skills.

Although we assume that communication skills are learned, only a few
scholars in the field of communication competence have discussed the issue
of development, generally borrowing from prior research to make their
points20; or in one case, developing an other-rated scale of competence
in children'9. With respect to the field of argumentation, Burleson30
has summarized how some elements of argumentation change systematically as
a function of natural development of the individual. Because we agree with
Johnson that human communication development extends throughout a lifetime
and is "influenced by biological and social elementsm4i, we would like to
be able to specify some of those elements as they come to bear on
interpersonal argument. To do soz we first will set out some of the
theoretical constructs that should be addressed in a developmental
perspective of competence.

We often assume, when studying adult communication, that normally
functioning humans have developed adequate communication systems. When we
begin to explore development itself, we are forced to consider the human
capacities that allow us to build the communication systems we later take
for granted. We will mention a few of the most obvious individual
requirements for competent human interaction foc 'sing on those that we
suspect are most relevant to competent argumentation.

Development of the Knowledge and Motivation Components. Scripts are
based on the assumption that because something has happened in the same way
many times, we can expect it to happen in the same way the next time. When
this expectation fails, the script failure is indexed, and we must try to
explain the failure and produce alternatives to the script. Here is where
developmental issues can be illuminated by this theme. The
structures--scripts, plans or organizersma.my not be innate, but the
ability to form and manipulate them may be. Infants, as
"pattern-seekers"33 are predisposed to process and use speech patterns as
well as other types of serial information. Infants begin to form simple
adaptive scripts almost immediately. Consider Schank's example of a
six-month-old's script. The child may perceive several things about the
environment that are important (form a pattern). In order to store them as
a unit or scene, the child must choose one of the items as primary; that
is, a "first discrimination" (contrast) must be made in order to set up an
indexing method. In any set of ordered (serial) steps, one thing must come
first, the next indexed in terms of the first and so forth'4. The child
who is played with after diaper changing may first discriminate Diaper
Change and index Play; thus, the child will expect play to occur with
diaper change, which can cause problems for parents and infants alike.
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When we build scripts, we must be capable of making guesses and correcting
them when they fail.

When interaction input fails to correspond with the expectations set
in our scripts, we can 1) modify the specific expectation that failed
(i.e., learn the variables of the script); 2) alter the original script
(i.e. create a set of invariate elements that are dependable across
situations); or 3) index the event as an expectation failure (i.e., keep
the information specific to the original script, but form more general
information to help explain the failure). When we choose the final
strategy30, we must begin to use memory organizers to abstract
information from specific events so it can be used in a variety of quite
different situations. The infant who fails to experience play with diaper
change eventually must separate the two events in memory, while retaining
an organizing structure that records the relationship between the two event
structures. In order to do so, the child must be able to contrast the two
events, see them as separate, though related, and abstract their
relatedness for further reference.

The ultimate result of generalizing memory entities may be Schank's
notion of universal scenes or organizers, which contain no information
about context but are defined in the roles they play in urganizing
memory n. They may organize the temporal sequence of behavioral
expectations (e.g., 'disagree' and 'give reasons' scenes into a universal
"argument" organizer) or organize the scenes that make up a universal set
(e.g., "make contracts" and 'make arrangements" in an "agreement" script).
We may indeed create universal memory organization packets for 'argument"
that change, develop, and generalize as older, simpler memory structures
fail; the universal version would be highly abstract and capable of guiding
our understanding of an argument-like event successfully across situations.

As individuals develop the ability to contrast more abstract features
and as they develop their abilities to take the perspective of others, the
nature of their scripts change. Some arguers are limited to scripts based
on contrast of concrete issues and on the perspective of self while the
more competent arguer will have built scripts based on contrast of more
abstract issues and the perspective of other.

Knowledge structures used to inform behaviors are based on experience
with others and the environment, and transformed by the organizing we
perform cognitively. That is, a rich store of experience undoubtedly will
provide the basis for more scenes in memory storage (scripts), but the way
those scenes can be used will vary from individual to individual depending
on the flexibility of the user's organizing system. We suspect that
challenges, or failures, in the operation of knowledge structures foster
the development of flexibility in organization--failures stimulate learning
and thus more generalizable structures.

Development obviously relies on practice in situations that
count--salient events that arouse motivation. Although failures appear to
stimulate learning, successes are necessary for sufficient motivation to be
communicatively appropriate. Herein lies'the paradox found in most
theories of human development--knowledge demands failure and motivation
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demands success. The trick is finding the optimum balance between
rewarding and costly communication, as any parent can testify. Failures
bring growth in knowledge structures: successes bring growth in motivation.

Development of the Skill Component. Cognitive skills such as contrast
and perspective-taking are important to a developmental view of
argumentative competence. Contrast, as,many scholars have observed, is
important to our cognitive development" as well as to our system of
spoken language "8. When infants are able to distinguish between self and
other-than-self, between their own powers to control the environment and
others' powers, then the capacity may begin to serve more complex
processes. One of the first indicators of symbolic function is the ability
to use the negative (experienced parents will recall the "terrible twos"),
or to contrast what is with what is not or never can be. The capacity for
contrast is preliminary to the perception of similarity and thus necessary
for categorization.

Perspective-taking, and related concepts such as role-taking or
cognitive empathy,undergirds many communication behaviors. Not as primary
as a capacity to contrast, perspective-taking apparently relies upon the
use of a comparatively highly developed symbol system. Piageta
described the growth from egocentric to socialized thought in the first
seven years as an increasing ability to take another's perspective.
Vygotsky'0 explained that same line of development as a process of
internalizing speech that hr.d been used egocentrically sdch that problem
solving could become a silent thought sequence to serve social
interaction--that is, become socialized speech. When inner speech can
serve social speech, perspective-taking becomes possible. The ability to
step away from the center of self and imagine another's perspective emerges
after the contrast may be made between one's own sense-making and
another's. The human symbol user normally will acquire these capacities
upon which communicative competence is predicated.

Our developmental view of argument skills includes not only those
cognitive skills that we just mentioned, but it includes the development of
behavioral skills also. As we have indicated, some of thew: skills have
been arranged by Samter and Ely according to the degree that the strategies
are person centered. In other words, level-nine strategies involving
integrative solutions are much more prosocial than level one strategies
involving physical aggression. Samter and Ely found the choice of higher
level strategies to be positively associated with both age and cognitive
development. We might extrapolate their results to claim that as people
progress both in age and cognitive development, the scripts available to
them for participating in communication events that require arguing become
more prosocial--they move away from violence and towerd solutions that
account for the perspective of self as well as the parspective of other.

If we begin to compare observable skills, such 4,s the ability to
refute a claim or to express a reason from the perspective of the listener,
to impressions of competence we may begin to piece together the skills that
are perceived as competent at various levels of development. We expect
skill achievement to correlate with impressions of competence at varying
developmental levels.
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One way of testing the importance of specific behaviors to the
impression of competence is to assess the impact of behaviors on
evaluations at differgpt developmental levels as well as in varying
situations. Backlunel suggests two benchmark levels in skill
development. Benchmark one concerns appropriateness and would assess
performance of cultural norms and role-taking behavior, benchmark two
addresses effectiveness in terms of the use of rhetoric, persuasion and
communitaition strategies.

A Model of Competence in Interactional Argument

Hdving acknowledged the complexity of the task, we now will outline a
model of communication competence in interactional argument. Although we
do not presume to articulate all of the requirements of such a model, we do
hope to provide a theoretical framework adequate for testing.

Given the acquisition of certain human capacities, knowledge, skill,
and motivation interact to produce communication competence in various
contexts. In the case of interactional argument--given the acquisition of
the capacities of contrast and perspective-taking--abstract and flexible
knowledge structures (scripts and plans), skilled communication behaviors
informed by those structures and motivation for effective and appropriate
behavior will interact to produce increasing levels of argumentative
competence.

Optima levels of argumentative competence may be expected in human
development under the following conditions: (1) physiological and
psychological development adequate for the acquisition of human
communicative capacities for contrast and perspective-taking, (2) a rich
communicative environment with a variety of partners and contexts, (3)
opportunities for failed expectations to generate more generalizable
knowledge and (4) opportunities for success in getting needs met and in
understanding others' perspectives.

So what are the guidelines for the assessment of argumentative
competence? Since we believe any model must account for developmental
changes in the individual, our answer must assume normal development of the
individual and must vary according to the age of the individual. But in
general we maintain that as the individual progresses from childhood to
adulthood, the following characteristics describe the development of
argumentative competence. (1) Argumentative competence develops as the
arguers knowledge structures progress from rigid to flexible knowledge
structures about argument. As arguers develop, they begin to develop
scripts that allow them to contrast abstract as well concrete ideas. They
develop scripts that allow them to act in accordance with the perspective
of others as well as in accordance with the perspective of self. (2)
Argumentative competence develops as arguers develop both the cognitive and
behavioral skills needed to manage disagreement in prosocial ways.
Argument becomes, to borrow from tog title of a well-known argumentation.
text, an alternative to violence "44. (3) Argumentative competence
develops as arguers are motivated to argue in ways that are both effective
and appropriate. Arguers realize that they must be willing to risk
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confrontation in order to settle important differences. As they develop,
they come to recognize that inappropriate confrontation can increase rather
than decrease levels of disagreement and thus be counter productive. In
summary, as arguers develop their competence, they become more
knowledgable, more skilled, and more motivated.

A research program should describe the various developmental levels oi
argumentative competence by testing: (1) populations of various ages with
a `normal" developmental history; that is, excluding participants suffering
decrements in physiological or psychological abilities related to
communication. (2) the same sets of skills across a context by relatively
"objective" standards (for example, behavioral argument skills coded by
several judges), (3) the scope and flexibility of knowledge (for example,
the response to a unique task, giving a twist to a familiar situation--that
is, challenging an established script), and (4) the intentional as well as
mindless behaviors.

Of course-, the above description is not specific enough to satisfy the
demands of measurement either for the researcher or for the teacher
interested in assessing the progress of some student. While we agree that
measurement of theoretical constructs is fraught with obstacles, we believe
that measurement of a concept like argumentative competence is essential if
the concept is to have theoretical or pedagogical utility. In this essay,
we have tried to put our theoretical house in order. This, we believe, is
a necessary prerequisite for adequate measurement of any concept.
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SOCIAL CONFRONTATION IN RELATIONSHIPS OF VARYING DEGREES
OF INTIMACY

Sara E. Newell
University of Wisconsin - Milwaukee

Kathryn L. Adams
California State University - Fresno

Roles and norms provide guidelines for appropriate behavior in all re-
lationships with others from stranger to intimate. When someone's behavior
does not meet our expectations then we may confront the person. Social
confrontation is a particular kind of communication episode where pne per-
son says to another, in essence, I'm not happy with your behavior. This
type of claim is warranted or legitimized by the shared expectations of the
relationship. Through social confrontation the "rules" of a relationship
may be challenged, clarified, legislated, or remediated. The central issues
of social confrontation ares (1) Is the rule or expectation legitimate?
(2) Did the "alleged" behavior actually occur? (3) Does the behavior in
fact constitute a rule violation? (4) Does a superseding rule outweigh the
expectation? Social confrontation may serve to regulate behavior (compli-
ance- gaining), increase understanding (information- procesaing)or negotiated
and maintain a relationship.

Our expectations for behavior may stem from general social end cultural
understandings or from negotiated, unique understandings. Miller and Stein-
berg dichotomize relationships into noninterpersonal and interpersonal
according to the type of information one has about the other.2 In noninter-
personal relationships one must rely upon social and cultural knowledge to
predict the actions of the other. In interpersonal relationships one has
personal and psychological information about the other. Altman and Taylor's
theory of social penetration describes the process of moving from Wenger
to intimate through breadth and depth of elf-disclosure over time.' As
relationships become more intimate, the rules or expectations for behavior
become more personalized. Wood describes this process a the development of
a relational culture, "a privately transacted system of understandings that
coordinate attitudes, actions,,and identities of participants in a relation-
ship."4

We propose that social confrontation will vary in purpose, strategy,
and form given the level of intimacy of the relationship. Our separate lines
of research have lead both of us to a number of observations about how rela-
tionships are negotiated. In an extensive study, Adams collected naturally
occurring conversations frog dyads (three acquaintances, three friends,
and three marital couples).' She analyzed the conversations utilizing a
metaphor of negotiation of relationships. Newell, in a series of studies
utilizing role-playing and self-report data, has been exploring how dyad
negotiate their relationships specifically through social confrontation,
Our work converges in the description of episodes where behavior is reproach-
ed - social confrontation. Our work suggests that social confrontation will
vary given the intimacy level of the relationship.
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For example, Newell and Stutman identified seven factors which influ-
ence the decision to confront: (1) nature of the relationship, (2) per-
ceived urgency, (3) perceived responsibility to confront, (4) perceptions of
the other, (5) resources, (6) appropriateness of time and place and (7) per-
ceived outcomes.? Certainly these perceptions will vary given the level of
intimacy of the relationship. In addition, Newell has described different
patterns of how social confrontation may be done including information-pro-
cessing and guilt-induction.8 One might expect different patterns to be more
likely given the level of intimacy of the relationships Adana reported
differences in how marital couples reproached behavior compared to acquain-
tances and friends.9 She observed that marital couples were more likely to
continually challenge each other, reproach each other's desires, future plane
and status reports.

Our purpose here is to preseot In proposition form our speculations
concerning how social confrontation appears to vary with the level of inti-
macy of a relationship. These propositions should be read as ideas worthy
of further exploration rather than statements of empirical "truth". We will
provide examples to illustrate our propositions; they are not to be taken as
documentation of the validity of the propositions.

The examples come primarily from self-report data. After a brief ex-
planation of social confrontation, a college class was asked to think of
three recent instances where they confronted someone: (1) a stranger, (2)
someone you know moderately well, and (3) an intimate. For each situation
they were asked to describe the relationship, explain why they confronted
the person, and write out the conversation. In addition, we will use exam-
ples from Adam' data of naturelly occurring conversations between marital
partners to illustrate propomitions concerning intimate relationships.

Continuum of Intimacy

Intimacy is most simply understood as a measure of the amount and qual-
ity of knowledge of one another. But two other critical attributes appear
to develop along with personal knowledge. Simmel has described intimate
relationships as those most central to one' life.10 The development of an
intimate relationship involves not just elf-disclosure but an expanding
sharing of the diverse activities of one's life. Intimacy carries with it
a feeling of interconnectedness and an expectation for future interconnect-
edness in the doing of one's life. Al the other becomes more central to
one's life, attachment to the other may grow. McCall and Simmons suggest
that attachment to another grows as our self-identity becomes connected to
our views of our self in relation to the other.11 Wood also stresses the
relationship between the relational culture of the intimate relationship and
the identity of the particip.nts.12 Thus, intimacy consists of three attri-
butes: (1) breadth and depth of knowledge of one another, (2) expectations
for future interaction and interdependence, and (3) attachment - the degree
to which self-identity is tied to the other.

Intimacy may be viewed as a continuum upon which relationships may be
located. For discussion and analysis purpoves we are rather arbitrarily
dividing the intimacy continuum into four levels:

Level 1 - Stranger. The interactants have no personal know-
ledge of one another but rely totally upon social and cultural
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knowledge of the situation and their respective roles.
Strangers do not expect to interact again. And strangers
have no influence upon one another's self-identity.

Level 2 - Acquaintances. The interactants have some work-
ing knowledge of one another. Personal information is
probably limited to aspects relevant to the situation
Which brings them together. Acquaintances may include
roommates, co-workers, teachers and students, neighbors,
potential friend., etc. Acquaintances expect to see one
another again but in limited circumstances. Influence on
self-identity is probably minimal.

Level 3 - Friend. The interactants have a high degree of
personal knowledge of one another. The category of "friend"
may include friends, siblings, parents, romantic partners.
Friends expect to interact with one another in a wide
variety of contexts, often far into the foreseeable future.
They often have a strong impact on elf-identity.

Level 4 - Intimate. The interactants may report that they
know one another as well as they know themselves, maybe even
better. Intimates are central to one another's lives, inter-
connected in a wide variety of activities in the past, present
and projected future. The relationship is so central to one
another' elf-identity that they may lose sense of boundary
between self and other.

Propositions

We propose that social confrontation will be somewhat different at each
level of intimacy. Specifically, degree of intimacy will affect: (1) the
purpose for confrontation, (2) the nature of expectations leading to confron-
tation, (3) the time orientation of the confrontation, (4) the importance of
context to the confrontation, and (5) the projection of self on other in the
confrontation. Table 1 summarizes these variants.

Level of

Table 1

Intimacy and Characteristics of Social Confrontation

Characteristics 1. Stranger 2. Acquaintance 3. Friend 4. Intimate

Purpose

Nature of
Rule

Time
Orientation

Context

Projection of
Self on Other

Regulation of Coordination of Negotiate Re- Negotiate Re-
Behavior Behavior tional Culture lational Cult:

Social Norm Specialized Social Relational Relational
Norm Rule Rule

Present Present, Immediate
Past & Future

Situation Bound Situation Bound

None Low

Past, Present Past, Present,
& Future & Future

Situation Fluid Situation Flu

Moderate High
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Level 1 - Stranger

Confronting another person is justified by a norm of rule of the rela-
tionship. Following Toulmin's model of argument,l3 the behavior of the other
servea as grounds for the claim, "your behavior is undesirable." The norm
or rule of the relationship serves as the warrant linking the grounds to the
claim. In social confrontation of a stranger one relies upon shared social
and cultural understanding of norms of a situation. The confrontation is
bound to the context - time, place, and social function of the situation.

1. Confrontation of a stranger requires being in situation where the
social norms are generally understood by all participants.

a. Since the social norms are clear cut, confrontation may be done
totally nonverbally. A look of displeasure may be enough to make
the other aware of the rule infringement.

Example: In a lecture a man and woman behind me kept talking
in a low whisper. I turned around and gave them a dirty look.
They returned a shocked look and quit whispering.

b. Strangers may feel no obligation to respond to another stranger's
expression of displeasure. Then social confrontation may procede
with an explicit reminder of the nature of the situation and its
implied rules. Explicit statements are harder to ignore and re-
quire either defiance ( "I know the rules, but I don't care") or
compliance.

Example: Just this morning in the library I was trying to
study and these two people came by and atopped to talk to the
guy on the other side of the table from me. They were talk-
ing right out loud. After a few minutes of this and after
they had ignored my disgusted looks several times, I said,
"Do you mind? Some of us are here to study." They quickly
left.

c. A stranger may comply due to the strong demand characteristics of
the situation but express hostility towards the person calling them
on the rule violation.

Example: I was in a long line of people waiting to go on a
ride at Disneyland. After waiting for 20 minutes, three girls
butted into the line ahead of me and friend. I immediately
became angry and told them to go to the back of the line. One
of the girls called me a few choice words and then they left.

d. Or a stranger may, in essence, get caught doing something "they know
they shouldn't" and meekly comply.

Example: A man was checking oil in a car next to mine at my
apartment. I was walking across the parking lot and noticed
him drop an oily paper towel in the back of my truck. I
picked it up and took it over to him and said, "Excuse me,
but that was my truck you threw this in. Would you like me
to show you where the trash cans are?" He said, "No ", and
disposed of it properly.
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2. One is less likely to initiate or persist in a confront/110n with a
stranger as one often has the option of just leaving the aitustioc and never
having to interact with the person again.

Example: At a movie theatre some older ladies w-re beht.1d
us giving play-by-plays. First, I turned and gave them a
dirty look and when they didn't atop then we got up and
moved.

3. Confrontation with a stranger is more likely to end without smoothing
hostile feelings or saving face.

Example: Walking down the street I ran directly into a
stranger, or rather, she ran into me. And because I wasn't
in a very good mood anyway, I was rude when I probably
should not have been. She said, "Oh excuse me, I wasn't
watching where I was going." I responded, "Obviously", and
walked on.

4. In some situations the role of either the confronter or the confrontee
requires compliance upon request.

Example: At a restaurant I told the waitress, "The food I
ordered isn't cooked right." She said, "I'm sorry, I will
take it back and get it cooked right." I told her, "Thank
you."

5. A "Sir Gallahad reflex" may prompt confrontation of a stranger in order
to protect someone.

Example: A boy was cruelly ridiculing a younger boy who
looked like he came from a poor family. "Excuse me, but
1 don't appreciate you talking like that arouud me. If
you want to cut somebody's self esteem could you please go
elsewhere? Preferably, look in a mirror and find your own
faults." ge left, mimicking me.

6. Confrontation of a stranger may stem purely from a desire to preserve
certain social norms, to counteract deviance or inconsiderate behavior.

Example: A couple were going to get in their car. The girl
recklessly opened the car door, it hit the car next to it so
hard that it shook. After dinging the door, she laughed and
started getting in the car. I walked over to the guy and told
him I would think twice about dating a girl who treated other
people's property so carelessly. I walked away before he
could say anything.

Confrontation with a strangek may be simply to regulate behavior - par-
ticularly behavior which interferes with the confronter's accomplishment of
the purpose, for being in that particular situation. The confrontation
depends upon clear understanding and acceptance of the social norms of the
situation and is context-bound. Since self-identity is not tied to the rela-
tionship with the stranger we may be more willing to be hostile and rude.
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Level 2 - Acquaintance

We may generally avoid confronting acquaintances because we lack know-
ledge of how the other will respond. The relationship is not at level to
have developed an expectation or responsibility for honesty. Two respondents
report: "Usually I don't do anything when it's someone I know moderately
well. Via usually afraid that someday I might have to ask this person for a
favor, or because they really might get offended." "I don't think I ever con-
fronted someone I knew moderately. I usually think it's their problem and
ignore it or leave."

1. With acquaintances, the reason for confrontation may not be so such the
violation of a clearly understood rule but rather confusion over what the
expectations of the situation or the relationship are.

Example: A few weeks ago my husband and I went out of town for
the weekend. Upon arriving home we found mud tracked all the
way through the house and mud all around my recently cleaned
bathroom sink and floor. The only people who have a key besides
us are our neighbors whose parents own the apartments. We
immediately called them:

"Hi, do you know anyone who was in our apartment this weekend."

"Well no, why?"

We then explained why and described the mess.

"Oh, I guess I did give the key to the construction workers who
were remodeling the apartment below you, in cane they needed to
use the bathroom or anything."

"That's nice to find out some construction workers were here
while we weren't. I thought that's what we paid rent for.
Can't we expect any right to privacy?"

He than apologized and offered to come reclean the apartment.
We did not accept the offer, but did accept the apology with the
promise that it would not happen again.

2. Confrontation with an acquaintance tends to be done very gingerly.

a. Confrontation may be presented as information processing.

Example: I approached a teacher because I wanted to know why
my research paper was graded so low (class of about 75).

"Hi. I was wondering what was wrong with my paper so I can
improve on the next one."

The teacher reads the paper. "When did you turn it in?"

"Two weeks early."
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"That explains it. I graded those that came in early a lot
harder because I had the time and I had to hurry with the
late ones. I'll raise it one letter grade."

b. Confrontation may be performed through teasing or humor to preserve
a light atmosphere.

Example: I said to my roommate in a teasing manner, "Greg, you
sloppy sucker, why cant you ever clean the house?" He responded
in a similar manner. And then I said, "No, seriously, we need
to keep the house cleaner."

c. Confrontation may lead to an offer to help.

Example: At music and group practice, a member of the group was
not attending the rehearsals like he should. It was slowing down
my progress because he was my partner.

"Hey Tom, we've missed ya, where have ya been?"

"I wish everybody would leave me alone. I haven't missed that
much. I just won't do the dance."

"What about your dance partner? Is that fair for her? She's
put Lit of time into it and now you say forget it."

"Well, I just can't learn it because they keep on changing it."

"tell ya what, I'll help you. You can do it:"

3. Confrontation with an acquaintance may be done implicitly tether Char
explicitly. (Perhaps the motivation is to get even rather than to negotiate
expectations.)

Example: my roommate come home drunk last night. Now I don't
mind drinking, but in excess I can't stand it. She was "trying"
to do things that wo,..1d make us sympathize or laugh with her.
Disgusted with her; I just ignored her. Getting ready for bed
that night I wasr.'t overly quiet. If she had a hangover, it was
her fault and Anything that happens to her. . well.

4. Negotiation of rules at the acquaintance level is crucial to the survival
and evolution of the relationship to friendship.

a. Failure to adequately negotiate rules may lead to termination.

Example: When my roommates were upset with me I could tell.
First, I received a dirty note taped to my door. And second,
I received the silent treatment. No one would tell we what
was bugging them or what I had done wrong until I came right
out and asked them what the problem was. Then in a round-
about-way (avoiding directly talking about it) they told me.
Later, even though the issue had been discussed and supposedly
resolved, body language from uy roommates told me I could no
longer live in that apartment.
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b. Failure to follow through on negotiated rules may lead to stagnation
and arrest the development of a relationship.

Example: I confronted a fairly new (not dole) friend because
she was giving me double messages and it was driving me crazy.
One minute she'd be -uper nice, the next time "cold". She was
constantly offering me rides and then forgetting, etc. I knew
she did it to other people too, and that sometimes they didn't
like her for it. It was a long conversation. First, I asked
her if she had known that I had been angry with her for quite
awhile. (She hadn't, and I wasn't surprised.) Then I said
that that was half of the problem - that she didn't care enough
to notice that I was unhappy with her. I told her the only
reason she was able to upset me was because I liked her so much.
I told her that I was upset because she was sending double
messages and confusing me, but I did want to be friends still.
(In other words, I wanted her to change so we could be.) She
was really nice about it, and said that she hadn't realized
what she was doing. She said she could see what she needed to
do differently with other people, and thanked me for pointing things
out to her. I told her to please tell we when she wasn't happy with
me, but she said she couldn't think of anything that bothered her.
(In my opinion, she didn't care again.) Anyway, she was really
nice. But she still does the same things, but worse. Sometimes
she's nice; but usually cold.

Between acquaintances, social confrontation appears to negotiae a set of
working rules for how to get along within the situation which brings them to-
gether. The confrontation is bound to that situation, context-specific, and
tends to be primarily about present behavior with reference to immediate past
and limited projected future behavior. The relationship has little impact on
self-identity no confrontation may be avoided or used only as necessary to
coordinate behavior.

Level 3 - Friend

With the development of friendship, we acquire sense of responsibility
to maintain the relationship. Confrontation may be more frequent than with
acquaintances. The issues of confrontation "come more complex due to the
increased interconnectedness of the participants' lives. The importance of
the relationship to one's self-identity introduced problems of negotiating
boundaries between self and otizer.

1. In confronting a friend we may express a willingness to understand the
friend's account for the problematic h%.avior, perhaps even helping in build-
ing the account.

Example: A frier; had written me a .check for some cosmetics and
it bounced.

"Carol, that chock you wrote me came back."

"Oh, I'm sorry. I'll bet Moose cleared the account before it
cleared the bank."
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"I'm sure things are pretty outashape, especially going through
a divorce."

"Yes. Listen, I'll get the cash to you Thursday after payday."

"Okay. 7.'11 really appreciate it."

2. On the other hand, frienda count a lot on the taken-for-granted under-
standings between them. When these are violated, hostility may erupt.

Example: On a bike ride my friend wanted to go one way and I
wanted to go the other way. The only thing we did was scream
each other's names and then took oft the way each of us wanted
to go. We eventually thought we would see each other around the
block. But I couldn't find her and went home, while she waited
for 15 minutes on the corner she expected to see me at. When
we finally confronted each other I jumped in yelling at her, not
giving her a chance. She did the same. We were both too stub-
born to listen to each other,

3. The number of issues which become interconnected between friends may make
social confrontation very complex with number of issues being implied at
one time.

Example: "Why do we always have to spend money; can't we do
anything that's free?"

"It's not your money anyway. You won't have to pay a dime.
I'll pay."

"Still, can't we do anything that's simple and cheap? If your
mom knew what you spent it on she'd stop sending it."

"Just because my parents aren't like yours: They don't make me
do it all on my own. You sure try to make it clear to them how
I spend it wht,n you're around them and they still give it to me."

"Oh you think it's just 'cause of sly parents: And you make it
sound like I say all those things just to get you in trouble and
since it didn't, why do you care anyway. . ." etc., etc.

4. Confrontation between friends may frequently involve the negotiation of
boundaries.

a. Friends negotiate the extent of involvement in one another's lives.
They must find the balance between relational identity and preserva-
tion of individual identity.

Example: My roommate is my best friend, plus we had all of our
classes together. She seemed to be slightly upset with me so I
asked, "Have I done something to make you mad at me?"

"Not really, it's just I'm tired of always being together and
competing ageinat you."
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b.

"Well, maybe we shouldn't take every class together, so we
can meet more people, and not always be around each other."

"That would probably help. It's hard being around the same
person 24 hours daily."

Friends must negotiate expectations for openness and needs for
privacy.

Example: One of my really close friends wanted me to tell him
something, and usually I would. But I said, "No, I can't." He
said, "I thought we could talk to each other." I said, "Well
some things we can and some things we can't. It bothers me when
you think I have to tell you everything."

c. Friends indirectly negotiate limits on control or influence within
the relationship.

Example: We both wanted to see a movie but disagreed on which
one so we ended up going mini-golfing instead.

"Let's go see xxx."

"I'd rather go see 000."

"We always go see what you want to see."

"Fine, let's go see xxx."

"No, I don't even want to see a show anymore."

"Okay, let's go somewhere else, like mini-golf."

"Fine."

5. The confrontation between friends frequently relies upon knowing how to
"read" one another, and a commitment to one another. This dependability may
lead to manipulative gamesmanship.

a. Friends can use exaggerated threats without risk of being misunder-
stood.

Example: My friend was chewing gum loudly with her mouth open.
I said, "Quit chewing your gum so loud or I'll beat you to a
frazel." She said, "ra, I'd like to see ya try." But she didn't
make so much noise.

b. Friends may avoid direct confrontation by acting "strange", requiring
the other to coax you. This action may be way of evading responsi-
bility for the confrontation.

Example: When my boyfriend does something which offends me, I
clam up. I get very sad, not mad. don't talk very much and
when he asks me what the matter is I say, "nothing." He has to
coax it out of we before I'll tell what it is that has upset me.
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c. A friend may use the other's feelings of attachment and responsi-
bility to gain compliance or contrition.

Example: I was supposed to meet my boyfriend at a certain time
so that we could go to an activity together. He wasn't there so
I left without him. The next day I saw him and jokingly told
him I wasn't speaking to him. He had forgotten and he felt worse
than I could have made him feel by yelling at him. I rubbed it in
by telling him hot' such fun I had.

6. Confrontation between friends begins to show a willingness to speak for
one another - to project one's self upon the other, telling them how they
should feel or think.

Example: I visited my best friend for week and she was being
rather pessimistic. She had a negative attitude. She said
something negative that we both knew was not true. I denied
the statement, "No, it's not, and you know it." She paused and
realized the significance of what was said. I continued,
"Sharon, you've been doing that a lot lately, saying things you
know aren't true." She agreed and we talked it through a little
more. She decided she needed to think rightly.

Friends confrontation appears to center on specific expectations for one
another and their relationship. Confrontation may take place about behaviors
far removed in time and space. An integral part of negotiating the emerging
relational culture is the negotiation of boundaries between self and other.
Self-identity becomes tied to the friendship yet participants may strive to
maintain separate identity as well.

Level 4 - Intimate

With intimates the degree of attachment may be so high that the partici-
pants confuse self and other. They feel comfortable telling one another how
to think and feel even beyond the boundaries of their relationship. Ironically,
because of the degree of interconnectedness in their lives, mundane affairs
may intrude upon intimates leading to numerous tiffs over minor behaviors. The
high expectations for the participants to know and understand one another may
lead to many frustrations. In addition, intimates may become too relaxed
with one another. In intimate relationships we expect the other to accept
everything about us (Mark Knapp's, "Love me, love my rhinoceros"). We may
become unwilling to monitor our own behavior feeling that we are now "back-
stage" and do not need to perform.

1. Mundane activities may infringe upon the intimate relationship.

a. Intimates may have tiffs over failure to meet expectations in minor
day to day activities. Intimates are "supposed to know" the vary-
ing conditions regulating rule application.

Example: I was angry with my husband for not waking me up in
time to go to church.

"Why didn't you wake me up?"
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"You always get wad at me when I wake you up."

"I do not get mad at you for waking me up at 8:00, only when
you come in at 6:00 and every 15 minutes after that."

Jerry just walked away and went to Church.

h. Intimates find themselves in the paradoxical situation of being will-
ing to make time for one another yet are supposed to understand the
other's needs to get work done.

Example: My wife and I are both students. We had a confrontation
over whose work was more important. "You are always too wrapped
up in your work to even listen to what I have to say. I have
enough of my own work to worry about."

2. Intimates face the continuing problem of negotiating the boundaries between
integration and separation. The confusion of other with self may lead to prob-
lems.

a. Being one's "true" self with the accompanying unwillingness to monitor
behavior with intimate may become a source of confrontation.

Example: When my husband gets upset, he swarms. Yet, I never
heard him swear before we were married. This was not a first
confrontation. I have let him know before that swearing is
very offensive to me. But have tried not to say too much. One
day it was particularly bad so I confronted him with, "Why don't
you ever swear in front of your mother?" He replied, "Because
she would be really disappointed in me if she heard me swear."
I countered, "Don't you think I'm disappointed, or don't you care?"

b. The tendency to speak for one another may lead to a perceived infringe-
ment on self-hood.

Example; Yesterday my husband and I were talking and I made a
statement about how I felt about something. His return was,
"Oh, you don't really." I then let him know that Idid not
appreciate him telling me how I felt just after stating how I
felt.

3. Intimates are held accountable for their behavior even outside of the
boundaries of the relationship.

Example: After being gone for two hours Terry quizzed her husband
as to what he had done in that time period, "So whet else have you
done, just carry chrome for two hours?" Carl proceeded to account
for his time, "No the metal I carried in. . I watched TV for
half an hour while I was eating dinner."

4. Intimates are much more concerned about projected future behavior.

Example: Lynn offers conjecture about possible behavior both
could consider in the future: Leaving their children with grand-
parents while going on a vacation. David reproaches the hypothe-
tical behavior by questioning the appropriateness of such behavior,
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"two weeks though that's asking a lot." Lynn then accounts
for her offense denying David's reproach by offering an example
contrary to his reproach, "my mom's use to that." David again
reproaches with, "not as infants.." Lynn then accounts again
dispelling David's reproach and thus aligns the pzoposed vaca-
tion with the appropriate age for leaving children with in-laws.
David accepts the possibility.

Intimates most simultaneously negotiate the mundane activities of every
day life along with their definitions of self. Confrontation may be time
and context free. They tend to confront over projected future behavior.
Intimates expect one another to understand the nuances of their expectations
given the numerous taken-for-granteds accumulated over time and shared exper-
ience. Attachment is so high that the boundaries between self and other may
become confused.

Conclusion

We have claimed that social confrontation is a particular kind of epi-
sode through which relationships are negotiated. But the type of relation-
ship, characterized by its degree of intimacy, also affects the form and
substance of the confrontation episode. Thus, our understanding of relational
development may be enhanced by studying social confrontation. But our under-
standing of the social confrontation episode will also be enhanced by study-
ing the nature of the relationship in which it occurs.
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ARGUING STRATEGIES OF THE ELDERLY

Janice Schuetz
University of New Mexico

If reasoning is one of the qualities that make persons
human, then it is especially appropriate to investigate
what common and diterse strategies of argumentation persons
adopt during different stages of the life cycle. Although
gerontologists hays not studied the arguing strategies of
the elderly specifically, they have examined the way elders
solve problems, make decisions, and communicate with peers
and family. This body of research offers several
hypotheses that can help establish framework for
investigating how the elderly argue. The sociological
hypothesis suggests that elders argue similarly to all
other segments of the population and that problems or
pecularicies of arguing derive not from the chronological
age of a person but rather from elders' level of education,
work experiences, and personal and professional learnings.1-
A second hypothesis is philosophical; it concludes that
elders are experiencing their final stage of life and
therefore they focus their communication upon human values,
learnings from life experiences, and accumulated wisdom.2
A third hypothesis infers that physical and social
deprivations reduce the ability of elders to reason as they
grow older. This point view claims that elders once had
reasoning skills but that these skills have declined
because the physical health of the elder has degenerated
and their social contacts have decreaaed.3 The final
hypothesis is perceptual-cultural; this position claims
that the elderly share common strategies and abilities to
communicate but that these are perceived differently in
different cultures. For example, in some cultures, persona
believe that elders are wise and knowledgable and others in
the population look to them for advice on solving
problems. In other cultures, the elders are perceived to
be old, outdated, and irrelevant to the rest of society so
their arguments are interpreted as erroneous and useless.4
Each hypothesis demonstrates the variety of assumptions
that underlie research about the communication of elders.
This essay adopts assumptions similar to the philosophical
hypothesis and examines how elders use the narrative mode
of arguing as a way of justifying actions and values.

Moat of our knowledge about the arguing strategies of
the elderly comes not from research in gerontology but from
our own personal experiences with the elders in our
families and communities and from observations of elders
portrayed in the mass media. For example, those of us who
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vieWeithe film "On Golden Pond" saw Henry Fonda, a retired
college professor, portray a forgetful, fearful, and
irreverent elder who often tried to debate with his wife,
daughter, son -.in -law, and grandson. But when he engaged in
prepositional argument and case building, he failed to
persuade members of his family. However when the elderly
man began to tell stories to family members, he succeeded
in getting them to accept and underatand his actions and
values.

The fact that others can beat understand elders
through the narratives they share is an instructive theme.
It suggests that narrative is the appropriate focus for
scholars to take when they study the arguing strategies of
elders. The purpose of this essay is to develop a
framework for understanding narrative argument and to
propose that this mode of arguing is characteristic of
elderly persons. To accomplish this goal, the essay (1)
develops a narrative framework for the study of the
argumentation of elderly, (2) applies this framework to the
analysis of oral histories, and (3) evaluates the narrative
approach as a method for looking at modes of arguing
throughout the life cycle.

Narrative Framework

Developing a narrative framework for the study of
argumentative discourse involves defining this mode of
discourse, explaining the argumentative characteristics of
story, and analyzing how a specific genre of narrative
works as argument.

In its broadest sense, narrative includes "the words
and/or deeda - -that have sequence and meaning for those who
live, create, and interpret them."5 Narrative has three
defining traits. The first trait ie the content of the
narrativethe chain of events, actions, and happenings of
the story. Specifically, the story attributes meaning to
the stories of human experience.6 Often the meanings of
the stories of elderly result from their interpretations of
solving problems, surviving hardships, or enduring
oppression. The issues of stories stress the values gained
from experience. The second trait consists of existents
which are the character and setting of the narrative. The
existents are both the characters who create und experience
the action and the netting or the context in which the
action takes place.7 In some stories, the storyteller is
the main character whose point of view structures and forms
the story. In other narrative, the storyteller is the
observer who tells others stories for them. Context
consists of both the times and places in which the
narratives are situated. The final trait is the discourse
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itself, the linguistic means by which the content and the
existents are presented by the storyteller.8 Discourse
includes the reasoned connections of the narrative such as
the generalizations or claims, inferences, and
justifications. The discourse may also establish, the
motive and meaning of the story through the language of
description, imagery. metaphor, and analogy. Summers
concludes that narrative is "a way of looking at life" that
allows auditors to "discover the values the author chooses
to prove."9 In this essay, narrative argumentation refers
to the process in which storytellers seek the adherence of
auditors to the value claims they present in their
stories. Claim means the linguistic statements about
persons, places and ideas which elders use to interpret the
meaning of their storiea.10

Narrative does not take traditional argumentative
forma because it often lacks "clearly identifiable modes of
inference" and "rational standards taken from formal and
informal logic." Instead narrative consists of "stories
constituted by good reasons." These stories become
"rational when they satisfy the demands of narrative
probability and narrative fidelity."11 Narrative
probability means that the stories provide coherent
accountings between storytellers and auditors whereas
narrative fidelity means that the stories fit with the
experiences auditors have had in their own livea.12 Unlike
traditional rationality, narrative is not normative instead
it describes "human choice and action" and uses these
descriptions as the basis for identification with the
values and experiences of suditora.13

Narrative can work effectively as reason-giving
discourse in several ways. First, storytellers establish a
spatific point of view and/or stance and therefore
interpret their own behavior and the behavior of others
from designated perapective.14 In this way, the
narrator - arguers take positions toward experiences and
actions and use various elements of the narrative to
support those positions. Second,aatory organizes large
amounts of information in a condensed and involving
sequence.15 Whereas the claims of traditional
argumentation contain a limited amount of information
presented in a linear sequence, stories present large
amounts of information and multiple claima in configural
accounts of the narrated action in which characters act
within a setting for a purpose. Third, depending on the
plot of the narrative, the story provides predictable
causal connections between persona, contexts, ideas, and
objects.16 For example, the life stories of the elderly
link them to important customs and traditions; to peat and
present members of their community; to other persona who
have shared significant contexts with them during their
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lives; to ideas about how to succeed, work, raise children,
take care of the land, or live through herd times; to
certain symbolic objects such as clothes, vehicles, books,
moncy, or technical advances. Fourth, narrative argumcAt
seeks the participation of the auditors in the action of
the story because the story cannot be understood unless
Ewlitors bring their knowledge of history, their personal
experiences, and their values to the interpretive framework
of the story. 17 Just as auditors fill in premises or
conclusions to a linear argument, the auditors of
narratives fill in the gape of the configuration of the
story with their own experiences and understandings.

Narrative includes a variety of genre including:
autobiography, saga, legend, adventure, oral history,
fantasy, and melodrama.18 Each of these types of narrative
embodies properties of argument. However, this essay will
focus on one genre, oral history, as narrated by elderly
storytellers. When I use the term elders or elderly, I am
referring to persons over eighty years of age. Oral
history refers to first-person accounts of life experiences
that result from an interviewer asking selected questicns
that are responded to by an interviewee.19 Oral history is
"a process of collecting.. . . reminiscences, accounts, and
interpretations of events from the recent pest which are of
historical significance.20 Oral histories are a discursive
method of representing and promoting human values. By
responding to selected questions, narrators create meanings
from life experiences, connect this meaning to specific
values, and endow this experience with universality and
purpose. For this reason, oral histories act as arguments
because the stories persons tell make sense out of their
experience through their interpretations of the interplay
of content, existents, and discourse of their stories.

Several reasons justify the study of oral histories as
the data for analyzing the arguing of the old-old, that is,
the segment of persons who have exceeded the chronological
age of eighty. Narrative is the typical discourse used by
this group who rely more on the knowledge gained from
personal experience then the that gained from external
sources. Additionally, oral histories use an open-ended
process so that elders can address issues without
responding to a questionnaire or answering prescribed
questions. Because the elderly sometimes fear unfamiliar
settings and persons, the oral histories are conducted in
the Interviewee's home by someone who knows them. Finally,
elders often have sight and hearing impairments that might
limit their ability to respond to other research processes
but these impairments have little or no effect on the
ability of elders to provide an oral history.21

Content. The content of the oral history is grounded
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in the experience of the narrator. In ways similar to
traditional argumentation, the purpose of the storyteller
affects how the narrative will be structured. The purpose
or end helps to establish the issues, the characters, and
the settings that are chosen from the relevant life
experience.22 In general the purpose of the oral history is
to deliberate about personal experience with the assistance
of the questions of the interviewer. This deliberation
leads to themes which, in turn, connect experience to
particular values. Oral histories are a kind of "reasoning
in retrospect," that is, the narrator reflects upon
experiences and then evaluates that experience according to
some present value.23 The broad questions selected by
questioners permit respondents to give detailed narrative
responses that describe, interpret, and connect lived
experiences. Values, according to Milton Rokeach, are
"abstract ideals, positive or negative . . . representing
person's belief about an ideal mode of conduct." 24 Values
are suggested by questions of the interviewer that seek
information about occupations, ethnic background, religious
preferences, work experiences, traditions, and economic
situation. Thus the argumentative content of an oral
history consists of value claims in the form of themes such
as "the meaning of my life is that I learn from my mistakes
and never repeat a mistake twice," value propositions such
as "everyone should experience poverty and then they would
know why it is important to save money," or social maxims
such as "God will take care of those who take care of
themselves."

Existents. In a narrative the experience and issues
of value are developed through characters and contexts that
are carefully described by the arguer-narrator. In oral
histories, the value claims presented by elders are made
from a subjective point of view. The central character in
always the storyteller and "you cannot take the I out of
the I remember of oral histories. . . the viewpoint of the
individual resides in the very form of the oral
history." The other important characters are the persons
who influenced the choice and actions of narrators in
positive or negative ways.25 The setting or context is
important to the oral history narrative. Often common
contexts appear and reappear in the oral histories of the
elderly such as the depression, World Wars I and II, and
moving from another country. Occupational contexts also
enter into oral histories with emphasis upon farming
locations, mining activities, facl-ory working for the
railroad, or medical, teaching, or religious professions.
Still another context features personal settings that
include a family home, a place of sickness, moving from one
region of the country to another, and a place associated
with special experience of pain or of happiness. The
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narrator is free to move from one context to another or to
superimpose several contexts as a backdrop for his or her
choices and actions.

The descriptions of both characters and context must
be sufficiently detailed by the narrator so that the action
and the choices appear true and probable. Narrator - arguers
seek identification of the auditors with the characters and
contexts of their narratives so the auditors will both
believe and understand the stories.

Discourse. The discourse must accommodate both the
content and the existents of the narrative. Adept
narrator-arguers develop arguments by accepting common
premises, making clear inferences, justifying claims, and
using stylistic device to certify the importance of claims.

Sharing common premises is necessary for oral
histories and these premises are clarified when questioners
select respondents because they perceive the respondents to
have first-hand knowledge and experience about subject of
historical inquiry. Before the question-response sequence
begins, narrators and questioners accept the idea that
narrators will give honest and accurate statements about
their memories and their interpretations of events. Both
recognize that questioners will ask probing questions about
issues, characters, and setting in ways that will encourage
the respondents to present detailed accounts. Thus,
sharing premises in oral history means that participants
understand their unique roles, recognize the purpose of the
oral exchange, and agree to have their discourse recorded,
transcribed, and disseminated for public scrutiny.26

Agreement about the premises precedes the interview
and helps to shape the content that evolves in the claims
made through the qarrative. Claims are ideas that
narrators want their auditors to accept. Claims take the
form of personal affirmations, judgments, or
generalizations.27 For example, in oral histories,
narrators tell stories that have a point and that at as
an argumentative claim. In these historical narratives,
elders make two typical types of claims. One is "a memory
claim", that is, one person's claim as to what has
happened in the past. These claims are difficult to
analyze because they are often devoid of directly expressed
evidence and the justification depends upon the memory of
the narrator. The second type are value claims, that is,
Judgments "about a person, place, thing or idea."28 Value
claims can be either judgments about abstract values such
as fairness, justice, truth or concrete values that judge
specific persons, groups, or objects.29 Often in
historical narratives, the storyteller reveals a hierarchy
of values through the configuration of the story.
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The value claims are the product of inferences, that
is, mental leaps from the data supplied in the narrative to
a conclusion.30 In oral histories, elders leap from their
detailed accounts of their own experience, the characters
who influenced them, and the plezes pertinent to the
atory's conclusions about the worth of someone or
something. For example, elders might describe a landowner
and his dealings with their community and then leap from
that data to the conclusion that he was a dishonest
scoundrel. Thus narrative provides the evidential data
that is the grounds for the value claims they make.

Third, narrative offers justifications for the value
claims it makes. These justifications are really warrants
within the narrative that provide a rationale for the
conclusions by implying or stating reasons why the claim is
worthy of belief.31 However, because narrative is not
linear and sequential, the justifications are of several
types such es those implied by the plot and characters of
the narrative, by other values expressed earlier or later
in the narrative, by the common experiences of narrators
and auditors, and by maxims or personally derived wisdom.
The methods of justifying value claims differ widely from
one oral history to another, but the methods within a
single oral history are often quite consistent with one
another.

Finally, the certitude of narratives is affected by
the stylistic choices of the storyteller. To do this, the
narrator embellishes the story with repetition and
restatement, analogy, and emotionally-laden adjectives and
adverbs.

Analysis of Narratives

This essay analyzes oral and transcribed oral
histories from the Pioneer Foundation Collection containing
ninety histories that were recorded between 1952-1965.
The purpose of this project was to get a histo ical record
of the pioneer life of ranchers and miners in Southern New
Mexico. All of the subjects for the project lived in the
last century and they ranged in age from eighty to
one-hundred years old. The histories were recorded by Lou
Blachley who had knowledge of the area and its people and
who was a trained oral historian. The interviews resulted
in over 600 audio tapes and thousands of transcribed
pages. The individual histories range in length from
twenty to one hundred pages. My analysis first
investigates some commonalities among the narrative
reasoning of the pioneers and then investigates examples of
argument in the individual narratives by focusing on the
content, existents, and discourse of the oral histories.
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The common stories presented in these ninety histories
stressed crime end weather crises. The crime stories
ranged from tales about stealing property, defrauding
persons out of property, to killing people. And the bad
weather narratives recalled drought, floods, snow storms,
e nd en earthquake. These narratives expressed value c/eims
about the importance of honesty, the necesssity of
preparing for bed times, and the importance of acting like
e lady or gentleman. Characters were central tc the crime
stories and featured legendary outlaws such es Billy the
Kid end the heroic sheriff, Pat Garrett, who killed him;
the violent wars of the Apaches and of their leader
Geronimo; the deaths of innocent women end children as well
as the justified murders of scoundrels end crooks. The
characters of the weather stories most often consisted of
the narrator, his or her family, end community members who
shared the victimage and heroism of the weather crises.
Whereas the context produced the struggle and subsequent
action of the stories, the characters dominate the
struggles and action of the crime stories. The value
claims in all of the stories consisted of the following:
the worth of persons, the quality and quantity of lend, the
quality of community residents, the importance of vehicles
and work animals, end the character of many persons.

The oral histories vary in their narrative probability
and fidelity. The improbable end unbelievable narratives
resulted from the inability of some storytellers to provide
sufficient detail about the persons, places, and actions of
their recollection of history to show auditors that they
were eye-witnesses to the circumstances they talked about.
On the other hand, the probable and believable narrative
arguments showed remarkable detail in the characterization
of persons, the description of places, end the perception
of things. One of the most involving of these stories
recounted how a grizzly bear had mangled a men in the
community and how the resulting physical disfiguration
ruined his life. In this narrative, the storyteller
described the trees end brush; the time of day and even the
position of the sun; the dress, facial expression, weight,
and attitude of the victim of the grizzly attack. This
discursive detail created strong images of character,
provided suspense, and encouraged the belief of auditors
that the narrator was an eyewitness to the event end that
his value claim--"nature punishes men for their
foolishness"--is likely to be true.32

Even though the quality of oral histories differs from
storyteller to storyteller end from episode to episode
within a single narrative, these oral histories share the
trait that they present narrative arguments about isauee of
value and their purpose is to gain adherence of these value
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claims from auditors. Whereas some nnrrators tell auditors
directly what the meanings of their narratives are, others
give much detail and allow auditors to draw their own
conclusions about the meaning of the oral history.

Each storyteller chronicles different stories and each
person adds unique versions to the stories because of their
backgrounds and personalities. The following section of
the essay analyzes three narrative segments of three
different oral histories by focusing on the narrative
argument found in each sample.

The first narrative centers upon the experiences of
Lewis Jones, who es a child, recalled and evaluated the
winter of 1888 in Reserve, New Mexico.33 The purpose of
his story is to relate the history of his experience of
survival during a very bed winter. In the narrative, the
storyteller, his family. and members of the community
combine their resources to overcome the obstacles of the
environment. Just as in other oral histories, the narrator
and questioner enter into the discourse by acknowledging
that the narrator has first-hand experience, will provide
accurate and truthful accounts, end agrees that the
materiel will be recorded end disseminated to the public.

Unlike most narratives, Jones begins with a value
claim: "The winter of '88, by george, everybody almost
starved to death in Reserve." Next, the story develops
grounds or evidence for the inference by explaining: "There
wasn't a pound of flour or coffee, bacon, lard. Oh, there
might have been a little bacon if somebody had a hog or
something like that. But there was nothing. They had
nothing." The narrator repeats his point that the food
supply was completely gone. The he digresses from his
claim to explain the role of a character who helped keep
food in the community es long as posssible because he would
let people grind corn in hie old mill. This character is
described as "an old fella moved in there from Missouri
with a counter coffee mill." This fellow was kind enough
to let everyone use this mill to make corn meal from dried
corn. The narrator recalls that "everybody would go there
every morning end mother used to send me there every
morning with a ten pound lard bucket full of corn to grind
. . And, I used to done that every mornin" and stand inline . . . Maybe there'd be eight or ten grind there at a
time." After the grinding mill broke down, Jones recalls,
someone had to do something to prevent the starvation of
the entire community. So his father end two friends
decided to rig "sleds and sleigh runners" onto a team of
horses and, with Jones himself accompanying the expedition,
the men heeded NOrth to find food. Their journey to
Magdelene, New Mexico, was slow and traumatic because "the
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horses would . . . walk on top of the ice and snow and
occasionally would break through. Your horses would bog
down and your wagon would bog down." After twenty days of
travel, Jones, his father, and his fathers friends returned
to Reserve "with seven or eight hundred pounds of food,
flour and . . . a little sugar and coffee and things like
that." The narrator concludes: " I was about fourteen, you
see, then, just a kid . . . that was some, some trip! And
cold, my godalmighty. I don't see how we ever got
through."

In this narrative, two actions or events, that of
grinding corn meal and traveling to Magdelina are the
grounds for inference enabling the narrator to argue that
everyone nearly starved because the grinding mill broke and
the trip north to get food was so precarious that the
people barely got back alive. The justification for the
story are both in the narrative and in the minds of
auditors who respond to the narrativc. Specifically, the
story makes clear that the food supply is gone. And
auditors can participate in the argument to the degree that
they believe the narrator, identify with his struggles
against the weather, see that the narrative fits with their
knowledge of history, relate their experience with severe
winter conditions, perceive the credibility of the
storyteller, and have familiarity with other narratives
making similar claims. Any one of these factors may limit
the probability and fidelity of the narrative and thereby
limit auditors from giving their assent to the value
claim/a of the story. This narrative presents a strong
argument with an explicit grounds for inference, a
justification for the claims, and linguistic embellishment
in the form of detailed description and vivid imagery.

A quite different type of narrative argument appears
in the oral history of Ben Perry who recalls that stealing
cattle was prevalent and being a cattle rancher was
difficult.34 Using the same premises as other oral
histories, the narrator develops a social maxim for his
story that emphasizes "honesty is the best policy."
Although Perry does not give much detail about the context.
the setting in the 1880's is relevant to auditors'
understanding of the story. At this time, cattle ranchers
moved in by the dozens to take advantage of the rich
grazing land in the area. Since New Mexico was not yet a
state, the laws for grazing were not clear and so each
cattleman settled the land and claimed it for himself. In
this narrative, the characters are more important than the
context for this storyteller who develops character by
using comparisons and contrasts. First, he compares his
own character with that of Dan Gatly, an honest rancher for
whom he worked and then he compares his honest acts with
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other cowhands who would not hesitate to steal a cow if
they got a chance.

The story begins by a reference from the questioner to
Dan Gatly. Perry recalls, "Dan Gatly . . . as I told you
has 27 descendants, that is with the wives of the children
. . . .Me did all right . . . . and they was a good family
too . And I'll tell you something that Dan Gatly was one
of the best men in the world . . . lie was just as honest as
the day is long . . . I know "cause I worked with him and I
was workin' for him." Perry explains that as a young man,
he had a bad reputation and when he came to work for Gatly,
Gatly told him that "I'd damn sure have to quit atealin"
because he was honest and he intended to make the community
honest. But Perry explains, " I got up there and it wasn't
as honest as he thought it was" so I told him "you just
overlook a whole lot of stuff that you don't want to see."
Gatly told me "Ben, I'd rather lose a cow anytime than
steal one." But he stresses, "In those days, if you didn't
steal cattle you couldn't stay in the cattle business."
Then he digresses from his account of honesty to give some
explanations of how they would steal cattle. They "would
kill the beef and eat it" or they would sell it so there
would be no evidence of any crime. After detailing some
stories of things he had seen, Perry concludes "everybody,
everybody would have been better off if they'd of gone and
just taken care of their own outfit and been honest."

The major claim stresses honesty and appears at the
end of the story. Perry infers this from a series of
concrete value claims such as Gatly was the best man in the
world, he had a good family, I didn't have a good
reputation. The narrative lacks specific detail about
actions, conflicts, and characters and so the premises of
the narrative configuration are left out and auditors are
expected to fill in the missing detail from their knowledge
of the storyteller, their perceptions of the purpose and
context of the story, or their own assumptions about honest
and dishonest actions. If auditors do not fill in the
gaps, the narrative likely will remain incomplete and the
story will lack both narrative probability and fidelity.
The story also lacks the linguistic embellishment of
descriptive detail, memorable images, and analogies. The
argument does seeu to support a common maxim about honesty,
but it does not give enough new evidence to show either why
that value was not accepted by ranchers or why it should
have been believed thus the narrative is a weak argument.

The third illustration comes from the oral history of
Ida Burgeas who recounts her memories of the raids of
Geronimo and Victorio, Apache warriors, in 1886.35 Her
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purpose is to ccmpare her childhood perceptions with those
conclusions she hes affirmed seventy-five years later. Her
value conclusion i3 that children do no' recognize the
danger that adults do. Unlike the Perry narrative, Burgess
provides some detail about the context of the story
explaining the landscape and the physical terrain of the
area which helps provide a rationale for the actions of the
story. However, she could have filled in some detail about
the historical context explaining that ranchero were
settling areas that the Apaches believed were their
rightful land and because they were powerless under the
law, they tried to acare the ranchers away by raids and
killing. She ignores the motive of the actions of the
villains but concentratea instead on the effects on herself
and members in her community. Burgess, at age ten, is the
major character of the narrative and other characters are
her neighbors who are victims of the raids and the Indian
warriors who are the villains of the story. The most
interesting feature of the discourse is its emphasis on the
source (the Indians) of the evil actions. She stresses:
"they killed the colt so the colt wouldn't give them
away"; "they killed a lot of people"; They "caused her
horse to throw her"; and they killed "the whole infantry."
Her point of view toward thG action is quite clear and the
repetitive discourse enforces the strength of the claim she
makes.

In addition to her focus on the cause of the deaths
and hardships, the narrative shows irony by comparing her
childhood evaluation of the story with her adult
conclusions. An example of how she recounts this irony is
found in this segment. Burgess recalls that although many
people were killed in the raids, she remembers most her
personal loss. During the raids, e neighbor was returning
with some fabric to make a dress for her. The dress would
be very special since she had only one dress. However, she
never got the dress because the neighbor's horse was
"spooked by an Indian standing behind a tree that caused
her horse to throw her" and "the Indian stole the dress and
I never got to see it, that was worse then the Indians to
me. . . I didn't realize the danger."

This story shows how oral history permits "reasoning
in retrospect," that is, the narrator can re-evaluate the
historical experience in light of contemporary knowledge
and understanding. This kind of arguing juxtaposes the
earlier claim with the later ones and shows auditors the
justification for reinterpretation. In Burgess's
narrative, the justification appears in a second segment of
the story in which she tells how the neighbors "gathered
every night at the Shackleford ranch" because they were
afraid the Indians would attack them. She recalls
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"everyone slept with a gun under their pillow." While they
were asleep one night, a posse from Fort Bayard "went up to
waylay the Indians . . . and they were waylaid themselves
and everybody was killed." She concludes "it was a lark to
we because I didn't realize the danger. But to grown
people, it must have been terrible."

Although many narrators decide upon their claims long
after the event, they present the claims as if they were
held at the time of the event as both Jones and Perry do.
Burgess explains the difference and also gives a
justification for that difference in a segment of the
narrative. For several reasons, her narrative seems
believable since auditors are likely to acknowledge the
selfish interests of a ten year old and the account fits
with general knowledge about the Indian history of the
area. She adds probability to the narrative by adding
specific names, dates, and places and uses vivid detail
that is characteristic of an eye-witness observer. Thus,
the narrative provides a strong argument stressing that
children are blind to danger because of their selfish
interests.

Oral History as Research Method

This essay promotes the study of narrative argument
through the analyais of oral histories as a method for
investigating how the oldest segment of the population
gives reasons. In doing so, I conclude that narrative is a
legitimate form of argument; it is the most common mode
used by the oldest segment of the population; and
narratives very according to the content, existents, and
discourse. Some of these type of arguments are weak and
others are strong according to their ability to create
narrative probability and fidelity for their auditors.

Even though this essay stresses how elders seek
adherence of auditors through the stories they tell, oral
history may also provide another means of reasoning for
elders in that this process may encourage elders to reflect
on their experience and thereby create new knowledge and
meanings. Gerontologist Robert Butler suggests that this
kind of communication is helpful to elders because they
establish patterns end connections in their life that they
may not have seen before.36

The use of oral history need not be reserved for the
study of how the elderly argue but this method might
provide useful discourse for the study of how each segment
of the population recounts atories of similar experience.
This type of date should show narrative reasoning and value
claims in all segments of the population. A panel studying
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argumentation throughout the life cycle could provide a
more systematic study of arguing if we used data from thesame method.

I recommend oral histories as a source of discourse
for several reasons. They provide extensive and detailed
texts of discourse in both oral and transcribed form.
Unlike pencil and paper tests and research interviews, oral
history does not depend exclusively upon the questions of
someone else for the content. Another advantage of this
method is that persons are recorded in their home and with
artifacts that give a depth an authencity to the discourse
that is not always present in the data secured from other
methods. Finally, the narrator responds to only two or
three issues and is encouraged to provide detailed
responses to the questions on these issues. The limited
role of the questioner forces the respondent to take a
leading role in the oral history.

Using oral history, of course, hes limitations aswell. By definition, oral history requires s select rather
than a random sample of a population and because of the
premises of the interview, some persons will opt not to
participate. Second, untrained interviewers may taint the
oral history by asking too many questions or the wrong type
of questions. Even though a certain degree of reliability
can be achieved when one questioner conducts many oral
histories, comparing the results of histories conducted by
many different persons may lack reliability. Finally, the
result might be effected by the use of the tape recorder or
by the fact that every word is going to be disseminated for
public scrutiny. Nonetheless, I believe oral history
provides an excellent source of textual data that can be
used for investigation of value claims and narrative
argument. Moreover, oral history is useful method for
studying the argumentation of the oldest segment of the
population.
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CAN ORDINARY ARGUERS RECOGNIZE A VALID CONCLUSION
IF IT WALKS UP AND BITES THEM ON THE BUTT?
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Do the principles of logic play a role in the native reasoning
processes of naive social actors? Or is logic simply an artificial system
of principles codified by philosophers and imposed on ordinary people by
formally trained critics? Most critics and researchers would probably
acknowledge the value of logic as a system for prescribing how people
should argue and reason. It is also obvious that naive social actors can
be trained (at least to some extent) to employ principles of logic in the
invention and evaluation of arguments. But there are large segments of our
field who would refrain from claiming that logical patterns of inference
are indigenous to either ordinary language use or to human psychology.

Of course, the strongest argument in defense of logic as a system
basic to human thought would seem to be the intuitively obvious quality
of its principles for those who are formally trained in the principles.
The fact that the principles of formal logic describe patterns of inference
whose validity requires no further justification would seem to suggest
their status as basic laws of thou ht. Once learned, the principles appear
self-evident, as though they were give.. naturally.

The trouble with this position, however, is that people who are not
formally trained in logic all too often show little native appreciation for
those principles in their arguments and reasoning. People will commit and
accept all sorts of fallacies. They regularly and spontaneously make and
understand arguments that are quite inadequate when judged according to
formal standards. Argumentation critics have consistently found great
difficutly.in applying logical formalisms to the interpretation of ordinary
discourse.' In fact, much of the current descriptive work in interpersonal
argument seems to have abandoned this concern altogether--as though logic
were somehow irrelevant to how ordinary argument is conducted.2

More important for the purposes of this study is the poor performance
of naive subjects in controlled studies of their reasoning abilities. When
given formal reasoning tasks in experimental settings, people do show some
tendency to draw logically valid conclusions, but they also regularly make
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a host of systematic errors.3 When placed in a cross-cultural context, the
performance of non-literate people on such tasks is even more discouraging.4
Many experimental researchers have tried to explain these errors in terms
of information-processing distortions of a basic underlying logical
competence, but little positive evidence for such a competence has been
torthcoming.5

The defense of a logical model of reasoning has struck many as ad hoc,
gaining its plausibility, not so much from independent evidence as from an
unshakable faith in the logical nature of the way people think and behave.
The current body of evidence has led many communication researchers to
dismiss the idea that human reasoning is structured according to logical
principles, calling it "the logic fallacy."' For these sceptics, it would
seem far more parsimonious to simply assume that human "belief processing"
follows the laws of a "psycho-logic" that sometimes makes the same
inferences as a logical system would, and sometimes doesn't. Rather than
trying to explain illogical inferences by looking for factors that might
interfere with the smooth operation of logical processes, these researchers
find it simpler to explain logical inferences by specifying the conditions
under which basically alogical processes might result in a logically valid
inference.?

One way to begin to resolve this controversy might be to recast the
relation between logic and human reasoning. Rather than seelop logic as
laws of thought which, if they exist, cannot be broken, logic might be seen
as a normative system of discursive rules. These rules would be tacitly
known by naive social actors, though the application and formulation of the
rules would be problematic. We can assume that those rules are more or
less adequately represented by a variety of formal systems, though that is
an empirical issue.

The point of a normative conceptualization of logic is that while
people might not always argue or reason logically, they try to--especially
when making any claim upon the belief of another. Cooperative speakers
will try to see to it that their patterns of argument and inference conform
to standards of logical validity. On this view, the naive social actor's
grasp of the principles of logic is akin to linguists' notion of a native
linguistic competence.8 Here, the key to establishing the relevance of
logic to human reasoning would not necessarily be to show that people
always or even usually produce logically valid arguments and inferences,
or even that they will always or even usually detect invalid forms.
People can be assumed to have a variety of difficulties in trying to match
language (natural or formal) to a logical representation. And they can be
expected to employ a variety of strategies and information-processing
heuristics that will be more or less successful in achieving that goal.
The key to establishing the pertinence of a normative system would be to
show that ordinary people can be made to recognize valid and invalid forms
of argument and inference and that they will prefer valid over invalid
forms when they do recognize them.

A parallel to language processing might be instructive here. One
would not want to say that because people make careless grammatical errors
(e.g., mistakes in subject-verb agreement) or because they misunderstand a
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sentence that they lack the linguistic compettnce described more or less
adequately by current linguistic formaligis.9 Consider, for example, the
following sentence (from Johnson-Laird):Iu

This book fills a much needed gap in the literature.

Many readers, on first glance, will take this sentence to be complimenting
the book as being much needed. While the fact that people will misread the
sentence in this way tells us something about the processing heuristics
that people use, it is the fact that people can also recognize the error
that tells us that the heuristics are used in the service of the rules of
grammar.

Along similar lines, this study was designed to test the idea that
subjects untrained in formal logic would be able to recognize errors they
made in drawing conclusions from abstract categorical syllogisms.
Specifically, it was hypothesized that when pairs of subjects were asked to
resolve differences in the conclusions they drew, subjects would be more
likely to change incorrect conclusions in favor of correct conclusions than
they would be to change correct conclusions in favor of incorrect ones.

Experiment 1

Method

Subjects were 18 volunteers from an introductory communication class;
extra credit was offered in return for participation in the study. None
of the subjects had any previous background or training in the principles
of formal logic or debate.

Subjects came by appointment for their participation in the study.
Upon their arrival they were given a set of ten premise pairs to abstract
categorical syllogisms. On the basis of past experiments, two types of
syllogisms were included. Five premise pairs were chosen that subjects
would almost always solve correctly. Five premise pairs were chosen that
subjects would almost always solve incorrectly. Each item consisted of
two premise pairs with abstract content (e.g., All A are B, No C are B,
Some C are not B). Premise pairs with both determinate and indeterminate
conclusions were included.

Subjects were asked to draw valid conclusions for each premise pair.
The meaning of a logically valid conclusion

was explained as were the
meanings of the terms (e.g., "some" means "at least some, and possibly
all"). Subjects were instructed to assume that all sets were non-empty.
They were also told that it was possible that there was no valid
conclusion to be drawn from a given premise pair and that in such cases
they should write down "no conclusion." Any conclusion drawn by subjects
involving a valid entailment was counted as correct.

Upon completion of the syllogisms, subjects were paired with a
confederate and brought to another room. There they were told to compare
their answers and to try to resolve any disagreements. The pairs were
instructed to spend only a couple of minutes on any disagreement and were
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told to leave disputes unresolved if they could find no way to come to a
mutually acceptable conclusion. No subject reported feeling that they did
not have enough time to work through their disagreements. Unknown to the
subjects, the discussions were recorded by audiotape. After all procedures
were completed, subjects were told the purpose of the study and informed of
the tape-recording.

The confederate was an undergraduate volunteer who was given the
correct solutions to the syllogisms. For seven of the syllogisms, the
confederate was instructed to give an incorrect answer and to argue for
that solution if the subject drew a different conclusion. For the other
three syllogisms, the confederate was trained to argue for the correct
conclusion. The latter three syllogisms were spaced at irregular intervals
on the test form.

The argument strategies supplied to the confederate involved the use
of Venn diagrams to present configurations of the sets named in the
premises. In the case of arguments for correct conclusions, the
confederate was instructed in the use of diagrams that depicted counter-
examples to incorrect conclusions that subjects might be expected to make
(i.e., diagrams that showed the subject's conclusion was not true for a
configuration consistent with the premises). In the case of arguments for
incorrect conclusions, the confederate was instructed in the use of
diagrams that depicted configurations that were possible (but not required
by the premises). Both the confederate's answers to the syllogisms and
his arguments were standardized for each of the ten items.

Analysis and Results

Both the subjects' initial conclusions and their resultant conclusions
following discussion with the confederate were coded as either correct or
incorrect. Both conclusions were also coded as either in agreement or
disagreement with the conclusions of the confederate. Resultant
conclusions were coded also for being changed or unchanged from the initial
conclusion. Results are presented in Table 1. As expected, subjects
working individually made many errors on this task, drawing invalid
conclusions 63% of the time. Subjects also showed a pronounced tendency to
reach some sort of resolution when paired with the confederate, coming to a
resolution in 76% of the cases in which subject and confederate initially
disagreed.

This tendency toward resolution appears to be more than mere
agreeableness or persuasibility. The probability of the subject changing
when both the subject and the confederate started out with different,
incorrect conclusions can be considered a sort of base-line value (to
serve as an expected probability in testing hypotheses about other

conditions); empirically, this probability turned out to be .50. When
both subject and confederate started out incorrect, the subjects shifted
to the confederate's conclusion half the time and persisted with their own
conclusion half the time. When the subjects started out with a correct
conclusion (and the confederate an incorrect conclusion) they were less
likely to change (43% did so), but not significantly so (z = -1.069).
However, when the confederate started out with a correct conclusion (and
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Table 1

Subjects' Solutions
After Discussion with Confederate

Confederate Correct/
Subject Correct

Confederate Correct/
Subject Incorrect

Confederate Incorrect/
Subject Correct

Confederate Incorrect/
Subject Incorrect

Initial
Agreement

10

38

Acceptance of
Confederate's
Conclusion

31

24

14

Persistance
in Own

Conclusion

13 (2)

32 (18)

14 (8)

Total

10

44

56

70*

*In 4 cases the resultant conclusion could not be determined.

Cases in parentheses indicate the number of times the confederate
resolved the difference by shifting to agreement with the subject.

the subject an incorrect conclusion) the subject was significantly more
likely to change (70% did so, z = 2.71, p In short, subjects
were significantly more likely to abandon an incorrect conclusion in favor
of a correct alternative thin to abandon a correct conclusion in favor of
an incorrect alternative ():= 7.58, d.f. = 1, p <:.01).

Experiment 2

The results of the first experiment provide some limited support for
the idea that naive social actors prefer valid conclusions to invalid
conclusions when these are pointed out and argued for. While subjects did
not show any strong tendency to persist with correct conclusions they drew
themselves, they did accept correct conclusions argued for by the
confederate. However, this tendency might somehow be an artifact resulting
from a spurious persuasiveness on the part of the confederate. There may
have been a bias in the way in which the confederate argued for his
conclusion when that conclusion was correct as opposed to when that
conclusion was incorrect. On several occasions, the confederate did
overstep the bounds of his instructions, acquiescing with the conclusion of
the subject--most notably in those cases where he was instructed to argue
for an incorrect conclusion. While the confederate claimed this was the
result of interactional pressures to appear reasonable, this source of
contamination cannot be dismissed. To rule out this potential flaw, a
second experiment was conducted along the lines of the first, this time
using pairs of naive subjects rather than subject-confederate pairs.
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Method

Subjects were 56 volunteers from introductory communication classes;
extra credit was offered in return for participation in the study. None
of the subjects had any previous background or training in the principles
of formal logic or debate.

As in experiment 1, subjects came by appointment and were given a set
of abstract categorical syllogisms to solve. Instructions were the same as
in the previous experiment. The test items consisted of 16 premise pairs,
different from those used in experiment 1. These premise pairs were chosen
for their variability in conclusions drawn; previous experiments had shown
that subjects draw a wide range of correct and incorrect conclusions for
those items. Both the quantity and the content of the syllogisms were
changed from experiment 1 to ensure a large number of disagreements and a
balance in the distribution of correct and incorrect conclusions drawn by
the subjects in any given pair.

After completing the syllogisms, the subjects were paired with another
subject they did not know and were brought to another room. As in the
first experiment, they were told to compare their conclusions and to try
to resolve any differences. In this study the discussions were openly
tape-recorded and subjects were informed of the taping prior to the
discussions. After comparing answers the subjects were debriefed. None
said that the recorder inhibited their arguments.

Analysis and Results

Both the initial conclusions and resultant conclusions following
discussion were coded as either correct or incorrect, and as either in
agreement or disagreement with the conclusion of the other subject.
Resultant conclusions were also coded as being either changed or unchanged
from the initial conclusion. Results are presented in Table 2. As in
experiment I, subjects working individually made many errors in reasoning,
drawing invalid conclusions 59% of the time. And again, subjects showed a
pronounced tendency to reach some sort of resolution, doing so in 91% of
the cases where the subjects initially disagreed. The most pertinent
information is the probability of shifting to a correct conclusion or an
incorrect conclusion, given that one partner initially drew a correct
conclusion while the other drew an incorrect conclusion. In these cases,
resolutions were significantly more likely to favor the correct conclusion
(67%) than to favor an initial incorrect conclusion (33%; z = 4.178,
p < .001).

Discussion

The purpose of these experiments was to test the idea that naive
social actors possess a native appreciation for the normative force of the
principles of logic. Such a position would suggest that while ordinary
people may make a variety of logical errors in their reasoning, the concept
of logical validity is something they intuitively grasp and respect. Logic
should not be equated with laws of thought, but with a second-order system
of principles that regulates the operation of the information-processing
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Table 2

Subjects' Solutions
After Discussion in Pairs

Initial

Agree on
Correct
Conclusion

Agree on
Initial
Incorrect
Conclusion

Agree on
New
Incorrect
Conclusion

Persist in
Seperate
Conclusions

Total
Pairs

Agreement/ 143* 143
Both Incorrect

Initial

Disagreement/ 6 28 2 6 42
Both Incorrect

Initial

Disagreement/ 100 48 1 12 161
One Correct

Initial

Agreement/ 102* 102
Both Correct

*Does not represent any change from initial conclusions.

heuristics and strategies that people employ when reasoning with discourse.
If the conclusions that subjects in this study drew initially were simply
the product of alogical laws of belief processing, then there would be no
reason to expect subjects to show any appreciation for logical errors or to
prefer valid conclusions over invalid ones when trying to resolve
differences in their conclusions. This does not appear to he the case. In
both experiments, naive subjects displayed a'clear preference for valid
conclusions over invalid ones when they were pointed out and argued for.
As such, these findings confirm Wason and Johnson-Laird's assertion that
people not only et deductive problems wrong, they usually come to realize
their mistakes.11

Subjects did surprise us, however, in their willingness in experiment
1 to abandon their correct conclusions in the face of the confederate's
arguments for an incorrect conclusion. While we are not prepared to make
any strong interpretation of this finding, we suspect that this may be due
to subjects giving in to the confederate's intransigence in the face of the
pressure to come to some sort of a resolution. No such intransigence was a
factor in experiment 2 where subjects not only almost always came to some
sort of resolution, but also did so in a way that was consistent with a
preference for logically valid conclusions. Likewise, where a valid
conclusion was defended by the confederate, the pressure for resolution and
the requirement to arrive at a valid conclusion cooperated to produce the

expected tendency. The confederate's, own self-report of a felt need to
compensate for his intransigence by accepting the subjects' conclusions on
occasion is also consistent with this interpretation. But further evidence
is needed to resolve this matter.
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UNUSED COMPLIANCE GAINING STRATEGIES

Dale llample

Western Illinois University

Judith M. Dellinger
Western Illinois University

This is the second paper in a projected series of studies designed
to explore why people choose not to make certain arguments. Nearly all
of our scholarship on argumentation is concerned with public arguments:
those which survive the mental processes of judgment and selection.
Examination of these survivors is profitable, but by its nature does not
allow much insight into th., reasons why certain arguments are made in
preference to others. Such information is obviously important to a full
theory of human invention.

Our research project is aimed at description of the non - surviving
arguments, and, more importantly, the apparent causes of people's
reluctance to use them. The first canon of rhetoric is sometimes
divided into creation and judgment; our concern is with the latter
topic. Our ultimate objective is a more complete theory of invention
than is possible without examination of unacceptable arguments. People
use private editorial standards to discipline their public utterances,
and we propose to identify those cognitive judgment criteria.

Methodological Issues

Our ambitions are immediately confronted with certain
methodological difficulties, however, and we cannot claim to have
overcome them completely.

Perhaps the main problem is getting access to unused lines of
argument. A fleeting thought immediately rejected may not be available
to the rhetor, much less to someone interrogating him/her; ordinary
self-reports ("please, list the ideas you thought of, but decided not to
use") seem pointless. Nor does straightforward introspection recommend
itself, partly for the same reasons of recall unreliability, but also
because anyone doing such introspection (e.g., the authors) is likely to
have training and experience which might make the results non-
generalizable.2 Eyen talk-aloud protocols will not give access to
ephemeral thoughts. And the reality of evaluation apprehension makes
it unlikely that people would candidly admit to having thought of
arguments they judged to be terrible or offensive."

Due to these considerations, we do not ask respondents to report
the rejected arguments. Instead, we supply them with lista of plausible
lines of persuasion, and ask for endorsements or rejections. Then we
request justifications for each rejection. In this way, we obtain data
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on which kinds of arguments are not made, and the reasons for their non-
use.

This procedure places on us the burden of inventing the arguments.
If our inventions are significantly unlike those of naive actors, our
work is somewhat open to the criticism of ecological invalidity. Such a
criticism would be extremely telling if our goal were to describe the
creative part of invention, and compliance gaining strategy researchers
have been immersed in precisely this controversy for several years? In
our case, however, the chief interest is in the reasons for rejecting
arguments. Even if we happen to provide people with some arguments
which are unlikely to have occurred spontaneously, respondents may still
use their normal standards of judgment in deciding to endorse or reject
our suggestions. The generality of the reasons we found in the first
study encourages us in the belief that people have a reasonably limited
set of standards which they apply to a wide variety of arguments. ° So
long as unlikely arguments (or authentic arguments which we do not
anticipate in our stimulus lists) are not rejected for unique reasons,
our work is unimpaired by the validity debate concerning lists of
compliance gaining strategies.

By using the most common set of strategies, we providQ our
respondents with a fairly large number of plausible choices.' We
recognize some possibility that our results would differ in degree if
different strategies were used as stimuli, but we believe that the
general outline of our results would still appear.8

The last main obstacle to this line of research is our use of self-
reports to obtain rejection rationales. Though we concede that we do
not get perfect representations of our respondents' rensons for not
using various arguments, we believe that our data are reasonably useful
for several reasons.' Our respondents have made conscious decisions
about each argument momenta before writing each rationale. These
features of conmfousness and recency afford confidence in the validity
of the reports." The information we seek ought to be available for
recall, and respondeqcs of good will can probably be relied upon to
provide it accurately."

Our general procedure is certainly imperfect and our results ought
to be (and soon will be) triangulated by other methods. Nonetheless, we
are satisfied that our research strategy provides a reliable route to
the preliminary information we seek in these first studies.

Rationale

Our chief purposes here are to confirm the usefulness of the coding
system developed earlier, and to offer tentative generalizations about
the criteria people use to edit arguments.

This report expands on the first one in several respects. The main
purpose of the initial study was to determine if our methodology--
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described in general terms in the preceding section--is viable. In that
experiment, all respondents were given the same list of compliance
gaining strategies, taken directly from Harwell and Schmitt's paper. A
coding scheme was developed to account for the rejection rationales
respondents provided. The coding system had eleven substantive
categories, and more than 952 of all responses fell into them.
Intercoder reliability was 69%, which is low but tolerable. These
results encouraged us to continue use of the system.

The use of a single stimulus situation in that first study makes
generalization of its substantive results difficult. Here, we use four
different situations, ell created for the purposes of this study. This
is only a modest iit.prtilement insofar as generalizability is concerned,
since each strategy/situation combination is still only represented with
a single message, rather than the multiple messages demanded for real
rigor." We made the decision to use single message exemplars in order
to balance the tedium of completing and coding the questionnaires
against our desire to increase the situational variety in our data base.
Although the present investigation uses as much stimulus variety as most
compliance gaining research, we still consider that our design allows
only tentative conclusions in moat respects.

However, the design should give us a good estimate of the coding
system's reliability with a variety of stimuli. We should also be able
to obtain credible information on the general nature of people's editing
criteria for public arguments.

Method

Subjects. Sixty four communication majors served as respondents.
45% were male, and 55% female. About three-quarters were juniors or
seniors, and their mean age wets 2I8 years.

Materials. Each student received a booklet containing two of the
four situations used in the study. Each one-page situation consisted of
a brief description of the persuasive task, followed by sixteen possible
"things you could say."

In contrast to the earlier study's stimulus, which required
subjects to take the role of a parent encouraging a high school student
to study, all four of these situations were intended to be immediately
relevant to our subjects. Here are the vignettes which preceded the
lists of strategies:

(1) You have been dating the same person now for about two
years and you are thinking about getting engaged. Christmas
vacation is coming up soon and you want your
boyfriend/girlfriend to come home with you. S/he initially
disagrees but you are still trying to convince him/her.

(2) You have been living with your roommate in an apartment
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for several months. You generally take turns cleaning the
place upend now it is his/her turn, but the apartment is in a
real mess and s/he hasn't done any cleaning for several days.
You want him/her to clean up.

(3) You have been living in an apartment with two friends for
the school year and now, since school is over for the year,
you are getting ready to move out. The landlord has come over
to inspect the place, and you are trying to convince him to
return your deposit money. Your roommates had to work so they
aren't there with you.

(4) You are takings history class and today in class you got
back a term paper you turned in three weeks ago. You thought
you worked really herd on it and did a good job, and you have
received a C+. You hay.: come in to ask the professor to
change the grade from the C+ to a B-.

Situations were collated into all possible combinations in equal
numbers, and booklets were distributed randomly in the four classes
used. Thirty subjects responded to situation 1, thirty one to situation
2, thirty two to situation 3, and thirty three to situation 4. (In two
cases, we discarded data from one of a respondent's situations because
of incompleteness.)

The sixteen possible persuasive arguments for each situation were
written so es to represent Harwell and Schmitt's sixteen compliance
gaining strategies. The strategies were presented in a different random
order for each situation. Subjects checked "use" or "not use" for each
strategy. On the back of each situation's page, respondents were asked
to "put the numbers of the suggestions that you did NOT use, and write a
sentence or two for each, saying why you didn't want to use it."

The introductory page of the booklets contained some demographic
items. Students required about twenty minutes to complete the task.

Coding. The coding system presented in the earlier report,
slightly modified, was used here es well. Two codes were not need at
ell, and so were dropped from the systei. These were the original
categories 3 ("Don't prepay. Get the compliance first, then give the
reward.") and 4 ("Don't make iorality an issue."). Several of the
remaining codes received minor elaborations. The system used here is
presented in Figure 1.

The two authors, working independently, coded respondents'
justifications for not using arguments. Intercoder reliability for ell
four situations together was 78.02. Specific relieblities were:
situation 1, 78.2%; situation 2, 76.1%; situation 3, 80.0%; end
situation 4, 77.6%. These percentages are based only on coding of
rejection rationales; code 99, on which there were no disagreements,
was omitted from these calculations. All these figures are about 10%
higher than the reliability for the first study; this probably reflects
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the authors' greater familiarity with the system. Disagreements were
resolved by discussion.

One measure of the coding system's adequacy is the proportion of
responses which had to be coded as "other" (category 11). Using only
the data for rejected arguments, 9.6% of responses were coded 11. This
is perhaps a little higher than might be preferred, but does indicate
that the coding system is capturing most of what respondents have to
say. In tact, many of the responses which fell into this residual
category did so because they had little content (e.g., "wouldn't use
it," or "this is stupid "); responses of this sort have limited value
for this line of research anyway. The only substantive comments coded
as 11 tended to be refutations of the suggested argument, rather than
explicit statements as to why the argument would not be used.

Results

We report three categories of results. First, we will detail the
data of primary interest, those which describe our respondent's editing
standards for arguments. Second, for the benefit of readers interested
in standard compliance gaining research, we will briefly report the
frequency with which each strategy was endorsed. And finally, we will
explore an issue of some methodological importance: the influence that
the situational variable has on our results.

Editinp,Standards. Table 1 contains our raw data, and shows the
frequencies with which each code was used, summed across all four
situations. 42.5% of the stimulus arguments were judged acceptable
overall. Although some were obviously more attractive than others, this
figure is high enough to suggest that our inventions were plausible.

Table 1 makes clear that some of the reasons for rejection are more
important than others, both in frequency of use and in range of
application. The most often-used codes were 9 (relevance: 15.9% of the
total) and 8 (truth: 9.2%). Positive altercasting (strategy 12) was
especially vulnerable to charges of irrelevance, but the issue of
pertinence seems broadly applicable to all strategies, as is the
veracity criterion. Code 4 (treat yourself positively: 7.6%) is also
generally applied, but is especially prominent for strategy 7, aversive
stimulation, a very negative tactic, and for strategies 5 and 6, liking
and pre-giving, which may have seemed too demeaning. Next most common
was code 5 (don't harm the other: 6.3%). This is especially relevant
to negative altercasting, negative self-feeling, and negative esteem.
Code 3 (don't threaten, bribe, or punish: 5.6%) indexes rationales for
not using promises, pre-giving, and several more obviously negative
tactics. The remaining substantive codes have less importance, and tend
to be used primarily to reject a single strategy.

Table 2 condenses the codes into four larger categories, which are
arranged in a general pattern of increasing editorial sophistication.

698 -679-

These combinations were done on an a priori basis, and reflect those of
the first paper.

The crudest category, effectiveness, involves simple judgments that
the argument would not have worked, or would have hackfired, with no
further explanation. This category was least important, accounting for
only 10% of the data. (Note that the coding system has an upward bias:
if a respondent's rationale seemed to involve two reasons, the higher,
more sophisticated code was used.)

The second combined category is called objectionable strategy. It
contained three codes in the first study, but two of those were not used
here, leaving only the present code 3. This class of responses
represents principled objections to negative tactics, without further
elaboration. For instance, some respondents frequently reported that
they simply did not like to use threats. The 121 responses coded here
are 11% of the total.

The third category, which contains 32% of all data in Table 2,
represents person-centered objections. Some of these were self-
oriented, and generally communicate the idea that self-respect would
prevent the respondent from using a particular tactic. About an equal
number of the comments coded here (see Table 1) represent concern for
the other: either an unwillingness to harm the other, or a recognition
of the other's self-worth. The remaining data come from concerus about
harming the personal relationship between the arguer and the target
person. The numerical frequency of this whole group of responses shows
that our subjects are sensitive to the importance of interpersonal
relationships, and base some of their inventional decisions ou such
issues.

The last composite category is discourse competence. The
justifications coded here reject arguments because they are untrue,
irrelevant, or familiar. The refusal to make arguments with such flaws
generally parallels the requirements for competent discourse, as we will
explore in the Discussion section. This category accounted for 46% of
all responses, and was dominated by considerations of relevance.

The condensed codes also appear in Table 3glong with some
condensations of the compliance gaining strategies." These various
combinations make generalizations more manageable. A test of
contingency reveals that strategy and code are in fact dependent on one
another to a modest degree (chi-squared..95.73, df.6, p<.001, V..21,
C.29), as was also true in the initial investigation.

Notice particularly in Table 3 that the usual prominence of
discourse competence concerns nearly disappears for punishment
strategies, and is replaced with increasing attention to person-centered
issues, as well as more unelaborated rejections. The relative drop in
discourse competence reasons also appeared in the first study.

A second result of some interest is that person-centered objections
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were not prominent for pro-social strategies. This is understandable,
of course, since pro - social strategies are leant likely to offend, by
definition. Still, about a quarter of all rejections of pro-social
strategies were on grounds of interpersonal harm of nose kind. The
earlier report showed an even more pronounced tendency to reject
supposedly pro-social strategies on interpersonal grounds.

The data reported in Tables 1,2, and 3 suggests these conclusions:
that discourse competence and person-centered concerns ere the dominant
reasons for rejecting arguments; that the primary discourse issues are
truth and relevance; that the chief interpersonal orientations are to
self and other, but not to relationship; and that naive actors are able
to give theoretically informative reasons for rejections of arguments.

Compliance Gaining. Tables 1,2, and 3 report the frequency with
which various compliance gaining tactics were endorsed and rejected.
Pro-social tactics are most acceptable in genera', but this may be in
pert because half the sixteen strategies are classAfied as pro-social.
Certain strategies - -11 (negative self - feeling), 12 (positive
altercasting), and 15 (positive esteem)--are not endorsed with much
frequency, though they are pro-social (see Table 1). Psychological
force tactics are next most numerous, though several strategies in this
category are only rarely acceptable: strategy 13 (negative
altercasting) and strategy 16 (negative esteem) ere the least approved
in the whole list. Punishment approaches are normally rejected, but
this is due largely to the seventh tactic, aversive stimuluation.
Threats (strategy 2) were accepted with respectable frequency. Taking
into account the number of atrategies in each of the condensed
categories, the pro-social tactics averaged 55.9 endorsements,
psychological force averaged 54.0, and the mean for punishment tactics
was 43.0.

Situation. Although situation was not manipulated in any
systematic way in this study, we made an effort to very intimacy of
relationship (dating partner, roommate, professor, and landlord were
targets) and task orientation (have dating partner come home for
Christmas, get apartment cleaned up, obtain a higher grade, and recover
a deposit). We did not intend to generalize about intimacy of aituation
or task orientation (or any other variables inadvertently manipulated),
but merely to introduce some situational variability into our stimuli.
We want to know whether cognitive editing atrategiea are contingent on
situation.

Table 4 reports condensed strategies and condensed codes for each
of the four situations. The general contingency between strategy and
code reported above for the cumulated data also appears for each
situation's results: situation 1, chi-squared-44.56, df6, p<.001,

C.38; situation 2, chi-squared-39.26, df=6. p<.001,
C=.40; situation 3, chi-squared-40.38, df.6, p<.001, V.28, C.37; and
situation 4, chi-squared-17.67, df -6, p<.01, V -.16, C.22. The
dependency of code on strategy is weakest for the fourth aituation, but
present at moderate levels in all four.
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We oleo conducted analyaea to determine if code is dependent on
situation, for each of the sixteen strategies individually. Of these
sixteen chi-squareds, thirteen were statistically significant. The only
exceptions were strategies 2, 7, and 12 (threat, aversive stimulation,
and positive altercaating). The pattern of judgment (i.e., the codes)
waa significantly altered by situation for the other thirteen
strategies.

A different picture emerges by condensing the codes, and omitting
those for "accepted argument" and "other." Of the sixteen strategies,
only seven show a aignificant contingency between code and situation.
Though aituation still has an important effect for about half the
tactics. these reaults suggest that situation has a weaker effect on
general reaulta then on the more specific (not condensed) ones.

Separate analysea were conducted to see if situation affected the
frequency with which codes 99 ("accepted argument") and 11 ("other") are
applied to the strategies. Endorsement of arguments is dependent on
aituation (chi-squared.98.34, df=45, p<.001, V..20, C-.32). This is
evidence that preference for different persuasive tactics is influenced
by the persuaaive situation. Uae of "other" reasons for rejecting en
argument also depends on the situation (chi- squared - 62.75, df.45, p<.05,
V..43, C..60). The significance of this test is largely explained by a
single cell -- strategy 9 for situation 1--in which an unusually large
number of reaponses was coded as 11. On the assumption that use of the
"other" code is inversely related to the quality of the coding system,
the overall significance of the test has the important methodological
implication that the coding syatem'a quality may differ from situation
to situation, though the effect is not striking one.

Discussion

This report supplies evidence that naive actors can provide
reasonably sophisticated explanations for their rejection of arguments.
Only about 10% of all such rationales consisted merely of an estimate
that the argument would not work. Considering the effort involved in
giving more elaborate answers, this 10% figure may overestimate the real
proportion otaimple effects judgments in editing.

Another 11% of the rejections had to do only with the nature of the
argument: threats and bribes were often reported as unacceptable kinds
of appeals to make, regardless of other factors. The data we report
here do not p.r:;it any indication of why the negative tactics are
rejected, but based on our readings of respondents' justifications, we
suspect that many of these rejections are really interpersonally-based.
People may have learned over the years that threats hurt others, that
bribes are demeaning, and so forth, and thus these appeals ought to be
avoided. In responding to our instrument, however, people may have
simply reported the conclusion of their experience ("you should never
threaten someone") without necessarily relating the basis of their
judgment. Other comments that fell into this general category involved
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effectiveness (for instance, "bribes never work") and were classified
here because of the upward sophistication bias we intentionally built
into our coding system.

Nearly a third of all rejections were person-centered. Our
respondents showed a frequent concern for self-image, and refused to
make arguments which they felt were sycophantic, too aggressive, or
which did not match the student's self-image in some other way. Concern
for the other was about equally important. People reported avoiding
tactics which were harmful, which might elicit anger, or which were
disrespectful. Explicit appeal to preservation of the relationship
between the arguer and receiver was rare, but may have been implicit in
some of the comments about not harming the other.

This category of rationales would seem to have special importance
for argumentation researchers. Several scholars who focus on
interpersonal arguments have made disagreement regulation or avoidance a
central concept in their theories.'" The prominence of the person-
centered rationales in our study may help to document naive actors'
reasons for avoiding disagreements, their guidelines in regulating it,
and their awareness that disagreement regulation is an important
function of interpersonal argument.

The last and largest" 'Category of editing criteria is discourse
competence. These standards, particularly truth and relevance, account
for almost half the rejections in this study. These findings, too, link
nicely with some current issues in argumentation. Both Grice and
Ilabermas specify prippiples for competent discourse; these include
truth and relevance." Our data show some naive awareness of these
issues, whiCh haz,e been chiefly argued philosophically in our
literature to this date.

Our study's other values are methodological. The coding system has
enough scope to capture nearly all of people's reasons for not using
arguments. This fact will permit us to use our categories of rationales
in other work. In particular, we now feel that we can construct close-
ended items for people to use in explaining why they object to certain
arguments. Future data collection will be more efficient and less
tedious, both for the respondents and the investigators. Our findings
regarding the influence of situation, while not surprising, confirm that
future work must attend to differences in situations if generalization
is to be justified.

Conclusion

This study's aim was to describe the cognitive editing standards
people use in deriding what arguments to make, and which to reject.
Their standards fall into four main categories. In order of importance,
these are discourse competence, person-centered rationales, rejections
of certain kinds of argument, and simple effectiveness judgments.

-683-

Figure 1

Coding System

Directions: If you are uncertain about which of two codes to apply, use the
higher number (except for 11). Some ambiguous comments can be clarified by
referring back to the list of compliance-gaining strategies, to see what the
subject is talking about.

CODES EXPLANATIONS

01 Only use arguments which will WORK. The subject gives no further
codable rationale as to why the argument will fail. If the
subject does give a codable rationale (e.g., "threats never work")
code the answer under the rationale ("don't threaten").

02 Don't say things which could BOOMERANG TACTICALLY or make the other
DEFENSIVE. If the subject seems to have in mind some or of
relational worsening, use 07. If the subject seems to have in
mind some sort of personal boomerang for the other, use 05. If
the subject seems to have in mind some sort of personal boomerang
for the arguer, use 04.

03 Don't THREATEN, BRIBE or PUNISH, or use any other negative or high-
pressure tactics. If there is a rationale given, however, :ode it
there (e.g., "you wouldn't want to live with him/her after you
threaten him" would be 07).

04 Treat YOURSELF POSITIVELY. Don't do anything you'd regret or which
would harm your image of yourself. Don't make yourself vulnerable
to the other; don't put yourself in his/her debt. Don't
BROWNNOSE or whine. Don't be PUSHY. Don't STOOP to his level.
Don't BEG. Not my STYLE.

05 Don't HARM the other. Don't hurt the other's feelings, or make the
other feel GUILTY or MAD. Don't do anything that will harm the
other's present or future happiness or personality. But for
questions of the other's right to choose, use 06.

06 Treat the other POSITIVELY, as an independent, mature person. Let
the other make his/her own choices. Don't PROJECT your own
desires or feelings. Don't be SELFISH. He/she may have a GOOD
REASON. Don't TRICK the other.

07 Preserve your RELATIONSHIP with the other. Don't say things that
could cause future problems in the relationship. The subject
should mention (or clearly have in mind) the relationship. For
comments which point only to injury to the other's self-image, use
05 or 06; for comments which point only to injury to the arguer's
self- image, use 04.
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08 Use only TRUE arguments or assumptions. Don't rely on false
premises about debts or moral issues. Be HONEST. Don't B.S. Be
REALISTIC. Don't say things the other chinks are FALSE. Don't
make IMPOSSIBLE ASSUMPTIONS.

09 Only use RELEVANT arguments. Don't use any which you or the other
or anyone else would perceive as irrelevant to the issue. Be
DIRECT. Don't say UNNECESSARY things.

10 Be NOVEL and informative. Don't say obvious things, or things the
other already knows.

11 OTHER. This category especially inclades suggestions as to what
the subject would prefer to be arguing (e.g., "I wouldn't use this
one because the last one is better"). Also, this is STUPID or
IGNORANT. Use this if the subject offers rebuttal to the
argument, rather than an explanation of why s/he wouldn't choose
to use it.

99 Subject chose to use the strategy.
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Table 1

Raw Data - All Situations

STRATEGY1

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 Total

CODE

99 61 62 78 55 79 54 24 85 85 58 26 29 19 94 26 22 857

01 2 1 1 3 5 4 11 2 0 4 5 3 5 2 1 4 53

02 0 3 2 3 2 1 22 1 0 1 2 5 5 1 1 3 52

03 21 9 5 10 3 17 5 3 3 2 6 3 10 3 3 10 113

04 9 9 4 5 18 16 30 4 6 8 10 6 11 4 7 10 157

05 1 7 2 5 2 2 11 3 4 3 20 8 37 1 5 15 126

06 1 4 2 0 2 1 1 0 1 4 5 1 4 0 3 2 31

07 4 2 0 1 0 0 10 0 0 0 0 1 2 0 0 0 20

08 5 13 18 28 0 5 3 0 5 21 31 4 8 3 23 18 185

09 13 4 8 9 10 19 3 21 13 15 12 61 20 12 47 34 301

10 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 2 0 1 1 2 1 10

11 9 12 4 7 5 7 6 7 8 10 7 5 4 5 8 7 111

Note. N for each column is 126. The sum for the whole table la 2016.

'Here are the strategy codes: 1- promise, 2-threat, 3=expertise
(positive), 4.expertiae (negative), 5-liking, 6-pro-giving, 7-aversive
stimulation, 8 -debt, 9 -moral appeal, 10 -self- feeling (positive), 11 -self-
feeling (negative), 12altercasting (positive), 13altercasting (negative),
14-altruism, 15- esteem (positive), and 16-esteem (negative).

-685-
-686-

705



Table 2
Table 3

Data with Condensed Codes - All Situations
Condensed Strategies and Condensed Codes - All Situations

STRATEGY2
CONDENSED STRATEGIES ,2 f

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 Total

CONDENSED
CODES

Effectiveness
(18.2)

2 4 3 6 7 5 33 3 3 5 7 8 10 3 2 7 108

Objectionable
Strategy
(3)

21 9 5 10 3 17 5 3 11 2 6 3 10 3 3 10 121

Person-
Centered

(4,5,687)
15 22 8 11 22 19 52 7 19 15 35 16 54 5 15 27 342

Discourse
Competence
(8,9840)

18 17 28 37 10 24 6 21 8 36 45 65 29 16 72 53 485

Note. The sum for the whole table is 1056. Remember that codes 99 and 11
from Table 1 are omitted here.

'See Figure 1 for an explanation of the original codes which are
condensed here.

2See note 1 to Table 1 for an explanation of the strategies.

7 2 6

Pro-Social

(1,3,5,6,11,
12,14,15)

Psychological
Force

(4,8,9,10,13,16)

Punishment

(2,7)

Total

CONDENSED
CODES'

Effectiveness
(182)

37 34 37 108
(07) (09) (25) (10)

Objectionable
Strategy
(3)

61 46 14 121
(12) (12) (09) (11)

Person-
Centered
(4,5,687)

135 133 74 342
(26) (34) (50) (32)

Discourse
Competence
(8,9&10)

278 184 23 485
(54) (46) (16) (46)

Total 511 397 148 1056

'See Figure 1 for en explanation of the original codes which are
condensed here.

2See note 1 to Table 1 for an explanation of the original strategies
which are condensed here.
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Table 4

Condensed Strategies and Condensed Codes - Individual Situations

CONDENSED STRATEGIES2

Pro-Social Psychological Force Punishment Total
(1,3,5,6,11, (4,8,9,10,13,16) (2,7)
12,14,15)

Situation:3 1 2 3 4 1 2 3 4 1 2 3 4 1 2 3 4

CONDENSED
CODES

Effectiveness
(182)

f 5 8 13 11

4 9 11 7

3 6 13 9 10 9 12 6 18 23 38 26
3 9 12 7 25 23 34 18 7 11 15 8

Objectionable
Strategy

(3)

f 21 17 7 16 9 1 17 11 2 4 2 6 32 22 26 33
Z 17 18 6 10 10 1 16 9 5 10 6 18 13 11 10 10

Person-
Centered
(4,5,6817)

f 24 16 28 67 32 19 36 38 20 20 18 16 76 55 82 121
Z 20 17 24 41 35 28 34 30 50 51 50 47 30 27 32 37

Discourse
Competence
(8,9810)

f 71 53 68 70 47 42 39 67 8 6 3 6 126 101 110 143
Z 59 56 59 43 52 62 37 54 20 15 8 18 50 50 43 44

Total 121 94 116 164 91 68 105 125 40 39 35 34 252 201 256 323

'See Figure 1 for an explanation of the original codes which are
condensed here.

2
See note 1 to Table 1 for an explanation of the original atrategies which

are condensed here.

3
Situation 1 is the Christmas trip; 2 is cleaning the apartment; 3 is the

apartment deposit; and 4 is the grade appeal.
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AN INVESTIGATION OF RELATIONAL INTERACTION L INTERPERSONAL ARGUMENT

Ann Burnett
University of Utah

Lloyd Drecksel
University of Utah

Within the past decade argumentation scholars have demonstrated ap
increasing interest in developing theories of interpersonal argument.'
Robert Traplis4 contribution to this development focuses on providing
characterizations of interpersonal argument derived from judgments of
ordinary social actors. His study identifies three categories of
interpersonal conversation. Ordinary social actors tend to label samples
of conversation reflecting actualized and unresolved disagreement as
argument. These conversations comprise the category of Paradigm Cases of
Argument. On the other hand, these subjects tend to label samples of
conversation involving elements such as resolved disagreement,
misunderstanding, shared outcome preference, refusal to engage in
disagreement or other avoidance responses as not argument. These samples
comprise Conversation Other Than Argument. Finally, a third category,
Peripheral Cases of Argument, comprises samples of conversation not
clearly judged to be argument or not argument. According to Trapp, then,
interpersonal argument occurs when, "two parties intentionally engage in
disagreement over some preferred outcome and are unable to resolve these
differences."3

Trapp urges researchers to continue to search to understand the
breadth and depth of interpersonal argument and suggests that useful
insights may result from looking at the same data from differing
perspectives. An examination of this data from the perspective of
relational communication appears to be a useful direction in which to
pursue this search.

Communication scholars in general suggest all communication comprises
both a content and a relationship dimension. Trapp's study tends to
focus on the content dimension. On the other hand, research focusing on
the relationship dimension examines the metacommunication or instructions
about how the communication is to be interpreted. Characterization of
relational control mode interaction associated with interpersonal argument
appears to have particular relevance to Trapp's definition of interpersonal
argument because analysis of this interaction reveals communicators'
agreement and disagreement concerning the definition of the relationship.

Three relational states are possible in control mode interaction:

-692- 711



(1) a "one-up" state (f); a "one-down" state (4); and a state of
equivalence (4). A one-up state indicates an attempt to control the
definition of a relationship. A one-down state indicates an attempt to
relinquish control of this definition. A state of equivalence indicates a
definition of relational equality. Each state reflects the individual's
definition of the relationship, indicating attempts to control the other's
behavioral options, willingness to have one's behavioral options
controlled by the other or shared control. According to several
scholars,b the minimal unit of relational control mode interaction
analysis is the interact or two contiguous statements.

Analysis of relational control mode interaction results in several
forms of complementary or symmetrical relationships. For example,
complementarity describes a relationship in which the participants exhibit
the same definition of who is in the controlling position. This indicates
agreement concerning the definition of the relationship. Complementarity
comprises some form of one-up state followed or preceded by some form of
one-down state. For example. A's one-up state followed by B's one-down
state indicates A and B agree A is in the controlling position and B
relinquishes control to A.

Symmetry describes a relationship in which participants exhibit
different definitions of the relationship or disagreement concerning the
relational definition. For example, competitive symmetry is characterized
by A's one-up behavior (indicating an attempt to define A in the
controlling position) followed by B's one-up behavior indicating a
different definition of the relationship (an attempt to define B in the
controlling position). Concatenous equivalence statements describe a
relationship in which participants exhibit relational equality. The
remaining possible definitions involve patterns which cycle from or to
shared control.

The present study proposes to pursue the search to understand
interpersonal argument through exploration of the association between
Trapp's categories of interpersonal conversation and relational control
mode interaction. The descriptive research question asks, what are the
relational control mode interaction characteristics of Paradigm Cases of
Argument. Peripheral Cases of Argument and Conversation Other Than
Argument?

Method

The data of the study comprised the 60 sample cases of conversation
used in Trapp's study. Each case was coded into the categories of RELCOMby a trained coder. Several studies have demonstrated the utility of
empirically examining relatignal control mode communication using this
interaction analysis system.° Reliqbility among three pairs of rears
for RELCOM using Guetzkow's formula/ ranges from .8649 to .8243.

RELCOM reflects states of relationship definition observable in the
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manner in which behavioral options are either taken from (14.0-), shared
with (4), or relinquished to others 4-;441. This analysis System
contains five mutually exclusive and exhaustive categories:

1. Dominance (5+)
2. Structuring (T -)
3. Equivalence (4)
4. Deference (4 -)

5. Submissiveness (4+)

A copy of the coding manual which operationalizes each category is
available from the authors upon request.

Several constraints are inherent in RELCOM analysis. First, the
minimal unit of interaction analysis is the interact. Second RELCOM
analysis requires coders to categorize each statement in relationship to
the preceding statement. Consequently, the first statement in each
conversational sample receives no code. As a result of these constraints,
15 sample cases provided insufficient data for analysis and were
eliminated from the study.v

The authors determined the distribution of coded interaction patterns
for each sample of conversation and converted this distribution to
percentages. The authors then organized the data of the study according
to Trapp's three categories of interpersonal conversation. We examined
each category separately to discover interaction patterns similar across
cases comprising the category.

Results

The results of the data analysis suggest an association between
Trapp's three categories of interpersonal conversation and relational
control mode interaction characteristics. To some degree, these
categories are distinguishable on the basis of their characteristic
interaction patterns.

The interaction occurring in five of the six example Paradigm Cases of
Argument examined in this study is characterized by competitive symmetry
only (see Table 1). No other interaction patterns occurred in these
conversations. Competitive symmetry indicates participants disagree
concerning the definition of the relationship, each defining self in the
controlling position. The following conversation illustrates this
interaction pattern.

Example 27 (Paradigm Case of Argument)
Goodwin10

Three inner-city black children planning a sling shot battle.

01 R: I'm on Michael side.
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02 H: No you not.
03 R: Yes I
04 C: lib you aint.

05 H: Yeah? YariOnna get shot too you come here.

The interaction occurring in 10 of the 13 examples of Peripheral Cases
of Argument examined in this study is characterized by symmetry in
conjunction with varying combinations of complementarity and patterns
involving equivalence (see Table 2). For example, four cases il are
characterized by competitive symmetry and complementarity. One case"
is characterized by competitive symmgtry and patterns involving
equivalence. Finally, five examples13 are characterized by competitive
symmetry and complementarity as well as patterns involving equivalence.
The following conversation illustrates these interaction patterns.

Example 08 (Peripheral Case of,Argument
Jackson and Jacobs, Es, 198014

01 J: Let's get that one.

02 A: No. I don't like that one. Let's go somewhere else.
03 J: Shower curtains are all the same.
04 A: Well yeah. I know. But you might as well get one that

looks nice.
05 J: And probably get one that costs more too.

The interaction occurring in 15 of the 26 examples of Conversation
Other Than Argument examined in this study is characterized by
complementarity and/pr patterns involving equivalence (see Table 3a). For

in

example, three cases are characterized by complementarity only; three
cases are characterized only by patterns involving equivalence; and, 9
cases17 are characterized by both complementarity and equivalence. The
following conversation illustrates these interaction patterns.

Example 57 (Conversation OtherThan Argument)
Jackson and Jacobs, JIBS, 198010

01 D: We have eight ounces left. That should last us for a
couple of days. At least.

02 B: Heh yeah, I guess so.
03 0: Twenty-four days I-iould estimate.
04 B: Eight ounces?!

05 0: Sure we did smoke a lid in two or three days.

16 8: That's like--that's like drinking eight or nine kegs
every week.

17 C: Or smoking two packs of cigarettes every day.
18 A: EHH heh - heh - heh - heh.
19 8: Yeah. (.) Only I don' smoke two packs // of cigarettes

every - --
20 C: Three? Four?
21 B: No. Not nearly that many.

The interaction occurring in nine of the 11 remaining examples of

Conversation Other Than Argument (see Table 3b) is characterized by
patterns similar to those characterizing Peripheral Cases of Argument:
competitive symmetry as well as complementarity and/or equivalence.

Discussion

The purpose of the present study is to contribute to the understanding
of interpersonal argument. Toward this goal the study describes the
relational interaction which distinguishes interpersonal argument from
some other categories of interpersonal conversation. Further, the
following discussion attempts to integrate the results of the study with
the findings of Trapp's study.

The present study identifies four categories of interpersonal
conversation. These categories are characterized by particular patterns
of relational control mode interaction as well as some particular aspects
of the content dimension of communication.

The first category, Paradigm Gases of Argument (see Table 1), is
characterized by relational interaction reflecting disagreement concerning
the definition of the relationship. This interaction reflects sequential
attempts to restrict the behavioral options of other participants and
competition to control the relationship. The interaction describing this
category tends to be characterized by this single relational definition.

A second category, Conversation Other Than Argument (see Table 3a), is
characterized by relational interaction reflecting agreement concerning
the definition of the relationship and by equality. One crucial
observation is the total absence of disagreement or competition concerning
control. In other words, the interaction is characterized by relational
agreement and equality rather than disagreement.

A third category, Peripheral Cases of Argument (see Table 2), is
characterized by relational interaction reflecting disagreement concerning
the definition of the relationship as well as agreement and equality.
Recall, this category comprises samples of conversation which were not
clearly judged to be argument or not argument. Some subjects in Trapp's
study judged these cases to be argument whereas other subjects judged
these cases to be not argument. There was no statistically significant
agreement concerning these cases. This lack of agreement can be explained
by the variety of relational interaction patterns characterizing this
category. That is the relational interaction exhibited in Peripheral
Cases of Argument is similar to Paradigm Cases of Argument in the sense
that both are characterized by disagreement concerning the definition of
the relationship. However, the disagreement exhibited in Peripheral Cases
of Argument is tempered, mitigated or balanced by the inclusion of
congruent definitions of the relationship and by interaction involving
equivalence (no attempt to control.behavioral options).

The fourth category (see Table 3b) is characterized by relational
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interaction similar to that exhibited in Peripheral Cases of Argument:
disagreement tempered by agreement and equality concerning the definition
of the relationship. However, the subjects of Trapp's study labeled cases
comprising category four as Conversation Other Than Argument. Trapp's
maxim suggests a distinction between Peripheral Cases of Argument and the
cases of this fourth category. The maxim states, "a presumption exists
against lab ling an event as an argument when a more palatable label is
available."19 Further, Trapp's definition of interpersonal argument
infers subjects tend to perceive resolved disagreement as not argument.
The cases comprising category four tend to terminate in some form of
mutual resolution (e.g., direct or indirect acquiescence or clarification
of a misunderstanding), thereby enabling subjects to interpret these cases
as other than argument. The following example illustrates this category.

Example 31 (Paradigm Case of Conversation Other Than Argument)
Jacobs and Jackson, in Cox and Willard0

A is in the kitchen. B is in the basement.
The television is in the living room.

01 A: Turn on the last ten minutes of As The World Turns and
we'll see if anything exciting is happening.

02 6: Go ahead.

03 A: You. I'm making lunch.
04 ii: No.

05 A: Well you're right in there!
06 6: No I'm not (shouted loudly]
07 A: DT.

On the other hand, conversations comprising Peripheral Cases of
Argument tend to terminate in unresolved disagreement or unilateral
resolution without acquiescence (not unlike Paradigm Cases of Argument),
as the following conversation illustrates.

Example 04 (Pgripheral Case of Argument)
Trapp example!

Jan and her ten year old daughter Erin are talking on a Wednesday
evening.

01 J: You need to take a bath.
02 E: Why?
03 J: You haven't all week.
04 E: Yes I have.
05 J: When?
06 E: Sunday.
07 J: Take a bath::

The implication is, in the absence of mutual resolution or
acquiescence, subjects could not agree to categorize such cases as
Conversation Other Than Argument. Further, in the presence of relational
interaction reflecting tempered disagreement, subjects could not agree to
categorize such cases as argument. However, the combination of relational
interaction patterns and lack of resolution identify this group of
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conversations as a separate category.

In conclusion, apparently analysis which combines elements of the
relationship and content dimensions of communication provides greater
breadth and depth of explanation than does the analysis of either
dimension in isolation. The analyses appear to be complementary. Each
contributes insights to enhance the other. The present study builds on
Trapp's study and describes four categories of interpersonal conversation.
The first category, Paradigm Cases of Argument, is characterized by
disagreement concerning the definition of the relationship and unresolved
disagreement in the content dimension. The second category, Conversation
Other Than Argument is charaterized by relational equality and agreement
concerning the definition of the relationship.

The third category, Peripheral Cases of Argument (or Tempered
Argument: Unresolved), is characterized by relational disagreement
tempered by equality and agreement concerning the definition of the
relationship. Further, this category is characterized by unresolved
disagreement or unilateral resolution without acquiescence in the content
dimension.

The fourth category (Tempered Argument: Resolved) is characterized by
disagreement tempered by equality and agreement concerning the relational
definition (similar to Peripheral Cases of Argument). However, this
category is charaterized by mutually resolved disagreement in the content
dimension.a

Although our study provides new insights, it is only one of the
initial steps toward developing theories of interpersonal argument. Much
remains to be discovered. Continued exploration is needed to further
advance the understanding of this phenomenon. Several possible directions
for future research emerged from the present study. For example, we
examined only the control mode element of the relationship dimension of
communication. Future research might focus on other elements of the
relationship dimension such as self-disclosure and trust. Further, other
elements of the content dimension such as source of information and
equivocality reduction might be explored. The results of our study also
suggest further exploration into the difference between mutual resolution
of disagreement and unilateral resolution without acquiescence may be
useful to the development of a typology of interpersonal argument.

Additional insight into interpersonalargument might be gained through
gathering additional transcripts comprising longer conversations and
examining interpersonal argument in the context of ongoing relationships.
Another possibility would be to have subjects listen to audiotapes of
conversations to determine which cases were argument and not argument.
This method would provide paralinguistic cues. Investigation might also
include asking subjects to provide reasons for their judgments. Subjects
might also be asked to categorize the nature of the perceived relationship
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between individuals involved in the conversations.

There are, of course, limitations to the present study. For example,
further analysis is required to explain cases within each category which
were exceptions. Perhaps the suggestions listed above might shed light on
these exceptions. Although we acknowledge much remains to be discovered,
we hope the present study in some measure contributes to the understanding
of interpersonal argument and encourages future research.
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TABLE I: RELATIONAL CONTROL MODE INTERACTION CHARACTERISTICS OF

PARADIGM CASES OF ARGUMENT

Relational Control Mode Patterns

Example

Competitive Symmetry Compiementarity

is A- IA- 1. If. f. i... A- I A, .-

20

27

54

56

50

ni

100%

1001

12.5% 25% 62.52

100%

100%

33.3% 77.71 77.77

TABLE 2: RELATIONAL CONTROL MODE INTERACTION CHARACTERISTICS OF

PERIPHERAL CASES Of ARGUMENT

Relational Cronin. t moue ral erns

Symmetry Complement:why Equivalence Pallern. CyclInq In a from Equivalence

Example /0 1.1 f- f, 11- f-I + -1- ... 4-1 A. f- /0 4 If- 1 II- 1 21 If -4 1.1-

14 25% 50% 25%

30 33.3% 33.31 33.3%

04 20% 201 20* 40%

59 11% 44.4% 44.4%

12 17.6% 17.42 23.5% 5.81 11.72 5.0% 12.6%

03 16.6% 33.3% 16.61 16.61 16.6%

15 0.3% 0.31 73.31 11.7% $.71 16.6% 16.6%

42 14.44 57.34 16.4% 16.67 16.6,

33 14.2. 14,21 lc" 14.22 th.tx 14.27 14.2%

08 33.3% 33.31 33.0

20 25% 251 25% 25%

07 1001

45 tow
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TAILS 3a: RELATIONAL CONTROL MOE INTERACTION CNAAACTERIST1CS Of

CONVERSATION OTHER THAN ARGUMENT

Relational Control Mode Patterns

Complementarlty
TrInlyntence Patterns Cycling to t from Enolvalente

(sample T- 1- 11- to 14. t. -0 -a I I.
F' lw lb. If-+ 14 -

01 33.3% 33.31 33.3%

40 50% 50%

43 501 50%

02 33.31 33.3% 33.31

49 501 SO/

51 500 50%

24 501 50%

26 11.11 22.2% 33.3/ 11.11 22.21

411 1.31 16.6/ 251 16.61 5.7% 25%

57 22.21 22.22 22.21 22.21 11.1>

53 25% 25% 251 251

41 33.3% 33.3% 334%

03 33.3% 33.31 33.3%

OS 501 501

55 T51 251 75, 250

TAILS 16: RELATIONAL colmot MOOS INTERACTION CHARACTERISTICS OF

CONVERSATION OTHER THAN ARGUMENT

Aelational (now,' &vie Patterns

Symmetry Complementarlty Equivalence tttttt ns CyclInr, to 4, from Equivalence

f..opi. 1. t. S. A. t. 6. 6. t. 4 .. -11t. ..4. /. tae It-4 I 6-4

I) 26.5% 14.21 25.9 26.56

35 14.2% 14.2% 14.2% 26.5% 16.2% 14.26

01 35,71 7.11 14.2% 14.21 14.2% 14.21

19 501 SO%

60 66.61 16.61 16.61

47 113.)1 16.61

25 251 251 25% 25%

31 75% 25%

46 50% 251 25%

31 33.3% 33.3* 33.3*

10 100%
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TAILS 4: CATEGORIES OF INTERPERSOIUIL CONVERSATION

Category 1: Paradigm Cases of Argument
(Iurnett I Drecksel; Trapp)

Relationship Dimension: disagreement

concerning the relational dellnItIon

Cnotent Olmenshm: unresolved disagree.

omnt

Category 2: Coo Ion Other Than
Argument (lu ttttt L Dreckseli Trapp)

Relationship Olmension: relational equal-

ity and agreement concerning the relation-

al arilnitIon

Civilise! Dimension: nn dismiimment

(disagreement Is nut actualized)

Category J: Tempered Argument/Unresolved

(Ournelt 6 Drecksel);Aerlpherel Cases of
Argument (Trapp)

Relationship Dimension: relational
disagreement and equallly as well as
agreement concerning the relatlorml
del Int t Ion

Content Dimension: unresolved disagree-
ment or unil ttttt 1 resolution without
acquiescence

Category 4: Tempered Argument /Resolved
(Ournett 1 Orecksel); Conversation Other
Than Argument (Trapp)

Relatinoship Olmenslon: relational dis-
agreement and equality as well as agree.
morns Ceocern lee the relational
delinition

Content Oimensluni resolved disagree-

m'en1 (mutual resolution)

BEST COPY AVAiLAba

-702-

721



NOTES

lFor example, see Dale Hample, "The Cognitive View of Argument,"
Journal of the American Forensics Association 16 (1980): 151-53; Sally
Jackson & Scott Jacobs, "Structure of Conversational Argument: Pragmatic
Bases for the Enthymeme," Quarterly Journal of Speech 66 (Oct. 1980):
251-65; Scott Jacobs 8 Sally Jackson, "Argument as a Natural Category: The
Routine Grounds for Arguing in Conversation," Western Journal of Speech
Communication 45 (Spring 1981): 118-33; Scott WEas 8 Sally Jackson,
"Conversational Argument: A Discourse Analytic Approach," Advances in
Argumentation and Research, ed. J. Robert Cox and Charles Arthur Willard
(Carbondale and Edwardsville: Southern Illinois Press, 1982), 205-37;
Robert Trapp, "Special Report on Argumentation; Introduction," Western
Journal of Speech Communication 45 (Spring 1981): 111-17; and Rai-FE--
Trapp, "The Rye of Disagreement in Interactional Argument," unpublished,
1985, 1-44.

2Trapp, 1985.

3Trapp, p. 2.

4P. Watzawick, J. Beavin and D. Jackson, Pragmatics of Human
Connunication: A Study of Interactional Patterns, Pathologies and
Paradoxes (New York: W.W. Norton, 1967).

6For example, see Don Ellis, "Relational Control in Two-Group
Systems,' Communication Monographs 46 (1979): 153-65, and B.A. Fisher and
G.L. Drecksel, "A Cyclical Model of Developing Relationships: A Study of
Relational Control Interaction," Communication Monographs 50 (1983): 66-78.

6For example, see G.L. Drecksel and B.A. Fisher, "Relational
Interaction Characteristics of Women's Consciousness--Raising Groups,"
paper presented at the Western Speech Communication Assoication, Phoenix,
AZ; Fisher & Drecksel, 1981, and B.A. Fisher 8 W. Werbel, "T-group and
therapy group comnunication: An interaction analysis of the group
process, Small Group Behavior 10 (1979): 475-500.

7H. Guetzkow, "Unitizing and Categorizing Problems in Coding
Qualitative Data," Journal of Clinical Psychology 6 (1950): 47-50.

88.A. Fisher and Leonard Hawes, "An Interact System Model:
Generating Grounded Theory of Small Groups," The Quarterly Journal of
Speech 57 (1971): 444-53 and Karl Weick, The Social Psychology of
Organizing (Reading, Mass.: Addison 8 Wesley, 1969).

9Cases providing insufficient data included cases with three or
fewer statements, and cases with more than one uninterpretable statement.
Thus, two of the eight (25%) Paradigm Cases of Argument, seventeen (24%)
Peripheral Cases of Argument, and cases between argument and peripheral
argument, as well as six of the thirty-two (19%) cases of Conversation
Other Than Argument were eliminated from the analysis by these criteria.

10Marjorie Harness Goodwin, "Processes of Dispute Management Among

-703-

722

Urban Black Children," American Ethnologist 9 (1982): 76-96.

11Cases 14, 30, 04, and 59.

12Example 08.

13Cases 12, 03, 15, 42 and 33.

14Jackscn 8 Jacobs, 1980.

16Cases 11, 40 8 43.

16Cases 02, 49 & 51.

17Cases 24, 26, 48, 57, 53, 41, 09, 05 & 55.

18Jackson & Jacobs, 1900.

19Trapp, 1985, p. 16,

20Jacobs & Jackson, 1982.

21Trapp, 1985.

22Table 4 summarizes these distinctions in matrix form.

-704-

723



WHAT ARE CONVERSATIONAL ARGUMENTS? TOWARD A
NATURAL LANGUAGE USER'S PERSPECTIVE

Robert W. Martin
University of Iowa

Dirk R. Scheerhorn
University of Iowa

Increasingly, argumentation theorists are giving
attention to the study of argument in face-to-face interaction
and this has been accomp,;ied by an interest in how naive
nnturnl lnnpuage users conceive of conversational arguments.
Most exemplary,of this work are studies by Scott Jacobs and
Rally Jagkson,' though others have entered these discussions
ns well. While progress has been made in characterizing
conversational nrpuments in this manner, several important
issues remain fuzzy and unresolved. Consequently, this study
nddrennes two of those isnuess (1) the definitions of
" disagreement" and "argument" utilized by Jacobs and Jackson
and (2) their resulting conception of the relationship between
conversational disagreement and conversational argument.

The paper is organized into four sections. First, we
review the past work of Jacobs and Jackson regarding the
definitions of conversational disagreement and argument and in
so doing derive a general rationale for our study. Second, we
present the methodology of our own investigation of these
issues. Third, the results of our study are discussed, and
finnlly, conclusions and implications are considered.

Rationale

Jacobs and Jackson arrive at their description of
conversational arguments through a method labeled "analytic
induction." They write:

The first step in the procesa(of analytic induction) is
the location or collection of some number of relevant
examples of the phenomenon being studied. In our own
efforts to produce a second order description of the
natural entegory of argument, we began by collecting a
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set of naturally occurriagarguments, relying on our na-
tive speaker/hearer intuitions to identify relevant
cases .

Again, in concluding their paper, they write:

Through the methods of analytic induction, we have been
able to build a second-order concept of argument which
formally represents the naive theories gf argument
shared by ordinary speakers and hearers'.

As an approach to the study of co9versational phenomena,
analytic induction has many advantages . And, for the study
of conversational arguments in particular, Jacobs and Jackson
have demonstrated that the method is capable of deriving
substantial.claims about the phenomenon. However, a
po?;entially valuable next step in the study of conversational
argument and disagreement would be ascertaining what natural
language users themselves define as "disagreements" or
"arguments," as a check against those definitions derived by
Jacobs and Jackgon. A similar approach to problem has been
tnken by Trapp. This procedure allows a safer
generalization of "naive" theories of argument to natural
language users. If examples used as a basis for generation of
those "naive" theories of argument do not represent "relevant
examples of the phenomenon" as ordinary language users would
classify them, then in principle this undermines the
peneralizahility of any "naive theories" of argument derived
from those examples.

For this reason, this study will attempt to verily as
relevant cases of disagreement or argument those examples
offered by Jacobs and Jackson.

Conversational Disagreements. Jacobs and Jackson also
posit that conversational arguments revolve around or follow
out of "disagreement-relevant speech acts." They suggest that
the basis for disagreement is not simply the truth or falsity
of stated propositions but also contradiction4 between
preconditions for one speech act and another". For Jacobs
and Jackson, those preconditions are the "felicity conditions"
posited by Searle . Thus, according to Jacobs and Jackson,
every speech act, since each involves felicity conditions(or
preconditions), can be "disagreed with" and hence, may form
the bases for a disagreement or argument'.

For example, suppose speaker S makes a request of hearer
R. According to Searle, one of the felicity conditions for
making a request is that the spear believe the hearer is
canaille of fulfilling the request's'. Imagine this sequence:
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S: Can I borroW your car?

14: !To, it's in the shop.

following Jacobs and Jackson's definition, this is a
disapreement, since the request was responded to with a
"disnreferred second pair part"(refusal of the request).

We view this as problematic since it results in calling
events like those above "disagreements" when our own native
speaker/hearer intuitions tell us they are not. This should
not be seen as quibbling about the definition of disagreement.
If naive theories of disagreement and argument are to be
derived from relevant cases of these classes of phenomena,
then we feel that soave consideration needs to be given to the
"naive theorists" or natural language users understandings of
these phenomena.

Conversational Arguments. A second motivation for this
study concerns the nature of conversational arguments and how
conversational arguments are conceived and/or defined by
natural language users. Jacobs and Jackson posit a two pronged
approach. First, conversational arguments have a functional
component; namely, the projection, avoidance, production or
resolution of disagreement. Second, arguments have a
structural component; a variety of structural expansions of
adjacency pairs.

('Keefe and Benoit have elsewhere argued the inadequacy
of a structural approach.

Approaches that emphasize discourse structure
to the exclusion of other properties of argument
draw boundaries around instances of interaction in
such a way as to include sype borderline cases and
arbitrarily exclude others

In rejecting a "structural account" of argument, O'Keefe
and Peno44 instead adopt a "generic characteristic"
approach's-. This approach tries to identify the "set of
features that commonly(but not necessarily) appear in
arpuments so that an event which displays a number of these
features lq probably appropriately described as an
argument"' . Usinp-this generic characteristic approach,
O'Keefe and Benoit further identify one generic property of
all argumentsiA"a relationship of opposition between
participants"''. Thus, according to O'Keefe and Benoit,
"arguments begin(and continue) as overt opposition is made
manifest flgi arguments end when opposition is no longer
manifest" .
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Both the structural account of Jacobs and Jackson and the
generic-characteristic approach of O'Keefe and Benoit have
shed light on the nature of conversational arguments. Yet,
neither approach utilizes everyday language users to help
construct theories about the "structure" and/or the
"characteristics" of conversational arguments. This study
represents an attempt to determine just what everyday language
users identify as cases of argument and as importantly, on
what heels they make those decisions. Through this method we
intend to add to or refine both the "structural" and "generic
characteristic" approaches.

Thus, our two central concerns in this etudy were: (1) to
ascertain what everyday language users would be willing to
label conversational disagreements and arguments, and (2) to
begin to elaborate the features of these two phenomena and
their relation to one another.

Method

Subjects

The subjects in this study were forty-six undergraduate
students enrolled in two courses in the Department of
Communication at a large midwestern university. Participation
was voluntary.

Materials

Twenty-one segments of conversation, originally presented
by Jacobs and Jackson, were printed on separate sheets of
paper, one segment per sheet(See examples 1-22, excluding #16,
in Jacobs and Jackson, 1%12, p. 225-234). At the top of the
sheets were the following instructions:

Read carefully the following segment of interaction
taken from an actual conversation. Imagine you over-
heard this segment.

After the segment of interaction was presented, subjects were
then asked to respond to a multiple-choice type question
asking the following:

Would you say that this interaction is an example
of?

A: An argument
P: A disagreement
C: Neither an argument or a disagreement
D. Both an argument and a disagreement
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P. Impossible to tell
-P..If none of the above, what is it?

The multiple choice question was followed by a brief free
response question which asked the following:

Briefly explain why you responded the way you did:

Procedures

After volunteering to participate in the study, each
subject was given a packet of materials containing the
twenty -one examples, and response solicitations as outlined
Above. Por each subject the examples were presented in a
random order. On the outside of the packet were the following
instructions:

Thin study is interested in how people describe
segments of interaction taken from actual conversations

In your envelope you will find 21 segments from
conversations.

We would like you to read each example carefully and
then make some decisions about what to call the seg-
ment. We would also like you to briefly explain each
choice.

Make your decisions one at a time. That is, read one
example, make your decision regarding that example,
and then proceed on to the next example.

No time limit was placed on the subjects for completion
of the task, although most took between thirty and forty
minutes.

Results

An indicated earlier, subjects were asked to categorize
each example an either "an argument," "a disagreement," "beta
an argument and a disagreement," "neither an argument or a
disagreement," or "can't tell." Table 1 reports the
percentages of subjects who placed the examples into these
categories.
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Generally, subjects in this study seemed to have a
somewhat different conception of disagreements and
arguments than Jacobs and Jackson. While subjects seemed to
concur with Jacobs and Jackson regarding what was neither an
instance of disagreement nor an instance of argument, subjects
seemed to be substantially at odds with Jacobs and Jackson
when it came to classifying interactions as disagreements,
arguments or both. Also,when subjects did label segments as
disagreements or arguments, they almost always offered reasons
for making such classifications which were substantially
different than those which are given as a basis for Jacobs and
Jackson's definitions of argument and disagreement.

In one example(/!?_) subjects seemed to be in total
agreement with Jacobs and Jackson.

/12: S and C are petting ready to pack up for depar-
ture from a visit with relatives.

(1) S: Do you know where my bag is?

(2) C: Yeah, it's packed away.

(3) S: Whadya mean it's packed away?!

(4) C: Just what I said!

(5) S: Why in the world would you do something like
that?!

(6) C: Uhhhhhh [C stalks off in a huff]

Subjects very clearly felt this interaction should be
classified as an arpument(50), as did Jacobs and Jackson. In
fact, another 13t1 of the subjects indicated that they felt the
interaction represented both a disagreement and an argument.
T'owever, the subjects seemed to have somewhat different
reasons for these classifications than might be suggested by a
"structural" orientation to conversational argwnent. According
to our subjects, example #2 is an argument because; "there are
opposing viewpoints," "they are fighting," "it is irrational
or stupid," "it is an argument for the sake of argument," "it
is heated," "one is mad at the other(four subjects), "they
are yelling, "S blows up"(two subjects), "there in excitement
in the voices," "heavy emotions are involved," "one personally
attacked the other," the interaction sounded "accusatory,"
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"both appear to be under a lot of strain," and it was a "high
pressure, volatile situation." Fven those subjects who chose
to categorize this interaction only as a disagreement more
often than not suggested that the interaction was a
"disagreement" because of the presence of hostility, raiueu
tempers, anger or opposition. Finally, those subjects who
chose to classify the interaction as neither a disagreement or
an argument indicated that they did so because there were "no
conflicting opinions" and were also more likely to label the
interaction as a "tiff," a "squabble" or temporary "anger,"
"frustration," "disgust," or "irritability," but "not angry or
enraged as in an argument."

Tn many other examples, subjects not only differed from
Jneobs and Jackson in terms of the reasons given for their
classifications of these segments of interaction, but
generally disagreed with the classification selected. For
example, in examples #1,1913,1119 and ,21, Jacobs and Jackson
suggest that these represent cases of both disagreement and
argument. Our subjects, however, chose to label these as
instances of disagreement only(57%,35%,51% and 4(:31
respectively). Reasons given for classifying example #1 as a
case of disagreement but not a case of argument included:
differing opinions(five subjects), "not intense," "no
distraction from topic," "one doesn't know enough to argue,"
"they're not trying to say one religion is better," "they're
not really pulling at facts," the interaction "appears
friendly," '!no name calling or personal attacks "four
subjects), and "no yelling or anger"(eieht subjects). Reasons
given in response to example #13 were quite similar. bubjectu
noted "a conflict of beliefs"(ten subjects), but felt the
interaction was not an argument because: "there are no
fighting words, although they are going back'n'forth," "the
lady really doesn't know what she believes in," "A isn't
strongly convicted enough in her views for it to be an
argument," "it is discussed rationally," and "they disagree on
a few concepts, but not major ones." Similar reasons were
given by the fairly large number of suhjects(22%) who
classified Example #11 as both a disagreement and an argument:
"contrasting opinions," "some hostility and defensiveness,"
and "exasperation," "yelling," and "rudeness." In response to
Pxample #1n, subjects offered reasons such as differing
viewpoints(fifteen subjects), "no name calling," "some
tension," "defending of sides," and noted that the interaction
seemed to be "leading up to an argument," but that the
interactants were "not yet arguing."

Finally, in respondinp to Example //21, subjects noted
"differing opinions "twelve subjects), and "indignance" on the
part of interactant B as reasons for their particular choice
of classification. Also of interest here is the somewhat large
percentage of subjects(23%) who indicated that they could not
decide how to classify the interaction. Over three quarters of
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these subjects indicated that they needed more information,
specifically "more interaction" and "tones of voice," in order
to make a classification. With regard to examples 115 and #7,
Jacobs and Jackson suggest that these interactions also
represent cases of both disagreement and argument. Consider
example #5:

#5:

(1) A: Come help me.

(2) B: I'm busy.

(3) A: I need you to hold this,

(4) B: I need to finish this.

(5) A: I always help you when you ask me.

(6) B: I never ask you when you're busy.

(7) A: Come on, you lazy creep.

(8) B: Bug off, you shrew!

Our subjects generally chose not to label this interaction as
a disagreement or both, but instead chose to classify the
interaction as an argument only. Reasons given in included;
"it's silly, it's stupid - -a, disagreement is over something,"
"opposing poals"(six subjects), "how they are talking to one
Another," "name calling"(three subjects), "hostility, anger
and bitterness"(three subjects), "resentment," "violent
tendencies in responses," "lack of cooperation or compromise,"
"oersonsl nttacks"(three subjects), "it goes back'n'forth,"
"not listening enough to disagree," and "apparent
undercurrentslike they're arguing over more than just one
helping the other." Similar reasons were given to ex,,lain the
classification of example #7. Subjects noted "illogicality,"
"defensiveness," "name calling," "stubbornness," "heated"
exchanges, "hasty words," "hardcore emotion," "tone of voice,"
"personal" attacks and that A was "upset," "pissed off," and
"exploding."

Our data also indicate that perhaps natural language

732
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users have more stringent criteria for calling an interaction
a disagreement than do Jacobs and Jackson. While Jacobs and
Jackson suggest that examples #14,#15 and #18 represent cases
of disagreement, our subjects seemed to feel that the
interactions were neither disagreements nor arguments(46%, 69$
and 89% respectively). In response to example #15, for
instance, subjects chose overwhelmingly to label the
interaction as a "misunderstanding"(twelve subjects),
"confusion," "a simple conversation," "a request and reply,"
or a "squabble."

#15. A is in the kitchen. B is in the basement. The
television is in the living room.

(1) A: Turn on the last ten minutes of As The World
Turns and we'll see if anything exciting is
happening.

(2) B: Go ahead.

(3) A: You. I'm making lunch.

(4) B: No.

(5) A: Well, you're right in there.

(6) B: No I'm not [shouted loudly]

(7) A: Oh.

Subjects noted in particular that the interaction "ceased when
A found out that B wasn't in the living room." On examples #14
and 1118, subjects felt that the interactions represented a
case of "discussion"(seven a subjects for example #14), "an
spreement"(eight subjects for example 1118), and noted the
ahsenee of "conflicto(five subjects for each example), "no
defending of sides," "no frustration," "no explicit
differences" for example #14, "no forcing of the issue," "no
tension or hostility," "no fighting," "no dispute," and the
presence of "compromise" for example //18.

Examples 113,#9,#10,#12 and #17, are classified by Jacobs
and Jackson as neither disagreements or arguments. Our
subjects were largely in agreement with this view. Subjects
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classifying these segments as neither arguments or
disagreements were 80%, 91%, 83%, 55% and 85% respectively. In
response to example #3, twenty of the subjects labeled this as
an "agreement," thirteen subjects labeled it a "simple
discussion," and a few other subjects suggested that it might
become a disagreement or an argument in the future. Reasons
given for classifying it as neither an argument or a
disagreement included the following;"no supporting reasons
given for each other(five subjects)," "no conflict," and "not
enough expression." Responses to example #9, below, are most
exemplary.

#9: B is C's grandparent. Both are visiting C's
parents while C is home during Christmas vaca-
tion. E lives in another town. It is Sunday and
F is petting ready to leave.

(1) F: Sow long do you have here?

(2) 0: Rh, we're planning to go back Thursday or
Friday.

(3) E: Oh, well. Maybe you can come up for a day
and visit us.

(4) 0: Yeah, maybe so. We'll have to see.

Nineteen subjects chose to label this as a "regular
conversation," or a "simple discussion," five subjects 'as "a
request-with n putoff as a reply," and several others as a
suggestion with an uncertain response, a small talk for the
purpose of gaining information, or the telling of a "white
lie" by Speaker C. Reasons given for classifying the segment
in the Neither category included;"no defending of sides," "no
frustration or tension," "no real negative or positive
feelings," "no explicit conflict," and that the interaction
was "not over anything major". In response to example #10,
subjects classifying this as neither a disagreement or an
argument chose instead to label this segment as; a, simple
"question and answer"(three subjects), a "simple
conversntion"(ten subjects), an "apreement"(five subjects),
and simply an "arrnmpinp of an appointment"(ten subjects). As
n basis for classification into the Neither category, subjects
noted that;"no disagreement was implied"(two subjects), there
was "no conflict"(six subjects), and "no negativity," "no
tension, stress or confrontation," "no harsh interaction," and
"no hostility." In response to example ,12, subjects calling
this neither a disagreement or an argument, chose instead to

734 -715-

label the segment of interaction as "a suggestion," a
"discussion of a suggestion," or a "suggestion which gets
stifled"(twelve subjects). Other subjects labeled the
interaction as "a misunderstanding," "confasion," " J just
trying to please S"(three subjects), "a circular interaction,"
or "just dinner conversation which fades away." Reasons given
for a Neither classification included; "no tenseness," "no
yelling or screaming,"no real disagreement," "no one really
listening," and "no contrary opinions stated." In response to
example #17, the results were similar. Fifteen subjects chose
to label this as a simple "discussion" or "conversa-
tion", eight subjects labeled the segment as an "agreement,"
and six subjects as a simple "question and answer". Subjects
also noted the absence of "conflict"(five), "blatant
disagreement"(three), "harsh words," "hostility," "anger,"
"opposing viepoints," or "fighting" as the basis for making
their classification decision.

In responding to four of the examples(//4.01#20, and
#22), subjects either labeled the interactions as neither a
disagreement or an argument(35 %,37 %,48% and 26% respectively)
or expressed great difficulty in being able to discern the
appropriate category by marking the "Can't Tell" option on the
questionaire(35%,29%,24% and 24% respectively). In fact, these
four examples drew more "Can't Tell" responses than any of the
other examples. For example:

#20: S enters the house carrying a suitcase.

(1) C: Hey, you didn't bring this back.

(2) S: Bring what back?

(3) C: The suitcase.

(4) S: Of course not. Robeson's was closed.

In each case between 50 and 70% of the subjects chose not to
label the interaction as a either a disagreement, an argument,
or both. For Jacobs and Jackson, their preferred
cateporizatl is unclear but they seem to suggest that these
are neither disagreements or arguments, but have the potential
to become either. Our subjects seem to agree. Perhaps those
who had difficulty choosing a category were responding to what
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they saw as a potential direction the interaction might take.
Cicourel's notion of the "prospective sense of occurrence"
would seem to suggest this possibility, as would comments from
subjects such as "could turn into an argument," 7Reed
additional interaction," and "need more dialogue".".

Pinally, in response to two examples(/i6 and #11), sub-
jects demonstrated no consistent patterns of classification.

Conclusions and Implications

The implications of our results are threefold. First,
O'Keefe has cogently suggested thp4 there are two senses of
"argument" found in everyday talk". The first sense, or
arpument refem to "a kind of utterance or a sort of com-
municatiim act" . The second se9e, or argument,, is a
"particular kind of interaction" '. Admittedly, bur study
was not aimed at illucidating this distinction. Our instruc-
tions clesrly called for subjects to attend to that second
sense of srpument, argument as interaction. But our study does
lend to a further distinction in the meaning of argument2.

There is a long and rich history in the field of rhetoric
of concern with argument as "reasoned discourse." This "rea-
soned discourse" approach to argument has been utilized in
studying both monologic argument(argument,) au well as dia-
lectical or disputational argament(argument0). Recently, the
importance of dialectical argument as a type' of "reasoned dis-
course" is being recognized by small group researchers inter-
ested in idea development processes within groups. For
example, in a recent study conducted by Siebold, McPhee,
Poole, TaBita, & Canary, three approaches to argument were
compared . Tbwse three approaches or models were: (1) the
TonlmiA model (2) the Perelman Olbrechts-Uteca
modal r'; snd (3) the Jacohe and Jackson model'''.

We believe it noteworthy that the Jacobs and Jackson mo-
del was included with these other two models. In fact, we
posit the correctness of this grouping since all three models
of nxgument concern "reasoned discourse." In explaining con-
versational argument through the use of felicity conditions
Jacobs and Jackson have entailed a "reasoned discourse" per-
spetive. Other scholars have noted that speech acts or feli-
city conditions speak only to the "reasoned" aspects of
ordinary discourse at the exclusion of the affective and have
nddltionnlly noted the limitations of this approach

We also suspect that argument, plays a critical role in
argument,, only when argument, is been as "reasoned dis-
course." makes sense glv4n that Jacobs and Jackson have
previously argued that O'Keefe's two senses of argument are
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"unified by a common generative principle"25

In contrast, however, we argue that none of the approach-
es to reasoned discourse match the understanding of argument
by everyday language users. Our results suggest that
for ordinary actors, argument is a hostility-laden event where
sharply contrasting expressio4s of opinion, loud voices, in-
tense emotion, anger, frustration, and namecalling character-
ize the interaction. Of course, in real life, as in many of
the examples used by Jacobs and Jackson, both "reasoned dis-
course" and hostility laden discourse overlap. However, what
seems most critical in the naive theories of everyday actors
is not reasoned discourse, but hostility laden discourse.

At the very least, it will be important for theorists and
researchers interested in everyday occurrence of argument to
specify clearly which type of discourse they are investigating
in their research. Theories or explanations derived from
investigations of one type of argument, may not generalize
to the other. We are not suggesting thht either form (reasoned
discourse or hostility laden discourse) should take precedence
over the other in research. On the contrary, we feel that both
phenomena occur in ordinary discourse and hence are equally
deserving of further investigation. For whatever reasons,
however, argument theorists have avoided hostility-laden
discourse as a topic of study.

A second implication of our work concerns the nature of
the relationship between conversational disagreement and
argument. We are not able, on the baeis of subject's responses
in our study, to sort out a single relationship between
conversational disagreements and conversational arguments. If
there is a single naive theory which connects these phenomena,
it is not all that clear from our data. Inetead, there seems
to be at least three possible relationships between
conversational disagreements and conversational arguments from
the perspective of natural language users. These are:

(1) Conversational arguments and disagreements are the
same phenomenon. That is to say, some natural language users
in our study seemed to use the terms interchangeably.

(2) Conversational arguments are a possible result of
conversational disagreements. This is Me type of relationship
which has been discussed by past work

(3) Conversational disagreements are a "milder" form of
conversational arguments. This possible relationship was
clearly indicated in out data by the very large number of
subjects who would say "it's a disagreement, but it's riot yet
an argument because there is no hostility or name calling."
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We believe the inconsistency between subjects regarding
the relationship between disagreements and arguments leads to
one of three conclusions, none of which we are prepared to
support definitively at this time. It may simply be that there
exists a variety of naive theories regarding this relation..
ship. That io, while there does not exist a single naively
perceived relationship across subjects, each subject does have
some theory connecting the two events. Or it may be that
there does not exist a consistent sense of the disagreement/ -
argument relationship for any cf the subjects. Perhaps the
concepts are simply too murky for everyday interactors. A
third possible conclusion is that there exists a single rela-
tionship but that our method was unable to access the every-
day language users' naive perspective on that relationship.

At this point, we must note that Burleson has been sharp-
ly critical of approaches which attempt to cpture ordinary
language user's understandings of arguments. ' He suggests
that interest should lie in the nature or characteristics of
the empirical object of argument itself and not in use of or
understanding of the word. He also argues that theories of ar-
gument should be formulated with the goals of argumentation
theorists and researchers in mind rather than the interests of
natural language users. We are largely in agreement with Bur-
leson on both of these points. However, we believe that one
important aspect of understanding an empirical phenomenon is
to understand what features characterize that phenomenon. We
are simply using everyday actors as one method to arrive at
those features. This, in combination with direct observation,
yeilds more complete understandings of the phenomenon.

Finally, we believe that a profitable direction for re-
search is in understanding contextual differences between the
types of discourse we have specified. Are certain situations
more compelling for the production of reasoned discourse than
hostility laden discourse? If so(as we suspect), what are the
features of the situation which prompt one type of argument
over another? For example, is familiarity between the inter-
actants necessary for hostility laden arguments? If asked to
"argue" about a relevant issue, would some relational dyads
automatically engage in hostility laden discourse and others
reasoned discourse? And under what circumstances might rea-
soned discourse give vav to hostilily laden discourse or vice
versa? At tHs point, our evidence seems to suggest that
rational or reasoned discourse for natural language users is
synonymous with "having a discussion" or "discussing something
calmly," and not with "having an argument." However, much more
evidence would be needed before such a viewpoint could be con-
firmed. Future work might also focus on the nature of the
relationship between disagreement and either of the two forms
of argument2. Investigation of these and other similar
questions could aid argumentation theorists and communication
theorists and researchers in general.
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A CRITICAL SUMMARY OF RESEARCH ON THE ROLE
OF ARGUMENT IN DECISION-MAKING GROUPS

Dennis S. Gouran
The Pennsylvania State University

Although argument as a concept has long been acknowledged for
its relevance to interaction in small groups, attentionito its general
functions and role has been rather limited in research. In fact,
only recently has argument begun to attract more than scattered at-
tention. One can speculate as to the reasons for this discrepancy
between the acknowledged importance of argument and the paucity of
inquiry into its role. Whatever the factors responsible for the incog-
sistency, it is clear that the period of neglect is coming to an end.
An examination of what we presently know, therefore, may be useful
in charting possible alternative futures. The purpose of this essay
is to engage in such stock-taking and to identify some directions in
which continued study of argument in decision-making groups mar profitably
move.

Reviewing past research on the role of argument in groups is to
discover a variety of perspectives on a theme. As the following select
summaries will reveal, argument has teen viewed both as an instrument
and as a process. It has been examined as a source of influence and
as an obstacle to progress. It has been conceived as symptomatic of
the personal qualities of individual group members--as a characteristic
of one's communicative style. And it has been studied as inferences
that groups draw upon in reaching decisions. Such differences in per-
spective complicate out ability to synthesize research findings. On
the other hand, the diversity in point of view contributes to one's
appreciation for argument's conceptual richness.

For purposes of this essay, I have grouped prior research into
four categories: argument as disagreement, argument as a behavioral
predisposition, argument as a developmental process, and argument as
collectively shared inferences. As is true of any classificational
scheme, the content entered does not always conform perfectly to the
characteristics of the categories employed, and depending on one's
focus, some of the studies reviewed could easily fit more than one
category. I have, therefore, used the criterion of reasonable similarity
as opposed to mutual exclusivity as the organizing principle. Following
the review of research, the essay offers a critical assessment and
presents some prospects for subsequent research suggested by the assess-
ment.

HISTORICAL PERSPECTIVES

Argument as Disagreement

In the early 1950s, Asch reported a series of studies in which
individuals in groups were subjected to pressure by coached majorities
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who reported perceptual experiences at odds with those of naive group
members.3 This pioneering work led to numerous other investigations
of normative and informational social influence.4 One landmark study
emerging from this line of inquiry was conducted by Schacter.5 In

his research, Schacter investigated the effects of disagreement with
a majority discussing a human relations problem and discovered that
persistence in a deviant position, no matter how defensible, often
resulted in rejection of the antagonistically related group member.

Otaer scholars with the same general interest produced data dif-
ferent from Schacter's. Harnack, for instance, found that an organized
minority (organized in respect to the arguments and evidence backing
them) can lead a majority to an initially unacceptable position.6
A similar conclusion is implicit in research by Valentine and Fisher
and Bradley et al.7 The findings in both cases indicate that the manner
in which arguments are developed and presented, as well as their content,
influences the position a group will ultimately endorse. Additionally,
it appears as if the relationships among group members of differing
persuasions are contingent on how their conflicts are resolved. When
Deutsch and Krauss studied individuals in a conflict situation, solution-
centered arguments facilitated the management and resolution of conflict.9
When argument involved the exercise of power, however, it functioned
as an obstacle to effective problem-solving.

Janis's work with the concept of groupthink underscores the vitally
important role that argument as disagreement can play in decision-making
discussions.9 It was, according to Janis, the absence of counter-argument
and challenge in discussions of several foreign policy decisions he
reviews that laid the foundation for inappropriate actions. Other
incidents of comparable misdiagnosis and subsequent misadventure include
our response to the Mayaguez seizure, the controversial swine flu vac-
cination program, and the Watergate coverup.lO In each case, disagree-
ment with positions endorsed by the majority could have led to a different
outcome.

Argument as a Behavioral Predisposition

One's propensity for argument, apart from the instrument itself,
has also been a focus of interest in some research on decision-making
groups. As a behavioral inclination, one typically finds the term
argumentativeness as the object of interest. The investigation of
this quality has shown a relationship to several different outcomes.
Of these, the ones most frequently examined are opinion formation and
change and leadership emergenze. The term carries with it many negative
connotations; however, there is nothing about the quality of being
argumentative that necessarily implies negativity.

In early research on one's propensity for argument, reflective
thinking ability was linked to influence on group decisions and their
quality.'! One of my own studies revealed that argumentativeness when
manifest in factually based claims and procedurally oriented suggestions
promoted consensus in initially divided groups discussing questions
of policy.12 Similar findings were uncovered in controlled investigations
by Hill, Knutson, and Knutson and Kowitz.13
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Some of the most recent scholarship concerned with opinion formation
and change has concentrated on argumentative tendencies characteristic
of the members of decision-making groups that experience polarization.
Alderton detected a strong connection between the types of arguments
produced by group members varied in respect to locus of control and
the direction in which they polarize. Whereas externalizers produce
arguments reflecting impersonal attributions of the causes for socially
proscribed behavior and, hence, shift toward leniency in their recommenda-
tions of appropriate penalties, internalizing group members appear
to advance more arguments assigning personal causes as responsible
for such behavior and, thereby, shift accordingly in the direction
of severe sanctions.14 These data were consistent with those acquired
in an earlier study by Alderton and in subsequent research by Alderton
and Frey.15 In both cases, group members' loci of lontrol were correlated
with the types of arguments produced and the direction of shift in
discussions of deviant behavior.

In addition to its influence on opinion formation and change,
the propensity of the individual for argument has proved to be related
to leadership emergence in decision-making groups. An oft cited case
study by Geier revealed a negative relationship between argumentativeness
and ascendance to positions of authority in initially leaderless group
discussions.15 Supportive of this relationship were later investigations
by Russell and Lumsden, both of whom discovered that individuals expressing
high levels of disagreement had a substantially reduced probability
of being acknowledged as leaders by other group members.17

What appeared to be developing as a consistently negative relationship
between argumentativeness and one's chances for selection as a group
ieader was thrown into question when Sharf examined rhetorical processes
related to leadership emergence and noted that its likelihood depend:'
on the type of argumentative behavior a discussion participant eghibits.18
Those who contribute most to the fashioning a a group's rhetorical
vision are more likely to be acknowledged leaders. Schultz has also
examined the argumentativeness/leadership emergence relationship in
a series of studies and has produced evidence of a positive relationship./9
In line with the implications of Scharf's research, Schultz ascertained
that the manner in which argumentativeness is displayed and the functions
it serves are important determinants of its relationship to one's being
acknowledged for his or he. leadership. In those studies showing a
negative relationship, the types of arguments being advanced were seldom
of a constructive variety.

Argument as a Developmental Process

A third approach to the study of argument has been to view it
as a developmental process, that is, as a continuously evolving claim
or set of claims. This perspective seems to have been inspired in
partbymmre general interest in the sequential analysis of social inter-
action. The impetus is understandable in light of the recurrent ten-
dencies of groups to pass through various phases of conflict and con-
flict resolution.20 Scheidel and Crowell were apparently the first
researchers in Speech Communication to adopt a developmental view of
argument.21 Although they did not use the term argument as such, the
characteristics of what they refer to as "thought units suggest the
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sort of assertion that advances a claim. The pattern of ideational
development identified by these investigators has argument as claim
evolving in terms of initiation, clarification, acceptance, further

clarification, substantiation, acceptance, and further substantiation.

Following the lead of Scheidel and Crowell, other researchers
began finding a regular stage in decision-making discussions charac-
terized by argument.22 Unfortunately, as this body of inquiry continued
to unfold, investigators became less and less focused on particular
types of utterances and instead turned their attention to determining
the relative predictability of all manner of communicative behavior
in groups. In the past few years, however, a handful of studies have
returned to a more limited view of the development of arguments.

Drawing on the work of Anthony Giddens, Seibold et al. examined
argument in groups from a structurational perspective.23 Working with
conceptual schemes taken from discussions of argument by Toulmin,
Perelman, and Jacobs and Jackson, this team of researchers was able
to map the process by which arguments develop and either gain acceptance
or lose force in shaping a group's consensus. Specifically, "I[Iiiinning'
arguments subsumed others' reservations and evolved fairly substantive
claim, data, warrant linkages, whereas 'losing' arguments evidenced
subtle but significant claim changes in the face of refutational and
social pressure, little indication of data for claims, and too many
diversions from the line of reasoning attempted."24

Hirokawa and Pace took a somewhat different tack and examined
arguments in relation to the effectiveness of decision-making groups.25
Their analysis revealed a much more rigorous assessment of arguments
by members of effective groups, whereas ineffective groups tended to
accept arguments uncritically as well as to advance them with little
or no supporting information. These findings parallel those of Seibold
et al. in respect to what constitutes a winning vs losing argument
and those in a study by Pace showing that opinion shifts are a function
of how well related arguments are developed.26

As a reaction to research by Bishop and Meyers suggesting that
the mere number of arguments advanced in a discussion accounts for
decisional shifts, Alderton and Frey tested a developmental explanation.27
Their position was that it is the reaction to argument that accounts
for decisional shifts. The emergence of a strong negative correlation
between favorable reactions to minority arguments and the degree of
polarization evidenced in decision-making groups and the presence of
a marginally significant positive correlation between unfavorable
reactions to minority arguments and polarization were partially supportive
of Alderton and Frey's expectations.

Argument as Collectively Shared Inferences

The final group of studies to be reviewed are closely linked to
those in the preceding section of this essay. In the present case,
however, argument has been specifically defined as inference, that
is, as a claim that goes beyond the data on which it is based. With
the possible exception of the study by Seibold et al., this distinction
has not been explicit in the previously cited research. Instead, the
concept appears to subsume any claim that can be advanced in support
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of a position on an issue.

The current line of research, it seems safe to say, is in its
infancy and was largely stimulated by the appearance of Nisbett and
Ross's 1980 publication of Human Idference: Strategies and Shortcomings
of Social Judgment.28 Prior to the release of this volume, however,
two studies had been done which suggested that group decisions are
based on inferences that are collectively shared and affected by certain
informational qualities as well as the predispositions of the members.
Thompson et al. manipulated the vividness of evidengR in a mock trial
involving defendants of "good" and "bad" character. In the case
of the defendant of good character, more inferences of guilt were made
when the prosecution evidence was vivid. When defense evidence was
the more vivid, information favored inferences of probable innocence.
In another investigation, Davis et al. produced evidence establishing
that a general belief in the guilt or innocence of individuals accused
of rape leads to judgments in a specific case that are congruent with
jurors' pre-deliberative biases.30

Recent inquiry has begun to probe the communicative characteristics
associated with the functions of inferences in decision-making groups.
In one instance, several of my former students and I examined the inter-
action of groups differing in the severity of penalties recommended
for high and low status actors who had committed either an act of man-
slaughter or assault and battery. In the discussions of both cases,
group members inferred that the behavior of low status actors was due
to personal factors to a much greater extent than they did when considering
an individual of high status.31 In addition, in the niscussions involving
the case of manslaughter, groups more frequently made inferences about
the probable circumstantial influences responsible for the high status
actor's behavior than they did when accounting for the behavior of
the low status actor. This relationship was further supported in a
study with Andrews showing a correlation of nearly .70 between the
attribution of personal responsibility and the severity of the penalty
deemed appropriate for instances of student misconduct.32

The work summarized by Nisbett and Ross, along with Wyer and Carlston's
model of person memory, provides a basis for suspecting that the impact
of inferences on social judgments is developmental and that when a

group acts inappropriately, such behavior can be traced to the interaction
of the members and their reactions to choice-related inferences.33
This suspicion received some support in an analysis of six laboratory
groups discussing cases of student violations of university regulations.34
Of 80 case-related inferences made in those discussions, only one was
challenged. In the remaining instances, the inference was either reinforced,
extended, or followed by another inference. In a further examination
of the Watergate transcripts, I discovered a similar pattern.35 In

nearly every case involving inferences bearing on the wisdom of the
coverup strategy, there was reinforcement of the judgment expressed,
furtherance of the inference, or a conspicuous absence of challenge.

The patterns identified in these last two investigations were
examined more systematically in two controlled studies involving dif-
ferences in the communicative behavior of effective and ineffective
decision-making groups. Mason found that effective groups make fewer
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inferences than ineffective groups and that when they occur, the members
of effective groups are less likely to reinforce them.36 In a similar
investigation, Hartz reported not only less reinforcement of inferences
by members of effective groups, but the presence of corrective influences
as wel1.37

ASSESSMENT

Despite the diversity of interests represented in the body of
research reviewed in this essay, it should be clear that argument does
play a significant role, both in contributing to the outcomes that
decision-making groups achieve and in influencing relationships that
develop among their members. It should also be clear that the effects
of argument cannot be described in any uniform, easily generalizable
way. The contingencies determining how argument functions are too
numerous to permit such description. On the other hand, it does seem
appropriate to conclude from the review of previous scholarship that
the manner in which arguments are advanced, the foundation on which
they rest, and the responses to them all have measurable consequences
for the performance of decision-making groups. This observation applies
whether one is viewing argument as the expression of disagreement,
as a behavioral inclination, as the development of positions on issues,
or as a communicative process in which inferences become collectively
shared.

Even though the several distinctive approaches to the study
of argument in past research on decision-making in groups lead one
more or less to the same general conclusions, this volume of scholarship
is not without its problems. At the most fundamental level, conceptual
looseness prevents one from making unequivocal statements about the
functions of argument in decision-making groups. Additionally, it
is not always clear how argument differs from other concepts, such
as opinion, assertion, value judgment, and persuasive appeal. flany
of those investigating argument fail to provide an operational definition
of the concept, let alone a theoretical description.38 The problem
of conceptual overlap is not inherently undesirable. Rather, it is
the failure to conceive of argument consistently as choice-related
that obfuscates conclusions about the role it plays. In the absence
of some consistent focus on the consequences argument is expected to
have in contribution to the choices that decision-making groups ultimately
endorse, the reason for its study loses significance.

Of all the criticisms that could be made of research on argument
in decision-making groups, possibly the most crucial has to do with
the failure of researchers to provide adequate descriptions of the
conditions under which argument, in principle, will function in particular
ways. This is not to suggest that all past research has been theory-
free. In most instances, those investigators testing hypotheses have
identified some premise or set of premises suggesting what will be
found.39 My concern lies more with the absence of any appreciable
effort to embed specific hypotheses in a larger discussion of how argu-
ment may be linked to other aspects of decisional processes, for example,
a group's authority structure, the perceived importance of the question
to be resolved, and the potential consequences of choosing inappropriately.
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The history of research on argument in decision-making groups
is one of fragientation. Some investigators have been interested in
how arguments develop. Others have been concerned with the responses
they elicit. Still r,thers have concentrated on the relationship of
argument to outcomes, such as the quality of decisions reached, patterns
of influence, and affective responses to the experience of decision-
making. Argument has even been conceived as an outcome itself. While
each of these interests has been instructive, it would'appear that
more insights could be gleaned and better understandings developed
if we could somehow merge the separate strands of inquiry into a more
encompassing view.

An approach along the lines suggested might begin with a particular
and restricted view of argument, for example, a claim representing
support for a position on an issue that provides a basis for choice.40
If accepted, the claim favors a given choice. If rejected, it provides
a basis for an alternative choice. Such claims could either be of
a factual nature (that is, referring to what is true or probable) or
entail the advancement of value judgments (focusing on matters of pro-
priety and morality). Within this frame of reference, an argument
may be viewed as either a point of departure or a destination. Whatever
the case, interest would lie in determining what characteristics of
argument and the communicative environment in which it arises con-
tribute to acceptance or rejection of the essential claim(s) it embodies.
Acceptance and rejection tendencies could then be more systematically
related to the choices groups make, the members' reactions to them,
patterns of influence, and any affective states that develop as a consequence
of them.

The approach I am describing presumes an overall process of choice
that will characterize most groups. This is not to suggest, however,
that the uniformity characteristic of the general process is also
likely to be manifest at more microscopic levels of analysis. On the
contrary, this view clearly implies specific manifestations of almost
infinite variety. The purpose of research would be to account for
this variety. If we think of decisions as a product of the acceptance
and rejection of arguments supporting positions on issues, what we
need to know is how communication serves to create differences in the
relative acceptability of arguments and how the chances for acceptance
and rejection are affected by other elements in a decision-making group's
environment.

Not many of the studies cited in this essay have examined argument
in relation to particular choices groups make.41 Among those that
have, moreover, only the one by Seibold et al. has revealed an effort
to describe the relationship in terms of the larger logical structure
and social environment in which arguments serve as a basis for choice.42
These investigators established that how an argument develops communica-
tively determines its acceptability and that the level of acceptability
relates directly to the choices decision-making groups come to support.
Their analysis is very much in line with suggestions by Leff and Hewes
and, more recently, by Enos for rhetorically based approaches to the
analysis of argument in group decision-making discussions.43 Although
the data were drawn from a very limited sample, the research nonetheless
provides an excellent model for others to follow.
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SUGGESTIONS FOR FUTURE INQUIRY'

Subscription to the view of argument as claims providing bases
for choice opens a large number of possibilities for future research.
For instance, if we begin with the assumption that group decisions
reflect those positions on issues, the arguments in support of which
group members find most acceptable, then it is possible to ask how
arguments become acceptable. More specifically, what informational
requirements do group members demand that an argument must satisfy,
and how do these requirements vary as a function of the group's composition
and structure? Does the presence of counterargument affect the acceptab`lity
of arguments, and if so, does the manner in which counterarguments
are presented bear on the degree of acceptability? Does the mere expres-
sion of reservations influence acceptance or redefine the informational
requirements a group imposes on arguments?

Another line of inquiry that may be profitably explored has to
do with the relative weight different arguments have in shaping decisions.
For any set of arguments that group members find acceptable, how many
actually enter into the final choice? Do arguments vary in weight,
and are there discrepancies between apparent weight and actual impact
on group decisions? Are some arguments decisive, sufficient alone
to determine a group's choice? If so, what sorts of task characteristics
and psychological attributes of the group members invest these arguments
with such compelling force? Is the structure of a series of arguments
concatenated, or are choices constrained by the relative primacy and
recency of the arguments related to them? Do arguments have sleeper
effects? That is, do some arguments that are initially rejected later
find their way into decisions reached, and do initially acceptable
arguments lose their force as bases for chbice?

Research on the weight of argument suggests furthering our investiga-
tions of effective and ineffective decision-making groups. As I mentioned
previously, several studies have already been done and have produced
promising results.44 Much more could be done, however. In my investi-
gation of the Watergate transcripts, simple agreement with inferences
appeared to have the same impact on their acceptability as one would
expect from factually based support.45 Do ineffective decision-making
groups typically treat shared opinions as if they were factual evidence?
Do they tend to discount or even ignore such evidence when it is presented?
How is disagreement managed in ineffective groups as opposed to effective
ones? Do authority figures encourage agreement with their inferences
by the manner in which they call for discussion, and does the encouragement
increase the likelihood of a group's choosing unwisely or inappropriately?
Is the function of argument in ineffective decision-making groups simply
to make authority figures' wishes known? Do effective decision - making
groups do a better job of keeping arguments issue-oriented than their
ineffective counterparts?

We know far too little about the affective states to which arguments
in decision-makini groups contribute. It is clear that disagreement
can be threatening and conflict-producing, but are logically well structured
arguments in any sense threatening to some group members, and if so,
under what circumstances? When there is a strongly preferred position?
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When they give credibility to intuitively objectionable positions?
When they appear to be at odds with acknowledged values of the group
members? Are arguments, even if not, intended, construed as personal
attacks? Does argument stimulate competiveness to the point that it
induces a desire to "win" a discussion that supplants the need for
rational choice? Is argument viewed as inconsistent with the objectives
of decision-making discussions, and if so, does such a perception of
inconsistency lead to emotional reactions that can destroy a group's
cohesiveness and sense of purpose and, hence, its ability to choose?

The preceding suggestions are by no means exhaustive. I trust,
however, that they are sufficiently illustrative of the range of possibilities
that exist for expanding our knowledge of the role of argument in group
decision-making. More important than any specific suggestion, in my
judgment, is the frame of reference. By clarifying the concept of
argument and by viewing it as an instrument of choice in decision-making
groups rather than as something that merely occurs, we are much more
apt to develop meaningful and integrated descriptions of the interplay
between the cognitive and affective factors that influence and shape
the decisions that groups make. So conceived, the concept of argument
can play a vital role in generating interesting questions, the answers
to which will take us far beyond what we presently know about decision-
making in general.
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THE FUNCTIONS OF ARGUMENTATION IN GROUP DELIBERATION

Randy Y. Hirokawa
University of Iowa

Dirk R. Scheerhorn
University of Iowa

The last several years have witnessed a growing interest in
the study of argumentation in small group contexts. For the most
part, this research has focused primarily on the nature and
structure of arguments and argumentation processes in small group
interaction.' Recently, however, an increasing number of group
communication scholars have begun to call for the systematic
study of argumentation's role and functions in group
deliberation.2 As Hirokawa puts it, if we are concerned with
understanding how group interaction affects various group
outcomes, then we ought to be concerned with understanding what
happens in groups as a result of the production of arguments
since they are.an integral facet of group interaction.3

Although a number of scholars have called for the systematic
examination of the functions of argumentation in group
deliberation, surprisingly few researchers have answered the
call. This point is explicitly made by Vinokur, Trope and
Burnstein when they conclude that "we still do not have a good
picture of the argumentative process, and very little is known
about the content, impact, and availability of different
arguments.' In short, as Seibold and Meyers note in a recent
review of the literature, with the possible exception of work
done by group polarization researchers, very little empirical
research has focused on the functions or consequences of
arguments in the group discussion process.

In recent essays, several authors have suggested that the
failure of researchers to examine the functions of argumentation
in group interaction is due, in part, to the absence of an
adequate conceptual understanding of the functional nature of
group argumentation.6 The purpose of the present essay is to

__Eresent such a conception. Specifically, we intend to offer a
conceptual framework which outlines the various outcomes or
consequences that can be brought bout in a group through the
production of reasoned discourse. In doing so, we seek to
achieve two objectives: (1) to provide a more precise
understanding of the specific ways argumentative process can
function in the small group setting; and (2) to provide a
suitable starting point for systematically examining the complex,
multi-functional nature of group argumentation.

The remainder of the essay is organized into three sections:
First, we discuss current views of the function of argumentation
in group deliberation. Next, we build upon existing views and
suggest a broader conceptual framework for understanding the
functions of group argumentation. And finally, we outline some
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specific research implications of this broader coaiwtual
framework.

Current Views of the Functions of Group Argumentation

For the most part, current views of the functions of
argumentation in group deliberation send to parallel those of
traditional argumentation theorists. Specifically, group
communication scholars have tended to discuss the functions of
group argumentation in terms of either rhetorical adv(p2ey or
discoverv.

Advocacy Several group communication scholars have
suggested that the primary function of argumentation in groups is
to bring about opinion change. Hirokawa, for example, suggests
that arguments are one type of communicative otrategy utilized by
group members to influence the opinions and beliefs of their
collegues.7 As he puts it, 'For the most part, group members'
efforts to influence or alter the opinions of others tend to
involve the presentation of data (or the suggestion of the
existence of such data) which

)
logically to a stated or

implied claim or conclusion.'"' Similarly, Seibold et al. view
arguments as "systems or interrelated patterns of interaction"
wherein group members advance "arguables" for the purpose of
eliminating disagreements or bringing about convergence on the
issues in question.11 In short, scholars suggest that the primary
function of argumentation in group deliberation is to bring about
persuasion - -to convince group members to accept or reject
particular claims, ideas, and positions relevant to the
choice-making situation.

Discovery. A second, though somewhat less common view of the
function of argumentation in group deliberation is that arguments
are a means of creating intersubjective reality within the group.
Proponents of this perspective essentially contend that group
argumentation aids the construction of a set of beliefs and
assumptions which are ostensibly shared by members of the group.
Enos, for example, suggests that arguments allow for, or functfn
to bring about a synthesis of various argumentative positions."
In his words, arguments "have the potential of forming one
collective mind directed toward a synthesis of rationality."
Likewise, Alderton and Frey contend that arguments are designed
and articulated to produce specific meaning in the minds of other
group members for the purpose of achiaging a shared view of the
problem and choices facing the group. '" In short, these
scholars claim that argumentation functions to create or discover
a shared social reality within the group.

In practice, group argumentation serves both of
these functions. Arguments function to bring about opinion
change within a group, just as they undoubtedly function to
create a serial reality within that group. In fact, it is quite
possible that 'advocacy' and "discovery" are inseparable
functions of group argumentation; in functioning to bring about
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opinion change within a group, arguments also serve to create an
intersubjective reality for the group members.

While we agree with these views of the function of
argumentation in group deliberation, we suggest they may be
overly restrictive in their focus. Simply stated, we believe
group argumentation can serve a variety of different functions in
addition to rhetorical advocacy or discovery. We thus maintain
that a thorough understanding of the functional nature of group
argumentation requires that we adopt a broader conceptual view of
the functions of argumentation in group deliberation. In the
next section of this essay, we present such a conception.

Additional Functions of Group Argumentation

We contend that there are at least five functions of
argumentation in the group deliberation process, in addition to
"advocacy" and "discovery." They are (1) clarification, (2)
unification, (3) relationship management, (4) !lousing, and (5)
impression management. Before discussing each of these additional
functions, however, an important prefatory remark is needed. We
contend that the functions of arguments are multi- dimensional--
that is, they typically will not function in only one specific
way. Rather, arguments tend to simultaneously serve several
functions, often in various degrees, during the deliberation
process.

Clarification

The production of arguments during group deliberation often
serves the important function of clarifying various aspects of
the issues and choices facing the group. For instance, arguments
presented in support of, or against competing positions or
choices can function to clarify the positive and negative aspechn
of those alternatives, thereby facilitating the group's
recognition and understanding of the reason(s) why various
alternatives should or should not be selected. In short,
argumentation during group deliberation can function to highlight
the 'pros' and "cons" of competing choices facing the group.

Arguments presented by group members can also function to
clarify the reason(s) underlying their decisional oreferences.
Since arguments presented in support of, or against particular
claims or alternatives often reflect the reason(s) the arguer
decided to accept or reject those claims or choices, such
arguments can provide others with clear insights regarding the
bases for individual preferences. For instance, the argument(s)
presented by a group member can reveal the "logic" or reasoning
employed by that individual in arriving at a particular choice,
or the personal values or attitudes underlying the decisional
preferences of that individual. In short, since arguments
represent public "displays" of private beliefs, values, and
reasoning, their presentation to the group can function to help

its members better comprehend why particular colleagues have
decided to accept or reject a given claim or alternative.

Unification

The production of arguments during group deliberation can
also function to unify the group during the deliberation
process. More precisely, arguments can serve to facilitate and
solidify group consensus and/or commitment on various decisions
made the group.

The unification function of argumentation has been well-
documented by previous group communication scholars. Scheidel and
Crowell, for example, discovered that group members often rely on
reasoned discourse to "anchor" decisions made during the
deliberation process." As they put it, arguments are often
advanced by group members during the decision-making process in
order to insure that the group is in agreement on prior decisions
made.16 Similarly, Fisher notes that in later stages of the
decision-making process, arguments produced by group members tend
to take on a "justificatory" role. " That is, arguments appear to
be produced in order to eliminate any reservations or lingering
doubts that group members may have regarding the appropriateness
or correctness of choice(s) made by the group.

In short, arguments produced during group deliberation can
function to unify a group around its decision(s). Simply put, by
arguing in favor of a choice already made by the group, or by
arguing against choiee(s) already rejected by the group, members
are no longer persuading each other. Instead they are making the
group more cohesive by demonstrating or reiterating that which
they already agree upon.

Relationship Management

Yet another important function of argumentation during group
deliberation is the management of interpersonal relationships
within the group. Specifically, the production of arguments can
serve to establish or maintain either positive or negative
interpersonal relationships within the group. That is to say,
they can function to bring two or more group members effectively
closer together, or drive them farther apart.

This relational function of argumentation is perhaps best
understood in terms of social exchange theory. In their oft-cited
book, Thgsogialpgyacatigy_QLGram, Thibaut and Kelley argue
that group members tend to evaluate the communicative behaviors
of others in terms of "rewards" and "punishments." A
"rewarding" behavior, they suggest, is one that brings about
favorable feelings or emotions for that individuals while a
"punishing" behavior is one that results in unfavorable feelings
or emotions for that individual. According to Thibaut and Kelley,
group members tend to be attracted to collegues who produce
"rewarding" behaviors! and tend to aviAd those who produce
behaviors that are punishing to them.
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From a social exchange perspective, it is not difficult to
see how arguments can function to bring about or maintain
positive or, negative interpersonal relationships within the
group. Specifically, arguments produced during group
deliberation can be viewed by group members as sources of rewards
and punishments. For example, the production of an argument in
support of a suggestion made by another member can be rewarding
to that individual; conversely, the production of an argument
against a suggestion made by another member can be a source of
punishment to that individual. The production of arguments which
others find rewarding tends to foster the development or
maintenance of positive relationships between ourselves and those
individuals; while the production of arguments which others find
punishing tends to have the opposite effect--establishing or
maintaining negative interpersonal relationships between
ourselves and those individuals. In Thibaut and Kelley's words,
group members are likely to be positively-oriented to colleagues
who produce supportive arguments, but negatively-oriented to
colleagues who produce refutational arguments.

Another facet of the relationship management function of
group argumentation concerns its use for maintaining relational
homeostasis within the group. Simply stated, arguments are
occasionally produced by group members for the purpose of
maintaining an equilibrium (or "balance") between our actions and
feelings toward other group members. For instance, sometimes a
group member will produce an argument in support of another
member's idea principally because s/he likes that group member.
Similarly, a group member will produce an argument against the
idea of another principally because s/he dislikes that member. In
short, arguments can function to communicate attitudes toward
members of the group and, thus, to further those interpersonal
relationships.

Norminct

The production of arguments during group deliberation can
also function to establish the decision-making norms and
procedures of the group. In Davis' words, group argumentation
can serve to establish a particular social decision scheme
within a group.

According to Davis, groups often arrive at a decision by
following a set of agreed-upon rules and procedures. In some
cases, these rules and procedures are discussed prior to their
utilization (as when a group considers a discussion format prior
to engaging in the discussion), while in other cases, the
components of the social decision scheme are never formally
articulated or discussed by the members of the group. Regardless
of whether the rules and operating procedures of the group are
formally discussed, however, the production of arguments during
the group's deliberation can Function to influence its norms and
procedures.
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First, the production of arguments during group deliberation
can establish a particular decision-making RLDIICAl. Simply put,
the production of arguments during early stages of the
deliberation process can serve as a "model" for future actions in
the group. For example, if a group member sees others arguing
for or against particular claims and ideas in the initial stages
of the discussion, s/he is more likely to engage in such practice
later in the discussion. On the other hand, if that member does
not observe such actions, then s/he is less likely to engage in
such practice. In short, the production of arguments during
group deliberation can serve as a guide to what is appropriate
conduct during the decision-making process.

Closely related to this notion of protocol is the fact that
the arguments can serve as a guide to what is appropriate arguing
in the group, Specifically, if a member sees others advancing
particular kinds of arguments, or arguing in a particular way
during the discussion, that member is likely to pattern his/her
arguments after those that s/he observes. Similarly, if that
individual notices that certain types of arguments tend to be
more (or less) effective or well-received in the group, then the
individual is likely to utilize that knowledge in the
construction of his/her own arguments. For that group member,
then, arguments produced by fellow members function as "models"
for his/her own argumentation.

Immesmism

The final function of group argumentation which we wish to
outline in this essay is one of impression management.
Specifically, we contend that the production of arguments during
group deliberation can serve to influence hay we_uee ourselves.
AELAtenfleLhasejaharzAgesa. Stated another way, arguments
are "public performances of personal reasoning," and how well one
"performs" arguments has direct implications for that person's
self-perception, as well as the perceptic that others have of
that individual.

For example, Seibold et al. point out that "weak' or "flawed"
arguments are often met with scorn and derision within the
group. 22 In these cases, the production (or "performance") of
these weak arguments, first of all, can cause other group members
to form negative impressions of the arguer (e.g., "S/he is not a
very smart person). Moreover, we suspect that the production of
ineffective arguments also can cause the arguer to reassess
his/her own self-perceptions (e.g., one's reaction might be,
"Other people must see me as a dummy").

Similarly, group argumentation can function to positively
affect self and others' perceptions. ---ZVa member happens to
produce a "strong" argument which proves to be very effective in
the deliberation, it is likely that such a "performance" will
cause other group members to form a positive impression of the
arguer. At the same time, it is also possible that the production
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of an effective argument will enhance the arguer's perception of
himself/herself.

In short, it seems clear that, under certain circumstances,
group argumentation can function to either positively or
negatively affect a group member's self-perception, as well as
the perceptions that others in the group have of him/her.

fiUmMaty

To summarize, we suggest that there are at least seven
general functions of argumentation in group deliberation. In
addition to the two traditionally-mentioned functions of
Advocacy and discovery, we contend that group argumentation also
functions as a source of:

Clarification
Unification
Relationship management
Worming
Impression Management

These seven functions, of course, do not represent the
complete domain of group argumentation functions. To be sure,
there are likely to be a number of other functions that can be
served by the production of arguments during group deliberation.
For instance, it is quite possible that within each of the seven
aforementioned functions, there can exist a number of t
sub-functions that can be performed by group argumentation.
Nonetheless, it is our contention that the seven functions
identified in this essay represent some of the more prevalent
functions of argumentation in group deliberation.

Finally, it is critically important for the reader to
remember that the functions of argumentation in group
deliberation tend to be multi-dimensional in nature. That is to
say, arguments typically do not function in only one way during
the group deliberation process. On the contrary, it is more

argument will simultaneously function in
several different ways in any given situation. For example, an
argument may simultaneously function to (1) bring about opinion
change, (2) create a part of the group's shared reality, (3)
establish a discussion protocal, and (4) manage impressions
within the group. Likewise, an argument can simultaneously
function to (1) unify the group around an idea, as well as (2)
facilitate the developmentment of a positive relationship between
two or more members in the group. In short, group argumentation

sipoencsifiincaarvgal situations, but
also function in a variety of different ways within situations.
This is precisely what makes the study of group argumentation
functioning a complex undertaking.
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Research Implications

Despite the obvious complexity of studying the functions of
argumentation in group deliberation, several specific lines of
research emerge from the conceptual framework outlined in this
paper.

First, researchers need to focus on the task of empirically
validating the functional nature of group argumentation. !a the
present essay, we suggest there are at least seven general
functions of argumentation in group deliberation. For the most
part, however, there exists little empirical data which
conclusively demonstrate that group argumentation in fact
functions in the ways we have outlined. It thus seems clear that
these general functions of group argumentation need to be
empirically verified by future researchers. Moreover, since it
is possible for argumentation to function in ways other than
those discussed in this essay (i.e., there may be a number of
sub-functions of arguments within any general function), there is
little doubt that future researchers need to begin empirically
identifying the specific functions of arguments in group
deliberation.

Second, researchers need to focus on the relationship between
the form and functiona of group argumentation. We need to
understand how the structure of arguments influence or are
influenced by their function(s) in the group deliberation
process. Researchers need to examine how different types of
arguments function in different situations. Similarly,
researchers need to discover what types and forms of arguments
are used by group members to achieve different ends or functions
in the deliberation process.

Third, researchers need to focus on the relationship between
functions and outcomes of group argumentation. For example, we
need to examine the relationship between the functions of group
argumentation and such group outcomes as decision-making
effectiveness and consensus. To be sure, researchers have made
some notable headway in understanding the relationship between
argumentation and group polarization. However, little
corresponding progress has been made in regards to other
important group outcomes. We thus maintain it is imperative that
future researchers begin to examine how the functions of
argumentation in group deliberation are related to all of the
important group outcomes. Such research is critical in helping
us to understand better the role argumentation plays in various
group outcomes.
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ARGUMENTATION AND NEGOTIATION

Gregg B. Walker
University of Utah

A married couple negotiates a division of labor regarding household
tasks. A customer and salesperson bargain over the purchase or a new
car. A university department chair negotiates with a college dean over
budgetary items. Professional baseball player and team owner
representatives negotiate America's national pastime. American and
Soviet negotiation teams bargain in their search for a solution to the
nuclear arms race. In each of these situations, the negotiators state

preferences, present information, and react to the other party's views
in an effo to resolve their particular conflict. The bargainers
communicate, they argue: providing reasons for their interests and
offering support for their positions. Argument inheres in the process
of negotiation.

Negotiation occurs in a wide variety of circumstances. And
regardless of the situation, amount of issues, degree of formality, or
number of parties, bargaining embraces decisions arrived at through
argument. Negotiation is defined as a joint decision-making process in
which bargaining parties use arguments to overcome conflicts of interest
and achieve an acceptable outcome. This definitional perspective
reflects a number of assumptions about negotiation and negotiators.
First, negotiators address conflicts of interest. Zartman notes that
"negotiation is a process of two (or more) parties combining their
conflicting points of view into a single decision." Second,
negotiation is a voluntary, interdependent endeavor. Negotiators choose
to bargain because they perceive agreement as superior to individual
decisions, no settlement, or the status quo. They realize that each
party's outcome depends upon the action of the other bargainer(s).
Third, negotiators behave as decision-makers. They attempt to influence
and are influenced--their perceptions and judgments guide their
decisions. Consequently, negotiators may make choices which deviate
from a rational course of action, thereby explaining Raiffa's
observation that bargainers do not always reach a joint decision when a
zone of agreement exists." Negotiated choices, whether rational or
nonrational, reflect argument. Bargainers use argumentation--the
advancing, supporting, interpreting, critiquing, and answering of
claims--to influence their opposite numbers. "Negotiation is a method
of social decision-making," Druckman remarks colloquially, consisting of
"choices against another person and is accomplished by persuasion and
haggling."4

Ironically, while observations like "negotiators argue" or
"negotiation involves argumentation" seem obvious, communication
scholars' acknowledgement of the importance of argument in negotiation
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has been infrequent. Rieke and Sillars author the only argumentation
text that characterizes negotiation as a decision system which uses
argumentation. They pbserve that "argumentation plays a significant
role in negotiation.", Reiches and Harral define negotiation as a
form of argumentation.6 Schuetz contends that "negotiators manage
conflicts by giving reasons ,arguing) to facilitate exchanges among
disputants in the conflict."

Donohue, Diez, and Stahie posit that "a
cursory analysis of any transcript of negotiation

reveals that much of
what the paEticipants are doing is arguing about their respective
positions." ° Putnam and Geist assert that "reasoning, or the givingof reasons, is an important part of negotiation interaction."

Much of this attention on the role of argumentation in negotiation
has been recent. While these efforts are useful, negotiation scholarsfrom such fields as psychology,

management, and political science have
led the discussion of the place of argument in bargaining and
negotiation. Twenty-five years ago, Rapoport contrasted "debates" with
fights and games as a mode of thought about conflict. While Rapoport
distinguishes between argument and debate (and certainly does not equate
debate with bargaining or negotiation), his work introduces conceptions
of argument ("marshalling facts"

or "calling attention to chains of
logical consequences") and debate (an attempt to "modify the image ofthe other;" :the objective is to convince your opponent") to the studyof conflict."'

While Rapoport differentiates argument from debate, his discussion
of debate provides the basis for other scholars' work in argument andnegotiation. Hopmann, King, and Walcott have revised their content
analytic framework, Bargaining

Process Analysis (BPA), to include thecategory of "persuasive behavior." The authors note "the primary
intention of this category is to incorporate variables which are mostrelevant to the role of debate in negotiation as defined by Rapoport fin
Fights, Games, and Debates]."11 And the Bargaining Process Analysis
system, as revised into BPA II, has been employe to study arguments and
other verbal messages in bargaining interaction."

Other negotiation scholars allude to the importance of argument in
negotiation. Sawyer and Guetzkow observe that the central process of
negotiation is "reciprocal argument

and counterargument, proposal and
counterproposal, in an attempt to 4gree upon actions and outcomes
mutually perceived as beneficial."'

Zartman claims that "political
persuasion" is "the aspect of power that is most relevant to
negotiations."14 Axelrod sees argumentation as a vital part of
negotiation. "Most of what happens in negotiation,"

Axelrod notes, "isthe assertion of arguments by,pne side, and the response with other
arguments by the other side."°°

Walcott, Hopmann, and King venture
that "mofl negotiations are, to

some extent, exercises in persuasive
debate. "'° Bacharach ard Lawler relate argumentation in negotiationto bargaining power. "Arguments," they contend, "are the
justifications, explanations, rationalizations, or legitimizations thatparties give for the positions they take in bargaining." Bacharach andLawler stress that "modes of

,argumentation reflect the bargainers' ima'ieof the power relationship."'
Pruitt casts "persuasive argument" as a
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concession-inducing tactic associated with competitive negotiation
behavior (distributive bavgaining).18

While a number of scholars, particularly from outside the field of
communication, have speculated on the relationship between argumentation
and negotiation, little integration exists. This essay provides that
integration and contemplates needed areas of inquiry. Specifically, the
essay reviews the relevant literature regarding (11 factors affecting
argumentation in negotiation, (2) the kinds of arguments in negotiation,
and (3) the functions of argument to negotiation. The commentary also
considers issues not yet addressed by the literature on argumentation
and negotiation as well as contributions argumentation scholars can make
to the study of bargaining and negotiations.

FACTORS AFFECTING ARGUMENTATION IN NEGOTIATION

Donohue, Diez, and Stahle observed recently that "a review of work
in negotiation research reveals that not much attention has been given
to specifying the various ways in which context can affect bargaining as
well. Little attention has been given to factors that might affect
argument in bargaining. Certainly negotiation behavior reflects
structural and contextual pressures or influences. Yet negotiation
theorists rarely consider how structure and context relate to
negotiator's arguments. Rubin and Brown, for example, provide the most
comprehensive treatment of "structural components of bargaining
situations." They discuss the nature of such "social, physical, and
issue characteristics" as the presence of audiences, the number of
bargaining parties, the negotiation setting, the availability of
communicaion, time limits, reward structure, and the number of iwes,
and the effects of these characteristics on bargaining behavior."
But Rubin and Brown do not relate these structural or contextual
bargaining components to persuasive or argumentative interaction.

Only two essays explicitly address factors that influence
argumentation in bargaining. Donohue, Diez, and Stahle consider
contextual elements And Reiches and Harral explicate "dimensions" that
affect argumentative interaction in negotiation.21 Despite some
shortcoming, each essay identifies features of negotiation germane to
the study of argumentation and bargaining.

Donohue, Diez, and Stahle base their discussion of contextual
elements on recent scholarship in cmmnunication and linguistics,
compliance in negotiation interaction is influenced by threz factors:
potential outcome, rules, and relationship form.

"Potential outcome" encompasses the extent to which the bargainers
know the issues in conflicet, are aware of the desired outcomes of each
party, and are inclined to negotiate, given their power to control the
solution. It also embraces the diversity of outcomes and the degree to
whichoutcomes are determinant or fixed. Drawing upon the work of Putnam
and Jones, Donohue et. al. surmise: "when parameters such as these are
known, the interaction begins in a less argumentative tone as the
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individuals simply exchange positions on the issues. At later phas of
interaction, the discussion becomes more heated [argumentative?)."44
But Donohue, Diez, and Stahle do not indicate how these "outcome"

factors affect communication and argument in terms of types or functions
of messages. Undoubtedly, a negotiator's knowledge of the issues in
dispute, the other party's deisred outcomes, the number of alternatives,
solution rigidity, and relative power influence her or his argumentative
choices, but how is not clear. And Donohue et. al. comments imply that
more precise definitions of negotiation situations correlate with less
argumentative interactions. Possibly, as negotiators know more about
outcome factors, they narrow their focus, maintain less decision
latitude, and become more single-minded. In game theoretic research,
communication seems less important when outcome matrices are fixed and
the parties in conflict know the outcome options. If negotiators'
choices are highly structured, perhaps argumentation plays a less
critical role in the bargaining process.

Secondly, Donohue, Diez, and Stahle identify "rules" as a contextual
parameter. Rule parameters include specification of a meeting's
structure; advance knowledge of time limits; the presence of people,
other than the principal bargainers, in the meeting; the agenda (issue
order), and physical features of the meeting (table size, seating
arrangement). Numerous rules and rule specificity typify formal
negotiation. Donohue et. al.'s analysis suggests that rules constrain
argumentative choices. They assert, for example, that "other people in
the room may affgct the extent to which the negotiators become
argumentative." Time limits undoubtedly affect the number of
arguments a negotiator can advance on an issue. Donohue, Diez, and
Stahle do not address specifically how rules affect argument choices or
kinds of arguments employed. But their discussion does imply that
argumentation differs according to the formality of negotiation. Most
of the literature on argumentation in bargaining and negotiation fails
to recognize this distinction.

Donohue, Diez, and Stahle cast "relationship form" as a third factor
influencing negotiation interaction. They deliniate four relational
parameters: the nature of the negotiators' relationship with each
other, the negotiators' previous experiences bargaining with each other,
the extent to which the negotiators represent others, and the degree to
which negotiators are on the same side. Donohue and his colleagues do
not discuss how these relationship factors influence communicative
choices, except to surmise that parties who have bargained with each
other freqggntly will employ different argumentative tactics than
strangers. 4q Obviously, bargaining communication is swayed by the
negotiation relationship. Other relationship-related factors, such as
trust and power, affect argumentative decisions. Perhaps individuals
with less bargaining power, for example, marshal certain types of
support for their claims, use particular types of arguments, or target
their messages at precise (and perhaps limited) goals. Bacharach and
Lawler, drawing upon Komorita and Chertkoff's bargaining theory of
coalitions, postulate that high-power negotiators (negotiators with more
power in the bargaining relationship) use equity appeals while
negotiators with less power make appeals of equality and
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responsibility.25 Certainly relationship factors bear upon
ar7umentative interactions in negotiation, but to what extent and with
what effect remains undetermined.

While Donohue and his colleagues do not incorporate power as a
relational factor influencing negotiation, leiches and Harral do include
power as a "dimension of argument." In addition to power, Reiches and
Harral contend that risk, compromise, prediction, and situation each
atfect the "argumentative dialectic" of negotiation. "The claims that
each bargainer can advance are determined by . . . dimensions of
argument," Reiches and Harral "dimensions that aid critical
evaluation of any argumentative transaction, 1st that are especially
pertinent to the examination of negotiation." Reiches and Harral
propose that the five "dimensions" interact, rather than operate
unilaterally, to produce argument in negotiation. Ironically, their
discussion emphasizes how the dimensions are distinct while not
clarifying how they interact. And the exploratory studies they report
do not explain prediction or situation (the examined dimensions) in
terms of argumentation in negotiation. Still, their dimensions of
argument deserve attention as factors influencing negotiation
interaction.

Reiches and Harral treat power and risk together. They assert that
"perceptions of power, determined by the relative rewards and costs in a
situation . . . help tg,decide the amount of risk that a negotiator may
take at a given time."4/ Reiches and Harral claim "the power that
each negotiator attributes to his oppenent, as well as the amount of
risk an individual is willing to take, can g influence the
statements spoken across the bargaining table." Regrettably,
Reiches and Harral do not explain how perceptions of power influence
argumentation, the extent to which parties use argument to change
perceptions of power, or address the issue that arguments themselves
constitute risk-taking in negotiation.

Compromise represents the third dimension of argument. How this
affects argument is unclear. Reiches and Harral observe that a
willingness to consider alternative proposals distinguishes the process
of compromise, implying that gne's disposition to compromise or reach
agreement actuates argument.2u Obviously, negotiators who prefer a
joint decision to terminating negotiation, or who want to approach
rather than avoid conflict, will continue to argue. Negotiators
unwilling to collaborate, cooperate, or compromise may prefer no
agreement to a settlement they perceive unfavorably. Reiches and
Harral's treatment of compromise does not enhance knowledge regarding
how highly competitive (distributive) bargainers and collaborative
(integrative) bargainers use argument.

Reiches and Harral claim "prediction' is a determinant of argument
In negotiation. 'The argumentative process culminating in agreement,"
they submit, "is significantly dependent upon behavioral predictions
based on the expectations of the

participants," suggesting that a
bargainer's predictions and expectations regardigg outcomes and
behaviors dictate certain argumentative

choices. Ju What those choices
are remains ambiguous. Reiches and Harral also observe that a

Ino -751-

negotiator uses argument "to increasg,the accuracy of his predictions
concerning his opponent's position."' Apparently, predictions direct
arguments and arguments change predictions, which, in turn, generate
arguments. Arguments do reveal information about a bargainer's position
along with aiding the determination of the other bargaining party's
utilities. Prediction may be much more a function of argument rather
than a determinant of argument in negotiation.

Lastly, Reiches and Harrel posutlate that "situational variables"
affect negotiators' arguments. They note that "the actual verbal
exchange cannot adequately bqflanalyzed without consideration of the
context in which it occurs. "2 In fact, Reiches and Harral assert
that "situation" may be the paramour, determinant of argument,
influencing perceptions of power and risk and a bargainer's orientation
toward compromise. They argue, for example, that the urgency of the
issue impacts on bargaining power, while never explaining how this
affects argument. Donohue, Diez, and Stahle provide a more substantive
analysis of contextual influences, but neither they or Reiches and
Harral offer a concise discussion of how argumentative choices and
communication in negotiation vary according to situational factors.

Still, these efforts to identify and explain factors which influence
argumentation in negotiation, while limited, furnish grounds for
investigation and discussion. Effective negotiators do prepare to
bargain, and this preparation includes the generation of argumentative
strategies and tactics appropriate to desired outcomes and reflective of
the negotiator's perception of the bargaining situation and negotiation
relationship. Argumentative choices change during the process of
negotiation as bargainers understand better the influence of rules, the
pertinent relationships, and the expectations of the other bargainers.

TYPES OF ARGUMENTS IN NEGOTIATION

While very little literature exists regarding factors which
influence argumentation in negotiation, a number of scholars theorize
about the kinds of types of arguments found in bargaining. The types of
arguments posited can be organized roughly into the following groups:
preference arguments, cause-effect arguments, power arguments, normative
arguments, self-presentation arguments, and bluff arguments. These are
not distinct categories--much overlap exists in the literature. The
categories do not encompass every element of "argument type" offered in
the literature (they are imperfect pigeon holes). Some kinds of
arguments offered in the literature come from content analytic coding
schemes, others from abstract discussions of negotiation, and even some
from traditional argumentation theory. A number of the argument types
reflect a "macro view" of negotiation while others stem from a "micro
view." Putnam explains the distinction.

At the micro-level, interaction sequences determine
the nature of conflict cycles, manage information
exchanges, recast goals and purposes, and structure
bargaining relationships. At the macro-level,
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interaction sequences comprise phases and cycles that
move bargaining sessions toward an eventual
resolution."

Finally, some of the argument forms reflect no theoretical grounding
while others quite clearly do. In other words, not all argument types
are created equally. These qualifying remarks are not intended to
diminish the value of the literature proposing kinds of arguments, but
rather to place the following discussion in proper perspective.

Preference Arguments. Preference arguments are statements of vdlue.
They constitute reasons for what negotiators do or do not prefer. A
bargainer may use a preference argument to justify her or his own
desired outcome (utility) or to change what the other bargainer wants
(the opponent's utility). Preference arguments appear in the literature
as value assertions, value arguments, intrinsic interest appeals, and
tactical arguments. Axelrod states that "value assertions are tho
assertions whose effect variable is the utility of a participant.'"
A labor union representative who tells management that salary
concessions would decrease worker incentive and productivity is
advaflcing a preference argument, implying that salary concessions are
bad for management.

Zechmeister and Druckman's concept of value
argument refers to "preferential statements

which purport to reflect
whether the speaker is for or against the issue or idea expressed."35
Consequently, when U.S. arms control negotiators tell Soviet
representatives that they latest Soviet proposal for missle reductions
in Europe favors in Eastern bloc to the disadvantage of NATO, they are
offering preference arguments.

An appeal of intrinsic interest, as articulated by Sawyer and
Guetzkow, is a preference argument. They explain this appeal and
provide an example.

Intrinsic interest: You should want to do this, for
its direct benefit, which possibly you do not fully
perceive. "Lower tariffs will perpit your people to
buy imported goods more cheaply."'"

Consistent with Axelrod's value assertion, the appeal of intrinsic
interest attempts to change a negotiator's utility. So too, does Walton
and McKersie's "tactical argument." Tactical arguments identify
consequences an opposite neptiator will encounter if her or his current
position remains unchanged.."

Tactical arguments attempt to modify an
opposing negotiator's perceptions of his or her own utilites,
consequently functioning as a kind of preference argument.

Cause-Effect Arguments. Obviously, Walton and McKersie's tactical
argument hypothesizes about effects. Many preference arguments express
values by way of cause and effect, and cause-effect arguments conveypreferences. Cause-effect arguments may imply preferences or provide
support for preference arguments. When one bargainer tells another,
"This agreement is good for you because . . ." causal reasoning supportsthe claim of preference.
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A number of writers emphasize cause-effect argument in negotiation.
Axelrod contrasts value assertions with causal assertions, explaining
that the latter includes three components: cause, connector, and
effect. The "connector" indicates whether the argument expresses a
positive or negative cause-effect relationship." Hopmann, King, and
Walcott's "persuasive behaviors" (in Bargaining Process Analysis II)
include two cause - effect arguments: negative predictions or warnings,
and positive predictions. These statements of prgdiction posit effects
over which the bargainer has incomplete control. Similarly,
Angelmar and Stern discuss warnings and recommendations.
Recommendations and warnings, they state, predict "pleasant versus
aversive consequences .. . (whereby) the source does not control the
occurrence of the predicted event."0 And as part of their Conference
Process Analysis system for coding negotiation interaction, Morley and
Stephenson specify "positive consequences of proposed outcomes" and
"negative consequences of proposed outcomes." The former identify
statements referring to the advantages of accepting some outcome whilethe latter denote statements referring

to the disadvantages of accepting
a particular outcome.4 Putnam and Jones modify the SPA Il's
persuasive behavior category to include causal arguments of self-support
and Putnam and Geist incorporate Toulmin, Rieke, and Janik's conception
of causal reasoning into a "schema for analyzing reasoning in the
negotiations." Promises and threats may be viewed as cause-effect
arguments (as well as power arguments). Sawyer and Guetzkow, for
example, articulate an appeal of second party effects.

Second party effects (for example, threat of
force): If you don't do it, I may do something
you won't like. 'If you do not lower,your
tariffs, we may have to raise ours.'"J

Cause-effect arguments constitute a significant part of argumentation in
negotiation. Putnam and Jones study of bargaining reciprocity indicates
that causal arguments occur with greater frequency than any other
argument type. And Axelrod reports that, in foreign policy
settings, causal assertions appear more often than value assertions but
are disagreed over less."3

Power Arguments. Power arguments, particularly when neptiators employ
threats and promises, overlap with arguments of cause-effect. But power
arguments go beyond cause-effect statements.

Power arguments attempt to
influence through defining (or redefining) power in the negotiation
relationship. Bacharach and Lawler feature the concept of power
argument. "On the broadest level, bargainers can ground power arguments
in resources, dependence, or sanctions," Bacharach and Lawler contend,
and emphasize that "power arguments attempt to manipulate the other's
perception of the power relationship. ""°

Power arguments affect how
dependent one bargainer feels on another for a satisfactory outcome.
Bacharach and Lawler explain:

The four dimensions of the dependence
relationship imply four general modes of
argumentation: arguments that manipulate the other's
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commitment, arguments that manipulate the opponent's
perception of its alternatives, arguments that
manipulate the opoonent's perception of one's own
commitment, and ,Iirguments that manipulate the
opponent's perception of one's own alternatives.47

As Bacharach and Lawler's modes of argumentation indicate, power
arguments seek to change opposing bargainers' perceptions. Bacharach
and Lawler offer four examples of power arguments: coalition arguments,
which attempt to modify the dependence relationship by forming a
coalition with parties outside the immediate relationship;
threat-to-leave arguments, which assert a party's possibility of leaving
the negotiation situation or bargaining relationship; self-enhancement
arguments, whereby a party claims to contribute much to the bargaining
relationship; and priority arguments, through which a bargainer tries to
manipulate the opponent's perceptions of his or her priorities in order
to communicate commitments on issues.48

Bacharach and Lawler's examples, while interesting, only identify
overt approaches to changing the bargaining power relationship.
Arguments also function subtlely to affect perceptions of dependence. A
bargainer's control and dissemination of information through argument
can change perceptions and expectations. Arguments directed at the
bargaining relationship itself or arguments for a particular bargaining
approach (e.g., formula-detail, integrative, distributive) may alter
negotiator interdependence. And Bacharach and Lawler rely exclusively
on labor-management negotiation for examples. Power arguments may vary,
in terms of form and function, in international affairs or legal
negotiation.

No other work in negotiation comes close to Bacharach and Lawler's
efforts to discuss substantively the issues of power and argumentation.
While power has become a popular negotiation issue of late, particularly
in the trainers' literature (cAg., seminar texts), only Bacharach and
Lawler relate it to argument." Walton and McKersie's tactical
arguments can function definitionally as power arguments as can Sawyer
and Guetzkow's second party effects appeals ( threat of force). But
neither is discussed in terms of bargaining power. Finally, to the
extent that threats and promises function as arguments, they certainly
impact on perceptions of dependence. Threats and promises are rarely
cast as arguments, but the potential to do so exists, given the
extensive literature.

Normative Arguments. Appeals to societal or community standards or
principles, such as fairness or responsibility, comprise part of the
bargaining influence process. Such arguments, Bacharach and Lawler
contend, "invclve the application of general rules . . . normative rules
refer to external, nonutjlitarian standards that obstensibly should be
upheld by both parties."" Sawyer and Guetzkow explain that "third
party effects" appeals draw upon norms. Negotiator tells another,
"others want you to do so , and will give their approval," asserting the
negotiator that a particular action is the right or appropriate thing to
do. 01 And "positive and negative normative appeals" comprise part of
Angelmar and Stern's content analysis system for bargaining in
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marketing. Drawing upon Tedeschi, Schenkler, and Bonoma's Conflict,
Power, and Games, Angelmar and Stern explain that "normative appeals are
messages in which the party indicates that the other party's behavior
has beep or will be in accordance with or in violation of social
norms,"4

Dacharach and Lawler identify three normative arguments relevant to
bargaining: equality appeals, equity appeals, and responsibility
appeals. Equality appeals argue for equal payoffs, a 50 -50 split." In
contrast, an argument of equity favors a distribution of payoffs
reflective of each party's contribution to the negotiation. An argument
of responsibility advocates need as the basis for evaluating bargaining
proposals and determining outcomes. Bacharach and Lawler point out that
bargainers employ those normative arguments that best serve their
interests and support their power position in the negotiation
relationship. High-power bargainers, for example, may appeal for equity
while extrmely disadvantaged bargainers advocate responsibility
arguments."

Similarily, Zartman and Berman propose five types of justice which
could appear as normative appeals. Substantive justice refers to
criteria of self-support. The substance of discussion suggests the
appropriate settlement, and parties generally view the substantive
issues differently, according to their own interests. Procedural
justice, like Bacharach and Lawler's norm of equality, supports
splitting the outcome or sharing the payoff equally. Akin to equity
appeals, equitable justice refers to the apportionment of payoffs
according to each party's characteristics, such as power or resources.
Compensatory justice resembles an appeal of responsibility. It
recommends that the weak deserve the most, that outcomes should reflect
need. Finally, subtractive justice rationalizes the removal of
possessions from parties in conflict. Zartman and Berman explain that
since bargainers may want to deny something of worth to another party
rather than possessing it ,themselves, substractive justice can be
employed as a compromise."' Like Dacharach and Lawler's normative
appeals, the use of these five types of justice as arguments will
reflect a negotiator's self interest.

Self-Presentation Arguments. A self-presentation argument is any
argument in support of one's own position. Consequently, preference,
cause-effect, power, and normative arguments can also exist as arguments
of self-presentation. Arguments are labeled as statements of
self-support in the Bargaining Process Analysis II system. Hopmann,
King, and Walcott define "supporting argument-self" (as opposed to
"supporting argument-other") as: "Actor justifies or provides a general
argument in favor of actor's owp substantive position or presents
evidence to support position. "3 The category does not really
discriminate kinds of arguments. Recognizing this, Putnam and Jones
modify "Self-supporting argument" by specjfying four types of support:
statistical, example, analogy, and cause. Putnam and Geist's study
of argumentation in teacher negotiations, while not employing Bargaining
Process Analysis, further deliniates arguments of self-presentation.
They assert that "argumentation in negotiation consists of written
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proposals for changes in the current contract and the subsequent
couterproposals offers: by both sides."' This very limited view of
argument in negotiation implies a self-support focus, as does Putnam and
Geist's use of categories of claims and reasoning to analyze arguments
in bargaining.

Self-presentation is not a particularly insightful way of
characterizing argument in negotiation. It provides little information
about the forms or functions of arguments in bargaining. Portraying
arguments in terms of preferences, power, or norms encourages more
precise analysis and discussion about the nature and role of
argumentation in bargaining, providing direction for contemplating what
arguments do.

Bluff Arguments. Like self-presentation arguments, practically any
argument in bargaining can be used to bluff or deceive. Bacharach and
Lawler explain that "a bluff argument is an attempt to persuade the
opponent to act in terms of an illusory conception of the power
relationship." Lewicki denotes four forms of deception which could
serve as bluff arguments: misrepresentation of one's position to an
opponent, bluffing (falsely stating intentions to act, like false
threats or promises), falsification of information, and deception ("a
collection of arguments are made that lead the opponent to draw an
incorrect conclusion or deduction").0

No doubt bargainers bluff and deceive. But how can we recognize
arguments of misrepresentation, falsification, or bluff? Only when
bargainers admit their intention to deceive or when arguments are
verifiable, can we know that bluff arguments occur. Given the
definitions and descriptions, we can identify preference, cause-effect,
normative, and power arguments in negotiation interaction. Bargaining
transcripts reveal negotiators appealing to norms of equity, stating
preferences, arguing negative implications of alternative outcomes, and
making threats. Yet any of these arguments could be bluffs, something
transcript or interaction analysis does not discern.

By organizing the bargaining and negotiation literature's treatment
of argument types into arguments of preference, cause-effect, power,
norms, self-presentation, and bluff, we can better understand various
forms arguments in negotiation may take. While this rough
categorization is open to both refinement and debate, it integrates the
literature as well as suggesting what arguments do. Ultimately, this
latter concern may represent the area of greatest interest to scholars
of argumentation and negotiation.

THE FUNCTIONS OF ARGUMENT IN NEGOTIATION

In their noteworthy essay on communication and bargaining, Putnam
and Jones note four functions of communication: the coordination of
outcomes, the exchange of information, the expression of strategic
action, and the identification of patterns or regularities of
behavinr." In a similar and more detailed vein, Schelling contends
that "the essence of bargaining is the communication of intent, the
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perception of intent, the manipulation of expectations about what one
will accept or refuse, the issuance of threats, offers, and assurances,
the display of resolve and evidence of capabilities, the communication
of constraints on what one can do, the search for compromise and jointly
desirable exchanges, the creation of sanctions to ..force understandings
and agreements, genuine efforts to persuade and infor.:, and the creation
of hostility, friendliness, mutual respect, or rules of etiquette."61
Where communication exists in bargaining and negotiation, so, too, doesargument. In the bargaining and negotiation literature, various authors
contemplate the functions of argumentation in negotiation. Either
directly or indirectly, the thoughts of negotiation scholars seem
consistent with Putnam and Jones functions of communication and
Schelling's substantive conceptualization of bargaining. The
negotiation literature suggests a number of ways in which arguments
operate in bargaining, including the modification of preferences,
payoffs, perceptions, and expectations, the exchange of information, the
structuring or shaping of outcomes and issues, and the identification of
firmness of position.

Modification of Preferences, Payoffs and Perceptions. Negotiators use
arguments to influence other bargaining parties. Bargainers prefer
their agendas, their issue definitions, and their settlement
alternatives. Consequently, a negotiator tries to change the other
bargainer's preferences and perceptions of his or her own bargaining
position. Consensus exists on these points. Sawyer and Guetzkow claim
that "the aim of much communication in negotiation is to persuade theother party that his self-interest is not what he thought, by providinginformation, interpretation, or implications that cause him to reassessthe utility of various outcomes."04 Snyder and Diesing echo theseideas. Persuasion, they observe, attempts "to change the adversary's
estimate of the empirical

conseque"nce of possible outcomes, or the valuehe places on these consequences.3

If a negotiator's preferences
change, so, too, do her or his

utilities, or the values placed on various outcomes. Arguments to
modify preference attempt to alter solL ion utility. Zartman surmisesthat the means of persuasion raise or lower the value of various
alternatives and related reference points [offering point, acceptance
point, and security point3, and render other alternatives relatively
more or less attractive.'"

Negotiators, as decision makers, use
argument;,to change the bargaining parties "evaluation of their
values."" And Beisecker notes that persuasive strategies promote thereassessment of preferences, or evaluation of outcome utilities."

As preferences and utilities change, payoffs shift. Arguments areused to transform the distribution of payoffs. Snyder and Diesing
assert that persuasive tactics, such

as arguments, attempt to change
one's own payoffs or the opponent's

estimates of them for possible
outcomes and attempt to change the opponent's payoffs. 0' Payoffschange if a negotiator can change

another party's assessment of his ownutilities. "Persuasion," Snyder and Diesing argue, "also includes
trying to change the adversary's estimates of how oneself predicts thenature of outcomes and values them.'"
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Viewed broadly, arguments to change preferences, utilities, and
payoffs intend to change perceptions. Reighes and Harrel note that
arguments affect perceptions of outcomes. Zar:man discusses how
persuasion manipulates negotiators' perceptions./0 Given the
centrality of power in their theory of bargaining, Bacharach and Lawler
allege that arguments est"" oblish or change "the opponent's perception of
the power relationship. Ikle relates arguments to expectations and
evaluation. He maintains that persuasive communication changes the
opponent's expectations regarding probable outcomes, alters th manner
in which alternatives are evaluated, and reveals new outcomes./2
Rieke and Sillars also recognize this principle function of
argumentation in negotiation. "Arguments are advanced,",they write, "to
modify the opponent's concept of acceptable settlement."' Perception
and preference change seems the paramount goal of argumentation in
negotiation.

Information Exchange. Arguments in negotiation provide information and
gain information. Putnam claims that "in addition to questions and
answers, information exchange is managed through the use of
arguments." Zartman and Berman's analysis of the "detail phase" of
negotiation suggests that arguments can convey information about values
and commitments and send signals through wording. Bargainers learn
about their counterparts and the negotiation situation, to varying
degrees, through argument.

Negotiators "realize that they have only animperfect understanding of one another's preferences," Axelrod observes,"so they pay attention to the other's arguments for several reasons,
including a desire, to find pairs of items on which concessions may beprofitably exhanged."° Gulliver articulates a processual model of
negotiation in which argumentation and persuasion promote information
exchange and learning. Yet he notes that arguments (and arguers) may
create confusion in early phases of negotiation while clarifying
positions in later stages. And Gulliver notes that providing
information is a double-edged sword, for as a bargainer gives
information %rough argument she or he may also become more susceptible
to argument."

Shaping of Issues and Outcomes. In conjunction with providing
information and attempting to influence perceptions, arguments also
affect the organization and definition of issues, and the nature of
outcomes. Prior to negotiating the issues themselves, bargainers mayprovide arguments regarding the order of issues to be addressed. Or
arguments may center on other procedural

matters, topics often addressed
during a prenegotiation period.

Beisecker believes that persuasive
communication may relate to the application of negotiation procedures tospecific situations. "Communication focusing on this attribute,"
Ueisiecker explains, "includes that pertaining to the establishment ofan agenda, the designation of speaker,Rrders and speaker
responsibilities . . . and so forth."" Arguments influence the rules
of negotiation, which, in turn,

influence arguments regarding issues.

Arguments also define the issues of negotiation. Bacharach and
Lawler contend that argumentation is "a means of negotiation the
definition of issues." They discern that bargaining issues can be
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defined specifically or broadly, separately or as part of a group, and
integratively or in a distributive fashion. Arguments address the
definitional options and the ,subsequent choices influence the nature of
argument in the negotiation.iv

Finally, arguments shape outcomes via the obvious: they provide
support for positions, offers, and counteroffers. Rieke and Sillars
write that "argument in bargaining is characterized by frequent
statement of offers for settlement accompanied by arguments in support
of the offer. "°° Bacharach and Lawler point out thAt "argumentation
is a means of justifying offers and counteroffers." °' Putnam and
Geist join the chorus. "Arguments form the basis for modifying the
[bargaining] proposal," they proffer, explaining that "proposals are
reshaped throughout the process of argumentation and the presentatio of
new proposals; these steps are circular and feed into one another."04

Underscoring Firmness and Commitment. Bargainers use arguments to
communicate positions of firmness and degrees of commitment. While
negotiators need to listen actively and give serious consideration to
the arguments, interests, and position of their counterparts, they will
be more flexible on some issues than others. Contrary to a popularized
myth, mit everything is negotiable. Although rigidity of prenegotiation
positions often inhibits the bargaining process, negotiators will
identify, during the bargaining process, items or issues upon which
their position becomes firm. Given a bargainer's interests, some points
cannot be conceded or accommodated. As Fisher remarks, "an openness to
reason combined with a principled refusal to yield to blackmail can
change the game. "°' Arguments identify points of firmness,nwhile
hopefully maintaining an orientation of "firm flexibility."°" Jervisposits that in international affairs, an adversary's perception of a
bargainer's commitrunt of firmness increases the likelihood of a
peaceful solution. Snyder and Diesing assert that persuasive
messages can increasenthe credibility of a negotiator's firmness without
changing the payoffs. °° And commitments, even conveyed through
contentious behavior such as pervasive arguments (like threats) can
promote bargaining within an integrative perspective. "One element of
explicit problem solving," Pruitt contgnds, "is to signal a firm
commitment to one's basic interests."'

Argumentation and Competitive Bargaining. In terms of the relevant
literature, arguments serve to alter perceptions and preferences,
exchange information. shape issues and solutions, and emphasize areas of
commitment. Some scholars suggest a few other functions as well, most
noteably that arguments foster distributive negotiation. Pruitt claims
that persuasive arguments reinforce a distributivgg-competitive,
zero-sum, or fixed pie-orientation to bargaining.00

Rieke and Sillars
agree. Drawing upon Donohue's negotiation rules, Rieke and Sillars
conclude that "cooperation does not seem to be a mark of argumentation
in negotiation" and "Auccessful negotiation does not reveal a
cooperative spirit."8' Pruitt, Rieke. and Sillars are wrong.
Arguments in negotiation are not inherently competitive or
distributive. Arguments can promote integrative problem-solving,
collaboration and cooperation. Within an integrative frame, arguments
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support joint preferences and mutually beneficial outcomes. Certainly
negotiators may argue competitively, but such behavior reflects their
interests and a distributive bias rather than the arguments themselves.

ISSUES TO CONSIDER

While some work has been done addressing factors which influence
argumentation in negotiation, kinds of arguments in bargaining, and what
purposes arguments serve in negotiation, many issues await consideration
as theory and research advance. These issues can be framed as questions.

Does Argumentation Differ Depending Upon Bargaining Orientation? The
negotiation literature distinguishes frequently between distributive and
integrative approaches to bargaining.

Distributive bargaining implies a
"win-lose" orientation, a clearly adversarial bargaining relationship,
self-interest, competitive behaviors, and a zero-sum or fixed pie
conflict. Distributive tactics include extreme initial positions,
guarded disclosure of information (perhaps deception), and a small
concession rate. Integrative bargaining displays a problem-solving or
"win-win" orientation, a collaborative bargaining relationship, mutual
interest, cooperative behaviors, and an expandable resource or payoffpie. Tactics include the identification of goals and interests, a
sharing of information, and analysis of alternatives in terms of jointbenefit.

The analysis of argumentation in negotiation needs to consider the
differences between distributive and integrative bargaining. Argumentsvary according to the orientation. Bluff arguments are inconsistent
with integrative bargaining while power appeals such as coalition and
threat-to-leave arguments reflect distributive negotiation. None of the
current literature compares and contrasts argumentation across
orientations. Even Pruitt, one of the leading theorists on integrative
bargaining, sees persuasive argument as a distributive behavior.

How Does Argumentation Vary According to the Negotiation Arena?
Contrary to recent claims of Putnam an0 Geist and Womack and Lawson,
negotiation is not AN argument field.9u

Rather, negotiation occurs in
a number o, different fields or arenas, such as international affairs,
labor-management, law, sales, and interpersonal relationships. Scholarsmust recognize the differences between these arenas when discussing
argumentation in negotiation. Argumentation in labor-management
bargaining, for example, seems much more overt or explicit than
argumentation in international negotiation. International negotiationappears to rely much more on public argument than collective bargaining
or legal negotiations. Deceptive or bluff arguments may occur moreoften in sales than law. And the samo types of arguments may operate
quite differently from arena to arena,

The nature of argumentation in
bargaining depends on the negotiation

arena. Cultural influences and degree of formality vary from one arenato the next. Winthrop Brown, for example contends that overlapping
interest "is the only real basis of solid agreement [in international
diplomatic negotiation], not argument, or persuasion, but concurrent

SO
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interests."91 Snyder and Diesing
contend that bargaining

ininternational crises is coercive rather
than persuasive.2 Thevarious bargaining

arenas provide fruitful
opportunities for thecomparative and critical

analysis of argumentation.

Does Argumentation Change from one Method of Dispute
Resolution toAnother?

Negotiation is only one communication
method of disputeConflicts can also be resolved through

mediation andarbitration. Mediations and arbitrations bring
third parties into a

conflict situation,
and negotiation may not even occur

when arbitrators
make the decisions.

Argumentation serves
dissimilar functions andassumes different

forms when third
parties intervene.

Scholars have not
recognized this.

Schuetz and Womack,
for example, both

speculate about
the relationship of argumentation

and negotiation
while conductingstudies of mediation

behavior. Womack does address how mediapqrs use
arguments but does not relate her conclusions to negotiation.Certainly, negotiation,

mediation, and arbitration are related, but inno sense are they synonomous. Scholars should not assume that what is
true of argumentation

in one mode of
dispute resolution is true in

another.

Are Threats and Promises
Arguments? Some scholars say they are whileothers place threats and promises otside of argumentation

and
persuasion.

Threats are employed
tt influence and gain adherence, but

they, along with
promises, are arguably

coercive. Coercion implies the
limiting of choice,

and perhaps a
corre$ponding limitation on argument.Scholars of argumentation

and negotiation
might address this

issue, one
particularly relevant

to the study of
bargaining in internationalaffairs.

What Relationship
Exists Between Questions and Arguments? Somenegotiation theorists

and practitioners
contend that questions

play an
important part in gaining information

and influencing
the process andoutcome of negotiation.

Donohue, Diez, and Stahle's discussion
of the

relevance of discourse
analysis to the study of argumentation

innegotiation suggests that questions and arumens may ntoract innegotiation (and in
ways different from congversettion APerhaps

questions cue arguments
or serve argumentation

purposes.
Are Theories of

Argumentation Relevant
to the Study of Negotiation? To

date, no substantive
attempt has been made to wed

argumentation theory,whether classical,
contemporary, or revisionist, to negotiation. Such

efforts cou14.contribute
much to the theory

and practice ofnegotiation. More than just
contemplating data,

warrants, and claims,argumentation scholars
might examine the role of public

argument (e.g.,
public pronouncements

or positioning
through the media) in negotiation,

compare and contrast
private and public

argument in bargaining,
analyze

the influence of
various audiences

(opposite bargainer,
constituencies,

media) on argumentation
in negotiation,

research the construction ofarguments in bargaining,
decipher argument interaction sequences,contemplate the

relationship of
argument to some other

variable, such as
power, bargainer

attributes, or face-saving, or
scrutinize argumentationin negotiation in various bargaining

phases. And Gale suggests that
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jurisprudential theories
of argument are

relevant to conflict resolutiontheory. "A reascnable direction
is the reformulation

of the theory ofconflict resolution in
terms of the theory of argumentation as it hasbeen developed in jurisprudential

contexts [e.g., Toulmin andPerelman]," Gale writes, noting that
"this point is Implicit

. . . inthe development of
international law" and diplomacy.

This list is far from exhaustive.
The questions asked aboutargumentation in negotiation,

and every influencing
factor, argumenttype, and argument

function found in the negotiation
literature suggesta myriad of areas of inquiry.

A FINAL THOUGHT

In their popular
book Getting to Yes, Fisher nd Ury proclaim that"without communication

thire is no negotiation."9°
Correspondingly,there is no negotiation

without argumentation.
In this essay, I havereviewed and organized

the literature relevant to the study ofargumentation and
negotiation, asked

some important questions,
andoffered some tentative answers. But, as this commentary illustrates,much analysis, examination,

and discussion still
needs tzi be done.Erudition relating

to argumentation and
negotiation comes from and goes

in many different directions. The communication and argumentationfields have contributed
little to the

current body of knowledge.Situational and contextual influences
on argumentation in

negotiation,the types of arguments in bargaining
and the related issues

of power,values, and cause, and what
arguments in bargaining

do seem naturalareas of investigation
for argumentation scholars. With conflict so

prevalent in society, it is imperative
that we study its most commonmethod of resolution,

the decision making
process of negotiation and the

influence processes
that occur within it.
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PATTERNS OF ARGUMENTATION IN HIGH AND LOW
CONSENSUS DISCUSSIONS

Roger C. Pace
Texas A&M University

The goal of the present research was to identify and
describe patterns of argumentation which differentiated between
high and low consensus group discussions. A descriptive
analysis of ten group discussiohs revealed three different
patterns of argumentation which distinguished groups reaching
unanimous or near unanimous agreement from groups which did
not. This paper will explain the rationale behind the
investigation, detail the methodology, and report the results
and implications of the analysis.

Rationale

In recent years several small group and rhetorical
scholars hayed examined the role of argumentation in the
process of group discussion.' Although past studies have
varied in goal and method, each has validated two basic
assumptions concerning small group communication. First,
previous studies have indicated that group discussions are
inherently rhetorical. As members of a group discuss ideas or
problems, disagreement inevitably occurs. Since agreement, at
least in a minimal amount, is necessary for a group to progress
towards a final decision, disagreement creates a need or
exigence for resolution.z Groups can resolve the
disagreement in a variety of nonrhetorical ways. For example,
groups can coerce dissident members into submission,
compromise, or simply avoid the disagreement.3 Many
disagreements, however, can be, and often are, resolved through
rhetorical strategies. Gouran writes: "Frequently the only
way of achieving acceptable closure on the question a
decision-making group confronts is through one or more
participants persuasive skills."4

Second, previous studies have demonstrated that
argumentation is an important rhetorical strategy often
employed by decision-making groups. Enos writes; "Many groups
come into existence expressly for the purpose of argument,
since resolution via argument will enable n collective sense of
rationality to be nrticulaled."5

Previous data -based research efforts have identified a
variety of forms or characteristics of group argument. Black,
for instance, ohserved groups using both ehthymemes and
examples as forms of argument.6 He qualitatively linked
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Focus of Analysis. Although the analysis was a'grounded
attempt to discover similarities and differences in group
argument, some theoretical direction was necessary to provide
parameters to the investigation. Two general areas of focus,
relating to O'Keefe's distinction between "making an argument"
and "having an argument" were employed." For each of the
areas of focus, a series of critical questions--used as
guidelines for the grounded observation--were formulated. One
area of focus centered on mutual advocacy. Mutual advocacy was
defined as two or more members jointly constructing an argument
in support of a particular claim." Critical questions
included: Which members participated in constructing the
argument? Which members supplied which parts of the argument?
How did the configuration of the mutual advocacy differ from
previous claims? What issue or issues were in dispute? Was
the mutually constructed argument a counter-argument? Which
members were left out of the mutual advocacy? The other area
of focus centered on "interactive argument." Interactive
argument, or "having an argument" in O'Keefe's terms, was
defined as two or more members of the group exchanging claims
and counter-claims over a single disputed issue. The critical
questions included: What types of issues generated argument?
Which members of the group offered refutation and
counter-argument? Did the original advocate respond to the
counter-claim? Did other group members support either the
original claim or the counter-claim?

Grounded Observation. The procedures for consistent and
thorough observation were adapted from descriptive techniques
outlined by Scheflen and Hirokawa and Pace.17 First, one
transcript was randomly selected and the analysis commenced
with the first episode. The transcript was read and reread
several times before any written observations were made. Once
the researcher was familiar with the transcript, observation of
argumentation patterns commenced with mutual advocacy and each
of the critical questions was asked and answered for the first
episode. Once all of the questions for mutual advocacy were
answered, the analysis proceeded with the second focus, inter-
active argument. When all of the questions for each of the
focuses were answered for the first episode, the procedure was
repeated for the second episode. When all of the episodes in
one transcript were analyzed, the next transcript was selected
randomly and the procedures repeated. The analysis continued
until all l97 episodes contained in the ten transcripts were
analyzed for both mutual advocacy and interactive argument.

Next, the recorded observation from groups within the
two cells, HC and LC, were compared to discover consistent
similarities. The comparison was performed by contrasting
the recorded observation of one group against the recorded
observations of all other groups in the cell. Observed
argument patterns which occured in all of the groups within the
cell were recorded on a compositelist of similarities. This
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list then became the basis for the second level of
analysis---comparison between cells. Each item on the a,: list
was compared against all of the'items on the LC list. Arq item
on the HC list which appeared to be similar to an item on the
LC list was removed. When the analysis of the items on the HC
list was finished, the procedure was reversed for each item on
the LC list. Again, similar items were removed. All remaining
items on the lists constituted the observed differences between
the two cells.

Results

Three patterns of argumentation were observed which
appeared to differentiate between 11C and LC discussions. 1)
Low consensus groups formed fixed patterns of mutual advocacy
which extended across unrelated issues or topics. High
consensus groups engaged in mutual advocacy, but the members
involved changed from issue to issue. 2) High consensus groups
engaged in mutual advocacy when no disagreement was present.
Low consensus groups did not. 3) Members of high consensus
groups frequently reversed their position on an issue within a
single episode. Members of low consensus groups rarely changed
an argumentative stance which they had advocated within a
single episode.

Fixed Pattern

Each of the low consensus groups developed informal
coalitions which engaged in mutual advocacy or mutual
counter-advocacy over a series of different issues. For
example, one member would state a claim and a second member
would support the claim with an example. Still another member
would rephrase the claim and add another example in support of
the position. In this manner, two or more members of the group
jointly constructed the argument or counter-argument. Members
C&D of group LC1, for instance, joined in mutual
counter-advocacy over the issue of increased security gucrds to
deter fans.

A: I think if you just throw a couple of guys down
there with billy clubs, policemen, they would do
the job just fine.

C: You'd need a lot.
A: You wouldn't need a lot.
D: Yeah, you would.
A: Just twenty would do i
C: They had twenty down th, and that didn't stop

them in other games.
A: Did they do anything? Not
C: There are so many people that go down these it's

kind of tough, to just start whacking . . .

D: Whet happens, is that you have the leaders, then
you have this little pack behind them and most
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people are usually hidden, behind other people,
and they don't really care, you know. I mean,
they're messed up and they don't think. They
are like, you know, I don't think that more
security would help.

This pattern of C-D advocacy extended across such unre-
lated issues as the price of current football tickets, the use
of dogs as a deterrent, heavy fines for violators, and the use
of electricity to prevent students from touching the goalposts.

A: Another suggestion is to put an electric
current through the posts,

C: (laughs).
D: Now high?
A: I don't know.
C: A couple of thousand watts?
A: I think two to four hundred would be enough.
D: Would that be expensive?
A: Are you kidding. No, you plug in anything and

its like that much volts. A dryer uses that
many volts. You can have it rigged out easily,
that no current is strong until the person makes
ground contact, you know, then, during only that
instant, electricity would be drawn. Like it
won't be a capable circuit and the human body
will provide that.

D: I think it's a little violent, though.
C: Well, if you put a warning up there, and they

touch it, it's their fault.
A: Yeah, like test it, "Oil," then they go away.

There's nothing they can do about it, you know.
C: That will probably cause a lot of controversy,

though.
D: Yeah, that would be very controversial.
C: They'll start destroying something else.
D: You'd find people with, like, huge blankets

wrapped around the pole, you know, to protect
themselves. Then they would rip it down.

High consensus groups, however, rarely repeated argumenta-
tion patterns across different issues. Members engaged in
mutual advocacy and counter-advocacy, but coalitions were con-
fined to specific issues. 11C2, for example, showed a very con-
sistent pattern of advocacy when dealing with the issue of in-
creased police personnel to deter students. Member C advocated
the use of additional police officers three different times
during the discussion. Each time, members A & B engaged in
mutual counter-advocacy.

C: It's got to be some kind of force, I think.
Just to scare them away. At least at first.

A: To increase security?
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C: Yeah.
B: To have them with billy clubs, and shields and

masks, the swat team?
C: Until they get used to them, until the students

get used to the idea that they are not supposed
to be there, you know what I mean?

D: Yeah.
C: Just for the first few games . . .

A: That will take away from the football expe-
rience, don't you think?

C: But something has to be done.
B: It's dangerous.

The pattern, however, did not hold for other topics. Member A
engaged in mutual advocacy with C many times throughout the
discussion. For example, A and C attempted to persuade B that
more publicity c,ncerning the problem was necessary.

C: I think if a lot of the players came out and
said something, maybe that would stop it, more.
See, I didn't even hear any of that.

A: Maybe they did and we didn't hear about it,
so they should start more, ah, advertising.

C: Yeah.
A: More publicity about it.
C: Yeah.
A: That would be a good thing. Tell them, you

know, give people the facts. People don't
know that people are getting hurt. They leave,
they only hear about it the next day.

Argument Without Disagreement

Members in HC discussions frequently engaged in mutual
advocacy even when no counter-arguments were presented. One
member would introduce a claim and a second or third member
would supply an example or additional claim in support of the
original argument. For example, group HC2, argued that the
problem was temporary and that no action ought to be taken.

A: I don't think it's a problem.
B: Maybe our solution is just to leave it alone.
B: Yeah.
A: Let it go as it is.
C: I doubt they'll rip them down every game,

anyway.
B: Alabama, West Virginia, Notre Dame. That was

good, the Alabama game. Now many games, did
we tear them down? Three games?

C: Yeah.
B: That's it . . .

C: Well, we should just leave it alone.
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Change of Position

Members of HC discussions often changed their position, or
argumentative stance, within a single episode. Frequently,
these members argued against claims whic!* they, themselves, had
originally initiated. For example, '!Caber C of group HC5
advocated the use of heavy fines to deter students from
entering the football field. Later in the episode, however, he
reversed his position and argued against the idea.

C: Fine them. Someone, you know, will learn from
that, probably.

A: No.
B: Cause money really isn't anything.
A: Daddy will pay for it.
C: Yeah?
0: You gotta show to everybody what you're doing

to them, how you are punishing the people who
are doing it. Because you might punish one
person or two or three, but then the next time
out of 34,000 students here, you know, who was
fined? We don't caret

A: Yeah.
B: We'll go out for revenge. They fine them now

and he'll go out and do it again because they
fined him. They always find any excuse to do
it.

A: I know, I think . .

B: Like a vicious circle.
C: Even fines wouldn't solve it, cause all the

people still speed and you get fined for that.
They never slop anyone.

A: That's true.
C: A lot of people can afford it and don't care.

Like he said, paying that much to get into the
game, what's another . . .

A: Yeah.
C: Especially the people that drove in, motor homes.

Members of low consensus groups, by contrast, rarely
changed position within an episode. Most frequently, advocates
in low consensus groups repeated their stance when other
members of the group disagreed. Often this occured several
times in one episode. For example, Member B of LC2 repeated
the claim, that guard dogs would solve the problem, three
different times in a single episode.

B: I thought of a good solution that they use at
other colleges, is that they get, like Dober-
man pinschers . . .

A: I don't . . .

C: Oh, wow.
B: and put them around. The reason it works is that
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nobody is necessarily going to jump down to a
dog, whereas when you see all those officers
down there, they are not going to do anything to
you.

A: A lot of those people are a little inebriated at
those games, and uh . .

B: I still don't think that if there's vicious dogs,
I mean, I don't know anyone who isn't afraid of
a Doberman pinscher.

A: Well, that's true. It would get a little
violent, couldn't it?

B: Yeah, I just don't, I just think that if
they try, don't think people are going to . .

C: I think it will stop them before they do
anything.

B: I mean, I just think it would stop people
from even considering it.

A: From even considering it in the first place?
B: Because, for all you know, these dogs are

trained to rip you apart.

Discussion

The observed results suggested some interesting
differences between HC and LC discussions. Not only did the
analysis reveal different patterns of argument, but the results
also suggested that argument functioned differently for high
and low consensus groups. Argument in LC discussions appeared
to function as indicators for emerging coalitions. Groups used
in the study were zero-history groups and members had little,
if any, opportunity to form factions or allegiances before the
discussion. The results suggested that the factions which did
develop during the interaction, communicated their affiliations
through the use of mutual advocacy. Over several issues, two
or more members began to sense that they shared common views on
the problem or interpretation of facts and opinions. This
developing bond began to manifest itself in and be communicated
through a pattern of support and countersupport. Argument
functioned not as a rhetorical strategy, but as a marker for
disagreement, defining emerging coalitions and identifying who
was on what side of an issue.

Argument in BC discussions, by contrast, functioned to
reinforce developing consensus. Members signaled support for
and acceptance of an idea by engaging in mutual advocacy even
when disagreement wms not present. Group members were able to
articulate a collective rationale for the decision and at the
same time signal each other that consensus was beginning to
develop.

In addition, arguments in BC discussions were used to
persuade group members to a point of view. Members in BC
discussions who originally disagreed with a particular
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suggestion were able to freely rejoin the rest of the group and
argue for the solution. In this manner, HC groups made use of
the traditional function of argument, persuasion, to facilitate
consensus development.

In summary, the present study sought to identify patterns
of argument which differentiated high and low consensus
discussions. Three such patterns were described. The present
study was, admittedly, only a beginning. However, the results
were an initial step in establishing a link between the way in
which group members formulate, advocate, and refute arguments,
and the outcome of the discussion. Establishing such a
relationship would not only add insights into the uses of
argument in a non-public setting, but also greatly explicate
the process of consensus formation.
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THE EFFECTS OF EVIDENCE ON THE PERCEIVED OUTCOME
IN SUPERIOR-SUBORDINATE DECISION-MAKING SITUATIONS

Kay Neal
University of Wisconsin-Oshkosh

Contemporary communication theorists generally accept the
thesis that well documented evidential support enhances the
persuasiveness of messages. Quantitative studies, however,
lead some researchers to question whether evidence has any
value in enhancing a message's persuasive effect. After
reviewing the available quantitative research in 1964, Richard
Gregg concluded, "The audience reaction to an argument may have
little or nothing to do with whether the argument includes
fully documented or completely undocumented evidynce, relevant
or irrelevant evidence, or any evidence at all." The five
major studies examined by Gregg, however, were based upon the
short public speech on a "current events' topic. This type of
conceptualization of persuasive endeavors has characterized
much of the quantitative work in persuasion, as well as much
thinking in the field of speech communication.

Research on the stability of decisions offers an
alternative conceptualization that is, in many ways, more
typical of persuasive interpersonal situations encountered in
one's everyday activities, Basically, this paradigm focuses
upon the factors involved in destabilizing an already
announced decision. If one's employer, for instance, announces
a policy designed to increase efficiency in one's work schedule,
what factors are likely to be effective in enabling one to
change that decision? The traditional paradigm would treat
this situation as an occasion for a persuasive attempt, either
oral or written. The alternative paradigm would focus on what
appears to be more basic considerations. What is the status
relationships between the persuader and the persuadee? What
effect does the sex of one have vis a vis the sex of the other?
Is the decision made by an individual -67-by a committee?

One well established principle in social psychology
advanced by Asch suggests another factor that might be promi-
nent in affecting the stability of interpersonal decisions.
Asch has suggested that individuals will use all available
information in making a decision. Bradac, Sandell, and Wenner
further emphasize that a rational model of behavior assumes
that persons will seek facts and opinions from competent
sources and that such data will compel a choice. One might
infer, then, that the addition of information to decision-
making situations in an organization may well affect the
perceived stability of that situation. Drawing upon the
traditional thesis of speech communication mentioned at the
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outset, one might theorize that a business situation, in which
the persuader wishes the decision overturned, ought to be
perceived as less stable if sound evidence is available than
the same situation in which evidence is not available. If
evidence affects the perceptions of decision stability, it
would appear inappropriate to measure the net persuasive
effects of various quantities and qualities of evidential
support added to messages. It would suggest, instead, that
one needs to utilize the framework of an interpersonal
decision-making situation to measure the extent to which
persuadees perceive the stability of a decision based upon
the quantity of information. This may be a more accurate
means of assessing the evidential effect. Hample provides
further support for this idea when he writes,

The challenge is to test evidence in the way it is
usually viewed, instead of treating the debater's
quotation as the prototype. It is not enough to
merely know how much evidence appears. The
researcher also needs to estimate the probative
power of the evidence in order to test the
traditional

4view of evidence's importance topersuasion.

The primary purpose of this study is to discover if
evidence affects the perceived stability of decisions as
measured by the instrument called "Decisions." Secondarily,
the study attempts to discover whether there are differential
effects on the stability of decisions depending upon the sex
of the persuader and persuadee in superior-subordinate decision
making situations.

Background and Statement of the Problem

As stated previously, the contention that both quantity
and quality of evidential support will enhance the perceived
persuasiveness of messages is widely accepted by theorists of
argumentation and persuasion. Several empirical studies
designed to test that thesis provide only minimal support,
however, while other sutdies conclude that evidence has no
perceived influence in persuasive messages. Because of such
conflicting results, there have been a number of hypotheses
advanced to explain the lack of support discovered for the
thesis, but comparatively little research has been conducted
to support any of these hypotheses. Therefore, before offering
explanations for the negative results, it is necessary to
conduct research designed to discover the conditions under
which evidence does or does not operate to produce differential
receiver effects.

The instrument called "Decisions" suggests one way of
testing a potential evidential effect; namely, whether evidence
affects the perceived stability of interpersonal decisions.
The "Decisions" instrument was validated as an effective
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measure for determining chalges in perceived stability ofdecisions in prior research. The instrument also appears
to deal with situations which, when compared to situations
involving short, formal speeches on current events topics,
are relatively more typical of everyday kinds of decisions
which which many people are confronted. If Asch's theory istrue, a person will use all available information in making adecision, than a decision-making situation between two
individuals within an organization may well be the most
appropriate framework for testing the impact of evidence.
Rogers and Rogers provide the rationale.

Information represents a reduction in uncertainty.
An organization is constantly trying to gain informa-
tion from its environament about the likelihood that
some event might happen and thus reduce its uncer-
tainty. For example, a business firm has a market
research department to measure changes in its
customers' likely buying behavior. An army unit has
an intelligence section in order to learn as much as
possible about the likely actions of the enemy. These
boundary-spanning mechanisms allow the organization
to gain information about certain alternatives, and
thus, reduce its uncertainty.

The evidence studies examined in this paper's review of
pertinent literature confine themselves to investigating the
effects of evidence as it relates to a persuasive public
speaking situation. In the previous research, the evidence
was merely plugged in throughout the oral presentation to
lend support to assertions. Therefore, all of the previous
conclusions were linked to the public speaking forum and may
not be applicable to other given situations. As William
Dresser suggests, people may view public speeches as a
performance rather than a7source of information to use in
rational decision-making. Thus, a study on the perceived
stability of decisions attributed to the addition of evidence
in an everyday decision-making situation within an organization
may reveal significantly different results.

With this concept in mind, the following researchquestions were formulated.

1. Is there a difference in the perceived stability
of a decision in superior-subordinate decision-
making situations in which no formal evidence
appeared and those same situations to which fact
evidence has been added and to which opinion
evidence has been added?

2. Will the perceived stability of the decision during
a persuasive attempt in a superior-subordinate
decision-making situation vary significantly with
the sex of the persuader?
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3. Will the perceived stability of the decision during
a persuasive attempt in a superior-subordinate vary
significantly with the sex of the persuadee?

4. Will there be a significantly interaction between
the addition of evidence and the sex of the persuader
during a persuasive attempt in a superior-subordinate
decision-making situation?

S. Will there be a significant interaction between the
addition of evidence and the sex of the persuadee
during a persuasive attempt in a superior-subordinate
decision-making situation?

6. Will there be a significant interaction between the sex
of the persuader and the sex of the persuadee during a
persuasive attempt in a superior-subordinate decision-
making situation?

7. Will there be a significant interaction between the
addition of evidence, the sex of the persuader, and
the sex of the persuadee during a persuasive attempt
in a superior-subordinate decision-making situation?

Before proceeding any further, there are a number of terms
crucial to the study that need to be defined.

Evidence--"Factual statements originating from a source
ciTherffan the speaker and/or opinions of persons, other
than the speaker tint are offered in support of the
speaker's claims."

Factual Evidence--"Independently verifiable information
about a phenomenon, e.g., an occurrence, existense,
classification, or characteristic of something."

Opinion Evidence--"A conclusion formed by an expert or lay
witness concerning that phenomenon which is arrived at
through a process of reasoning."

Superior-Subordinate Decision-Making Situations--Operational-
ly defined by 10 descriptive examples which were utilized
in this study. The 10 examples used in this study are
presented in Appendix A.

Review or Pertinent Literature

Two kinds of literature seem most relevant to the purpose
of this study: (1) experimental studies concerning the effect
of evidence upon audience attitudes, (2) experimental studies
concerning the effect of additional information in decision-
making situations. Although the studies reviewed are not an
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exhaustive list, the list seems fairly representative of the
type of work done in this field.

Cathcart
10

and Bettinghaus 11 conductedthe only studiesto produce statistically significant
results favoring theinclusion of evidence in a speech designed to achieve attity4e

change. Studies reported by Gilkinson, Paulson and Sikkinkalso demonstrated trends favoring theinclusion of evidence,
but did not meet normal criterion levels for statistical
significance.

Although these studies tend to support the belief that
audiences do distinguish between evidence and no evidence they
have two basic limita.tiCns from the perspective of the currentstudy. First, all the research dealt with the effect of
evidence upon attitude change in a short speech rather than
with the effect of evidence upon the perceived stability of
decisions. Second, the authors failed to control for the
confounding effects of source credibility. Later research
by McCroskey and others suggest that the presence of a high-
credibility teacher-experimenter would artifically increase
the credibility of an unknown, tape-recorded speaker.
McCroskey concluded that sources with high credibility prob-
ably would evoke attitude change without the use of evidence
because suik sources would already have the character of anauthority.

WagnerIS reported the results of an experiment in which the
amount of evidence was systematicalkivaried. The results of
the experiment indicated that all the speeches changed attitudes
including the control group. Thus, evidence did not appear to
increase the persuasiveness of the speech.

Anderson
16

tested if the extent of the evidence's citation
made a significant difference in attitude change. The experi-
menter found no difference between no citations and very
complete citations in attitude change of audience members.
However, subjects listening to complete citations did make
significantly higher scores on an information-retention test
than did the other subjects. Anderson suggested that perhaps
this is becmuse "a listener perceives the citation of a source
and the indication of an author's qualifications as mean0g:
'Now, this is going to be important; listen carefully.'"

Numerous researchers have attempted to test the effect
of varying quality of evidence upon attitude change. Dresser
discovered that audiences recognized evidence deficiencies in
a speech which utilized evidence from an unreliable source,
but did not recognize evidence deficiencies in speeches which
utilized irrelevant or inconsiqent evidence from reputable
sources. Arnold and McCroskey conducted a study which
directly investigated the perceived credibility of authority-
based assertions. They compared reactions to biased, unbiased,
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and reluctant opinion statements and found that the unbiased
evidence was perceived as most credible; the reluctant testi-
mony received the second highest ratings and as hypothesized,
the biased evidence was found least credible. The surprising .

discovery in this particular study was that unbiased evidence
conditions received more favorable ratings than the reluctant
evidence conditions. However, it was attributed that this
finding may express differences in initial source credibility
and not the nature of the evidence statewts. The results
of a similar study conducted by Anderson indicated that
regardless of the type of evidence attributed to the source,
the higher the credibility of the source the greater the
credibility of the assertion. The study also supported the
theory that reluctant evidence, regardless of the credibility
of the source, was perceived as more influential than biased
evidence.

The previous research reviewed dealt with ite perceived
credibility of the evidence itself. Ostermeier tested the
effect of evidence on perceived speaker credibility and con-
cluded that any form of evidence significantly increased the
speaker's credibility among the audience. Luchok and McCroskey22
did a similar study, but examined the effect of defective
evidence, evidence from questionable sources, and evidence not
relevant to the issue discussed, on tne speaker's credibility.
Results indicated that inclusion of defective evidence retarded
positive attitude change, particularly for a communicator with
moderate initial credibility, and that inclusion of defective
evidence led to significantly less positive perceptions of
the communicator.

Many of the discrepant results of previous studies might
be explained by the experimenter's failure to control for
critical factoH such as the topic of the speeches. With this
in mind, Harte conducted a study which investigated the
receivers' attitudes toward evidence in relation to the topic
of the message and initial credibility. The results of this
study indicated that when receiver attitudes were initially
strong, evidence produced significantly greater long-term
attitude change regardless of the initial credibility of the
source. However, when subjects held neutral attitudes initially,
the inclusion of evidence in the message produced no signifi-
cant persuasive advantage either immediately afterwards or
three weeks following exposure to the message. Thus, the
results of Harte's investigation may suggest that the topic
of the message is significantly related to evidence effective-
ness and the degree of attitude change obtained.

Harte
24

did some additional research to discover how
successful an audience is at discriminating between evidence
which meets the generally accepted "tests" of evidence and
evidence which does not meet those tests. The results of the
study indicated that there was no significant difference
between the subjects' ability to detect unreliable sources and
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their ability to detect irrelevant evidence. Therefore, thestudy suggested that audiences do not apply the tests of
evidence in the same manner as textbook writers assume they do.

Along this same idea, Kline 25 studied the manner in which
subjects select evidence for their speeches. The results
indicated that one type of individual chose evidence primarilyon source credibility, another on manifest source, another on
statement complexity and another on the basis of scientific
proof. If this study can be generalized, it may explain the
contradictory results of past studies. It may be that
previous studies have been influenced by the types of people
selected for the experiment.

One approach to clarifying the relationship between
evidence and attitude change in communication situations was to
examine the di ferential effects of evidence aggibutable tothe receiver's personality. Bostromand Tucker were unableto support the hypothesis of an interaction between evideniq
and the personality type of the receivers. However, Kline '

discovered that factual specific evidence. makes more of a
difference for receivers of high intelligence as compared tothose of low intelligence.

Based primarily on his doctoral dissertation, McCroskey 28
attempted to provide data upon which to base meaningful .

generalizations about the effects of evidence in persuasive
-messages. He conducted the most comprehensive experimental
research completed to date on the role of evidence in messages.
Tentatively, he drew these generalizations: (1) Including good
evidence has little impact on immediate attitude change or
source credibility if the source of the message is initially
petceived to be high-credible, (2) Evidence has no impact on
attitude change or source credibility if the message is deli-
vered poorly, (3) Evidence has little impact on attitude change
if the audience is familiar Ath the evidence prior to hearing
the message.

McCroskey also reported a series of variables which may
affect the relationship between evidence, attitude change and
credibility. First, there is no reason to believe that the type
of media used to study evidence will affect the results. Second,
prior knowledge of the audience will cause no significant
difference in either attitude change or source credibility.
Third, the use of evidence increases the amount of attitude
change produced over a period of time. Thus, these factors
must be controlled in order to provide a clear understanding of
the relationship evidence has with the audience.

In terms of the present study, all of the previous experi-
mental research dealt only with the effects of evidence upon
attitude change and credibility in a short public speech on a
current events topic and not with the effects of evidence upon
perceived stability of decisions.
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Bradac, Sandell, And Wenner 29 have conducted the only study
to date utilizing evidence in a decision-making framework.
They performed a Q-analysis on data received from three hypo-
thetical decison-making situations and revealed that several
types of persons respond differently to the utility of evidence
in a situation. Basically, they discovered three categories
of people: types which found directive information most useful,
types which preferred unknown but competent sources, and types
which depended upon sources who were known and trusted regard-
less of the kind of information the source offered.

The present study differs from the Bradac, et al.
research in several aspects. First, the present investigation
utilized 10 varied decision-making situations compared to only
three situations. Second, the decision-making situations were
not superiorusubordinate interactions. Third, the objective
of the Bradac study was to discover what type of individual
preferred what type of evidential information, not to determine
if evidence will be influential in changing a decision in a
situation as the present study does.

An overall analysis of the research in the area of evidence
thus far reviewed, leads to two conclusions.

1. No author has yet conducted a study on the effects
of evidence upon the perceived stability of decisions
in an everyday superior-subordinate situation similar
to those situations people encounter daily.

2. No consistent generalization can be.drawn concerning
the impact of evidence upon attitude change since no
predictable or repeatable data has been forthcoming.

The second type of literature to be examined is the
research completed utilizing information as a variable in
decision-making situations. Five experimental studies will
be examined in this area. This is by no means the total work
that has been done in the field, but these studies are the most
pertinent to the research objectives of the present investigation.

The amount-of-information variable las subjected to an
experimental study by Kernan and Mojena. Their results
confirm the common belief that people fail to utilize most of
the information to which they have access, and suggested that
certain kinds of people as measured by their personality pro-
files, are exceptionally efficient in the use of available
information. Again, as in the evidence studies, the personalities
of the subjects being tested may well have had a significant
effect on the results of the investigation.

Lashbrook, Snavely, and Sullivan31 discovered that it
takes at least twice as much information to produce attitude
change in people who are apathetic if the source was perceived
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as having low credibility, the subjects did not perceive an
information overload even though an overload condition was
perceived for the same amount of information when the source
had high credibility.

Pruitt
32

investigated the informational requirements for
changing a decison once it has been made. The results of the
study suggested that people will require more information
before changing a decision than before making one because
of an impatience in the latter case to begin working toward ,goals. In a similar study, Cangelosi, Robinson, and Schkade"

/

attempted to discover whether or not information influences
behavior in choice decisions initially, and the extent to
which information increases the rationality of choice. They
concluded that generally subjects who received information
behaved more rationally in their choice decisions than those
that did not. However, the quantity of information received
made little difference in the subjects' choices.

In conclusion, the findings of the informational studies
have broad implications for the study of an individual's
perception in the area of evidence. However, none of the
research focuses on evidence as a source of information in a
decision-making situation.

While considerable information has been accumulated about
the place of evidence in persuasive communication, the surface
of this problem area has barely been scratched. Such questions
as "What type of evidence (opinion, factual) has the most
favorable impact on an individual?" and "Does evidence function
the same way in a public speaking situation as it does in a
superior-subordinate decision-making situation?" need to be
answered. Thus, an inherent need exists for more imaginative
research in this area. Further justification for focusing upon
evidence as a factor in decision-making is provided by social
psychologist, Barry Collins: "When an individual is playing
the problem-solving game, he is concerned about getting truthful
factually correct information relevant to the problems he wants
to solve. Within this framework, evidence may assume the role
ascribed ts4it by traditional theory, i.e., the chief material
of proof."

Methods and Procedures

The procedures used in the study are described below. The
procedural steps are not presented in chronological sequence,
but are organized by subjects, materials, criterion measure,
selection of evidence, control of variables, administration of
the instrument, and experimental design and statistical treat-
ment of data.

Subjects - Two hundred and forty students enrolled in freshman
speech courses at the University of Wisconsin-Oshkosh partici-
pated in the experiment. All the subjects used in the experiment
were undergraduate college students ranging from ages 17 to 28.
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Materials- An edited version of a 10-item instrument titled
TWEITEEITs" was prepared. Previous research has demonstrated
this instrument to be be sensi;ive to changes in variables
manipulated in the situations.

.*
The instrument describes a situation in which an individual

with the power to make a decision has done so. The superior(persuadee) is then approached by his subordinate (persuader)
who attempts to convince the employer to revoke or change thedecision. The situations described in the instrument appear
to be representative of the kinds of superior-subordinate
persuasion situations one is likely to confront in theeveryday world. The instrument is appended (see Appendix A).

Criterion Measure- For each of the items, the subjects answered
on a response continuum taking one of the following two forms.

20% 10% 0%

80% 90% 100%

The two forms of the criterion measure were distributed
equally among the situations. The purpose for inverting thecontinuum throughout the test was to avoid any "order" effectswhich might occur in the answers given by a subject. Theorder in which the two forms appeared was randomized.

The subjects were asked to give an answer in terms of a
probability estimate that the decision would be changed. Onehundred percent meant that the individual was sure it willhappen; 01, meant he did not think that there was any chanceit will happen. The subject marked his estimate by placing acircle around the number he felt best reflected the probability
of the persuader changing the persuadee's decision.

Selection of Evidence- Six individuals who have previously
taught argumentation and debate courses or had extensive know-
ledge in the area of argumentation and debate were asked toconstruct 10 pieces of evidence to correspond with eachsituation. Three of the individuals made up factual evidencewhile the other three prepared opinion evidence. The criterionutilized for composing the evidence was to present the infor-
mation which would best support the contention of the persuaderin each of the 10 situations. A panel composed of three
individuals well versed in the area of evidence was used todetermine which particular example of opinion evidence and
which example of factual evidence in each situation would beused. Each member of the panel ranked the three sample pieces
of factual and the three sample pieces of opinion evidence foreach situation. The criterion utilized for ranking the two poolsof evidence was whether it was the best example of opinionevidence which supports the contention of the persuader and
then the best example of factual evidence which supports thecontention of the persuader. The examples of factual and the

100% 90% 801 70% 60% 50% 40% 30%

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70%
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examples, of opinion evidence which received the lowest sum
of the makings for each situation were selected for the
instrument. Every piece of evidence selected for the experi-
ment received first rankings from at least two the the three
judges. Each of the 10 situations were represented by one
piece of factual evidence and one piece of opinion evidence.
The selections utilized in the experiment are appended (see
Appendix B).

Control of Variables- Each of the 10 items on the decision
instrument was reproduced in the following manner.

1. The prior editing of the instrument resulted in 10
situations in the following versions:

a. male persuader, male persuadee;
b. male persuader, female persuadee;
c. female persuader, male persuadee;
d. female persuader, female persuadee;

This resulted in 40 different versions of the 10 situations.

2. Each of the 40 situations generated in "1" was then
reproduced so that the persuader was in each instance:

a. supported by no evidence,
b. supported by opinion evidence,
c. supported by factual evidence.

This created 12 different versions of each of the 10 situations,
rAilting in 120 items in total (12 versions x 10 situations).

3. The 120 original items and their copies were compiledinto 240 10-item 'tests.' Each test was composed of 10 of the
12 possible versions of the superior-subordinate situations.
For example, a test would be composed of the first situation
(No Evidence, Female Persuader, Female Persuadee), one copy of
the second situation (Opinion Evidence, Female Persuader,
Female Persuadee) and so on until all of the versions of the
10 situations had been distributed into 240 tests. The order
of each situation was randomized in the test.

Administration of the Test- The test was administered to 240
subjects with the following instructions: "In the following
situations, a variety of different decisions have to be made.
You are to draw upon your familiarity with elmilar real-life
situations that you have encountered to judse which way a
decision will go. Each of the answers is to be given in termsof a probability estimate. One hundred percent means you are
sure it will happen; 0% means you do not think that there isany change it will happen. Mark your estimate by placing a
circle around it. Try to put yourself in the shoes of all
parties in the stories when you make your estimates."

Design and Statistical Treatment of Data

36The design utilized for this research project was a 3 x 2x 2 factorial. The independent variables were three levels
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of evidence--opinion, factual and no evidence; two levels of sex
of the persuader; and two levels of sex of the persuadee. The
dependent variable was the subjects' responses to the 10 hypo-
thetical situations.

In order to deS9rmine if the cells of the matrix were
homogeneous, a F computed between the two extreme cells.
The result of thW F_ test revealed a significant difference
existed between theiRo cells. However, Lindquist says on
the basis of Norton's data, that unless variances are so heter-
ogeneous as to be readily apparent, that is, relatively large
differences exlit, the effect of the F test will probably
be negligible. Boneau confirms this. He says that in a large
number of research situations, the probability statements re-
sulting from the use of t and F tests, even when t§§se two
assumptions are violated, willbe highly accurate.

The raw scores within each cell of the matrix were squared
and summed. A factorial analysis was then computed to discover
any significant effects due to evidence, any significant effects
due to sex, and an4nsignificant effects that might have occurred
between variables. " Iiiany significant F ratios were found,
a Scheffe'post hoc test ' was used to discover the source of
the difference.

Results and Conclusions

This section presents the results of the statistical tests
performed on the experimental data. Interpretation and discussion
of these results will be presented in the second. part of thissection. The .05 level of significance was used for all
statistical tests.

Results

The results of the analysis of variance on the evidence
factor are summarized in Table 1.

Table 1

Analysis of Variance Values for the Evidence Factor

Source SS df Pis

Between Groups

Within Groups

943.50 2 47t.75 60.64*

18.570.34 2388 7.78

The F value of 60.64 is significant at the .05 level. This
finding supports the concept that the evidence factor during a
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persuasive attempt in a superior-subordinate decision situation
decreases the perceived stability of the decision.

Factor 2--Sex of the Persuader

The results of the analysis of variance on the sex of the
persuader:factor_are summarized'in Table 2.

Table 2

Analysis of Variance Values for the Persuader Factor

Source 55 df NS

lletveen Groups

Within Groups

12.04 1 12.04 1.55

18.570.34 2388 7.78

The F value of 1.55 is not significant at the .05 level.
This finding fails to support the concept that the perceived
stability of the decision will vary significantly depending
upon the sex of the persuader.

Factor 3--Sex of the Persuadee

The resultsof the ANOVA on the sex of the persuadee factor
are summarized in Table 3.

Table 3

Analysis of Variance Values for the Persuadee Factor

Source SS df NS

Between Groups

Within Groups

10.93 1 10.93 1.41

18.570.34 2388 7.78

Interaction of Factor 1 and Factor 2

The results of the ANOVA between the interaction of the
evidence factor and the sex of the persuader factor are summarized
in Table 4.
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Table 6
Table 4

Analysis of Variance Values for the Interaction of Factor 1 and Factor 2
Analysis of Variance Values for the Interaction of Factor 2 and Factor 3

Source SS df MS F
Source SS df MS F

Between Groups

Within Groups

7.03

18,570.34

1

2388

7.03

7.78

.90
Between Groups

Within Groups

.68

18.570.34

2

2388

.34

7.78

.044

The F value of .044 is not significant at the .05 level. Thisfinding fails to support the concept that the stability of adecision in a persausive situation will vary significantly dependingupon the inclusion of evidence and the sex of the persuader.

Interaction of Factor 1 and Factor 3

The results of the ANOVA are summarized in Table 5.

Table 5

Analysis of Variance Values for the Interaction of Factor 1 and Factor 3

Source SS df MS

Between Groups

Within Groups

1.55 2 .78 .100

18.570.34 2388 7.78

The F value of .100 is not significant at the .05 level.
Therefore, this finding fails to support the hypothesis that
*the-stability of a decision in a persuasive attempt will vary
significantly depending upon the inclusion of evidence and 'the
persuadee.

Interaction Between Factor 1, Factor 2 and Factor 3

The results of the ANOVA are summarized in Table 7

Table 7

Analysis of Variance Values for the Interaction of Factor 1, Factor 2,
and Factor 3

Source 55 df MS f

Between Groups

Within Groups

36.25 2 18.13 2.33

18.570.34 2388 7.76

The F value Of 2.33 is not significant at the .05 level.
This finding, therefore, fails to support the hypothesis that
the stability of a decision in a persuasive situation will
vary significantly depending upon the inclusion of evidence,
the sex of the persuader, and the sex of the persuadee.

ScheffelTest for Multiple Comparisons

Since a significant difference was discovered between the
F values of the evidence factor, a Scheffe/post hoc test was
utilized to isolate the source of the difference. The results
of the Scheffe test are summarized in Table 8.

Interaction of Factor 2 and Factor 3 Table 8

Scheffe lest for Comparisons of the Three Levels of Evidence

The results of the analysis of variance are summarized inTable 6.

D
2

la

The F value of .91 is not significant at the .05 level.
Thus, this finding fails to support the hypothesis that the stability
of a decision in a persuasive situation will vary significantly
depending upon the sex of the persuader and the sex of the persuadee.

N.E. vs. 0.E.

N.E. vs. F.E.

(825)2

(1201)2

680,625

1,442,401

54.96

116.47

0.E. vs. F.E. (376)2 141,376 11.42
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F Prlme--9.24 at4:05 level of significance.
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Since the F prime was 9.24 and the comparisons of no evidence
(N.E.) to opinion evidence (O.E.) (a1=54.96), no evidence to
factual evidence (F.R) (a,=116.47), and opinion evidence to
factual evidence (a,=11.42) were significantly above this
figure--the followiAg conclusions were drawn:

(1) The results from the Scheffe'test indicate the opinion
evidence was perceived as more influential in changing a decision
in a persuasive situation than no evidence.

(2) Factual evidence was perceived as more influential
in changing a decision in a persuasive situation than no
evidence.

(3) Factual evidence was also perceived as superior to
opinion evidence for influencing a decision change during a
persuasive superior-subordinate situation.

Conclusions

This section presents the conclusions of the results
reported previously. Several potential explanations concern-
ing those results are plausible.

However, the conclusions of this research must be limited
by several factors. First, the use of college students as
subjects in this study restrict the results of the research.
The college population differs from the general population
in many ways, but one of the most important is that the
average intelligence of college students is well above that
of the general population. Subjects of varying intelligence
levels may react differently to the evidence. Therefore the
experimental population utilized in this study is not represent-
ative of the general population.

Second, the investigation did not take place within the
framework of a live dl'ion-making situation. The experiment
utilized only a writt o exercise to explore the effects of
evidence within the decision-making process. Use of
evidence within a live persuasive decision-making situation
may render different results.

Within these limitations of this research, the results
support the following conclusions:

1. The addition of opinion evidence during a persuasive
attempt between a superior and a subordinate decreases the
perceived stability of the decision significantly as comparedto no evidence.

2. The addition of factual evidence during a persuasive
attempt in an everyday situation decreases the perceived
stability of the decision significantly as compared to
no evidence.
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3. The addition of factual evidence during a persuasive
attempt in an everyday situation decreases the perceived stability
of the decision significantly as compared to opinion evidence.

4. The perceived stability of the decision with the addition
of evidence did not vary significantly depending upon the sex of
the persuader or the persuadee.

5. There were no significant relationships between anyof the three factors--evidence, sex of the persuader, and sex
of the persuadee.

These conclusions are contrary to the majority of previous
research studies completed in the area of evidence. However,
the conausions of this study do support the theory that the
listener's perception of the importane of decision to be
made can affect the impact of the evidence. Hayakawa also
has expressed that people are more likely to act rationally when
making imputant decisions than they are when making trivial
decisions. Therefore, if the listener views the decision
to be made as unimportant, evidence will probably make little
difference.

These conclusions also give credence to the theory advanced
by Asch--individuals will use all available information in
making a decision. Thus, treating evidence as a source of
additional information for a decision-making situation appears
to be a more accurate means of assessing the evidential effect
as compared to evidential support added to a public speech.

Finally, these conclusions support the concept that the
quality of information obtained w511 make a difference in the
perceived stability of a decision. Contrary to previous studies
that measured the net persuasive effects of opinion and factual
evidence, the results from this investigation indicate factual
evidence superior when compared to opinion evidence in decreasing
the perceived stability of a decision in an everyday situation.

There may not be one explanation of why evidence does or
dots not enhance a persuasive attempt. Several explanations
appear plausible depending upon the circumstances involved in a
given sitLation. Thus, a need exists to further examine the
variables related to persuasive attempts in everyday employer/
employee situations and evidence should continue to be one of the
major variables under investigation.
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Appendix A

The 10 Item Instrument

1. The art films instructor, Dr. Gerald P, of a small college would like
to bring in a certain X-rated film which contains a number of erotic
scenes. The instructor knows that his chairman, Dr. John C. has a
personal policy of strict censorship toward any form of adult
entertainment. The art films instructor feels this film is socially
relevant and hopes to persuade his chairman.

2. Ms. Jane A., a publishing editor, has just finished rewriting Chapter
4 of a children's reader for the Macmillan Publishing Company. She
has asked Ms. Mary M., her secretary, to read the chapter and make
comments before she sends it in for the final review. Ms. M. feels
that she has written the chapter in language far too advanced for the
age group intended to use it and that it will be rejected.

3. Mr. Steve L., a newly hired book buyer for a large downtown bookstore,
has decided to buy a new line of books, most of which have parts
considered to be pornographic by many people. Miss Sally 0., his
boss and manager of the bookstore, is afraid that these books will
drive away quite a few of the regular customers.

4. Mrs. Elaine T., the manager of an old established restaurant, has
decided to buy new furnishings for the restaurant. She wants to buy
large wooden furniture because she thinks it will make the restaurant
look more elegant. Miss Susan K., a waitress at the restaurant,
feels that light modern furniture would be better because it is less
bulky and will give the restaurant more seating space.

5. Mr. Carl B., the business manager of a small free medical clinic,
feels that although the clinic has been in operation at the same
location for three years, it should be moved to another location
a mile away because there is a larger building available. Mrs.
Dorothy P., a nurse, feels that such a move would be bad because
the current patients would not be able to go so far away.

6. Mr. Doug B., a director of a large mental hospital, has stopped
all visitors for a particular patient. Mr. George K., a psychiatrist
at the hospital, feels this order is upsetting the patient and would
like to convince the director to change the order. He knows that
the director has previously been receptive to suggestions and
therefore plans to approach him directly.

7. Ms. Helen D., a teacher in a large city system, failed to gain tenure
at the time she became eligible because of a complaint from the
principal Mrs. Grace S. The basis for the complaint was the seemingly
unstructured and lax method of teaching which was not in line with
what the principal felt best for the students. Ms. D. feels she
has been unfairly judged and wishes to convince the principal to
change her judgment.
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8. Mr. Ray K has recently been informed that he will be "let go" as
bookkeeper because of a rather costly recent error. Mr. K feels
this action is highly unfair because of his past history of competence
and because of the extenuating

circumstances surrounding this particularerror. He has requested an appointment with Ms. Jane D., his boss,to try to convince her.

9. Mr. Dennis E wants to suggest a topic for a panel discussion for an
employees' training day at work. He has been informed that his boss
has already selected the topic for the panel. Mr. E has, however,
become very interested in a certain current topic which he wishes tohave discussed by the panel, and has decided to try to convince
his boss, Mrs. Pamela C, to change the topic.

0. The owner of a large corporation, Mr. Craig J, is going to consider
a proposal to make mandatory retirement at age 60. Mrs. Harriet G,
the personel director of the corporation, is strongly opposed to this
propr4a1 because she feels that people should not be "sent out
to pasture" just because they have reached a particular age. Mrs. Ghas made an appointment to try to dissuade the corporation owner fromconsideration of such a proposal.
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Item

Appendix B

Evidence Included in the 20 Item Instrument

Factual Evidence

Dr. Gerald P. points out that the movie has received five awards
for being an outstanding film by the National Educational Association
and is recommended highly by the association.

Opinion Evidence

Dr. Gerald P. tells his colleague that: Dr. Norman Rivkin,
Professor of Art at Yale University and former member of the
Catholic Film Censorship Board stated, "Although this film
incorporates certain scenes which some may find objectionable,
the filming of them was so tastefully done that they became a
natural part of the sequence of events. More importantly, the
scenes are absolutely essential to the point of the film--a point
to which all thinking persons should be exposed."

Item 2

Factual Evidence

Ms. Mary M. shows Jane A. a list of vocabulary words compiled by
the National Elementary Education Association that second graders
and a list that fourth graders are supposed to know and points
out that the majority of the words in the chapter are not on the
second grade list, but instead found on the list for the fourth
graders.

Opinion Evidence

In order to persuade Ms. Jane A. that the chapter is too advanced,
Ms. Mary M. has secured comments from two other teachers who teach
the age group in question and they also feel the chapter is too
advanced.

Item 3

Factual Evidence

Miss Sally O. shows Mr. Steve L. a list of hard-to-sell books
compiled by the bookstore owners across the nation. The majority
of books that he wishes to purchase appear on this list.

Opinion Evidence

Miss Sally O. points out that the New York Times Literary Magazine
has predicted a trend away from thTFIKreorTileran the
future because of an antagonistic reaction to it by the older
readers, who comprise the majority of subscribers to the magazine.
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Item 4

Factual Evidence

Miss Susan K. points out that there are often long lines outside
the restaurant and many potential customers leave. Thus, more seating
space would alleviate this problem.

Opinion Evidence

Miss Susan K. knows that their mutual friend, an interior decorator,
also favors the modern furniture and hopes that telling the assistant
manager about the decorator's opinion will be persuasive.

Item 5

Factual Evidence

Mrs. Dorothy P. shows Carl B. the personal records of their patients
which showed that nearly 80% of them did not own cars and 60% of
them had no access to a transportation vehicle.

Opinion Evidence

Mrs. Dorothy P. points out that at the time the clinic was originally
located three years ago, local surveys showed that most of the
indigent patients favored the present location because of its
accessibility.

Item 6

Factual Evidence

Mr. George K. has checked the patient's records which show that in
a past instance when the patient was denied visitation, the patient's
symptoms became much more severe.

Opinion Evidence

Mr. George K. states, "Another psychiatric aide who has worked with
the patient has told me that the patient has told him of being
depressed since Monday. Since the only change in her routine was
the suspension of visitation rights, the aide thought that her lack
of contact with the outside world might be the cause of her depression."

Item 7

Factual Evidence
11s7heIen D. pants out to the principal that according to the
National Education Achievement test that her students took a month
earlier, her class scored in the top 30% across the nation.

Opinion Evidence

Ms. Helen D. has examined a number of education textbooks and has
compiled a list of educational authorities who recommend methods
similar to her own.
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Item 8

Factual Evidence

Ray K. has compiled a record of the savings his bookkeeping has
brought about in recent years that shows that he has saved the
company much more money than the error cost.

Opinion Evidence

Mr. Ray K. tells Jane D. that, "The last two persons who held your
job always regarded me as an excellent worker and you can call them
to confirm that. Even your boss told me that I shouldn't worry
about the mistake, since it was such an unusual situation he might
have made a similar error himself."

Item 9

Factual Evidence

Mr. Dennis E. has collected a number of documents which show facts
and figures that indicate the topic is one of vital interest to
the group.

Opinion Evidence

Mr. Dennis E. states, Two other members of the group were absent
when the topic was chosen and they have each told me that they
think it is unfair to choose a topic without giving everyone a
chance for input."

Item 10

Factual Evidence

Mrs. Harriet G. intends to present statistics from a federal agency
showing that employees over 60 are frequently the most dependable
and productive workers in a firm.

Opinion Evidence

Mrs. Harriet G. points out that the American Journal of Commercial
Psychology states that according to several UUTITEffignagers
opinions, an individual's long experience with a firm more than
compensates for loss of mental sharpness due to age.
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During the past two decades scores of essays
criticizing the substance and style of academic debate
have been published in our journals and presented at our
conferences. Perhaps no other activity has engaged in
such intense introspection and self-directed criticism.
The arguments generated in these essays have become very
familiar: academic debate fails to teach effectivepublic speaking': the tournament format over emphasizes
learning the strategic dimensions of argument to the
detriment of teaching reasoning skills`;,debaters too
often become "anti-social" and "predatory"; debate has
become an "elitist" and "strange community" in which
participants artificially narrow and distort the meanings
of topics ; and, debate has become a "closed system"
alienated from "real world" argumentation.5

These critiques have sparked lengthy and
impassioned discussions at two National Developmental
Conferences on Forensics, during the meetings of the
National Debate Tournament Committee, and in almost any
gathering of current or former forensics educators.
Indeed, the problems in American forensics have become so
visible to those most actively involved in debate that it
was especially rewarding to find a recent investigation
into the world of intercollegiate debate by someone from
outside of the activity resulted in an article that was
so thoroqghly positive about the merits of debate
training./ While this praise for academic debate was
encouraging, the criticisms from within should not be
overlooked, for they remain a pressing issue in the minds
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of many debate coaches and they can negatively ,ffect the
perceptions that our colleagues and administrators haveregarding the worth of debate programs. What has been
most unsettling about many of these critiques, however,
is that they illustrate a fundamental lack of agreementwithin the debate community regarding the primarygoals of academic uebate. It is unlikely that the debate
community can resolve its differences unless agreement
emerges regarding the goals to be pursued.

This essay: I) examines the two primary models
competing for acceptance in academic debate; 2) argues
for the importance of identifying transcendent exemplarmodels for debaters to follow; 3) suggests the
appropriateness of a "storytelling" perspective ofacademic debate; and 4) indicates how such a perspective
can resolve many of the tensions and disagreements in the
debate community.

Citizen Advocacy vs. Elite Policy-Making

The two competing models operating in
intercollegiate debate could be conceptualized in several
different ways. One way would be simply to consider CEDA
and NOT debate as two uniquely separate communities, one
whose primary focus is teaching students effective oral
communication skills, and the other which concentrates on
developing sophisticated analytical and refutational
techniques in students. Such a conception of a CEDA-NOT
dichotomy would be misleading, however, since NOT coaches
and judges are concerned with oral argumentation skills,
and CEDA coaches and judges are committed t, teaching
effective analysis and refutational skills. Both
activities, in fact, claim to represent the "ideal" goals
of academic debate.

G. Thomas Goodnight accounted for the different
philosophies operating in the forensics community in
another way, arguing that competing theories of
decision-making have had a profound effect on the debate
community. He wrote that the two models of debate had
competed for acceptance in the modern era:

The first model has been variously labeled
the 'reasonable citizen,' 'public advocacy,' or
merely the tradition [sic] method of debate.
. . . [ thus] debate is formulated as an
expectation that advocates present proofs
within discrete categories so that appropriate
burdens are fulfilled in arriving at a
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reasonable decision. . . . this model of debate
as method is rather simply formulated in that
if any reasonable advocate or citizen could but
adhere to its principles, problems could be
discovered, causes assessed, solutions
evaluated, and the consequences weighed.

Goodnight contrasted this "traditional" model with one
that emerged in the early 1970s--the policy making model:

Whereas the old model had the democratic goal
of emphasizing citizen participation, the
systems analysis or policy-making model is
oriented toward improving the decisions of an
educated elite who must govern in a complex
world. Consequently, debate as method is
refocused from a common activity to an elite
responsibility, from a broad attempt to define
consensus to a specialized requirement for
social actors operating within constraints from
the discourse more appropriate to a public
forum to specialized languages insujAted within
technical forms of decision-making. 'u

The development of the new model for debate
argumentation was inspired by many dramatic changes, not
just in debate but in the way in which political
scientists began to conceptyalize the public's role in
the decision-making process. These attitudes were also
reflected in the actions of government policy makers, for
the 1960s and 1970s came to be known as the era of the
"bureaucratization of change," a time when government
social planners took a more active role in policy making,
and when many of the conventional assumptions about the
role of government in people's day-to-day lives were
altered. In this model, policy change was always
occurring, and the qypstion was how best to control
change and to guide it."

The implications of the systems analysis
perspective on academic debate were quickly felt and the
nature of the activity changed quite significantly in
response to this new approach. Brock et al. proposed
a move away from a "stock issues" conception of cause and
away from a status quo conception of deliberating policy
alternatives. In its place came the notion that complex
issues of policy deliberation were omni-present and that
policy makers were to stay abreast of proposed changes in
order to,§ecure the best mix of state and federal policy
actions."
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This is not to say that the systems theory model of
debate caused all of the subsequent changes in academic
debate--this would certainly be an unreasonable claim
since many changes, most notably the increasing rate of
speed, clearly preceded this model. This approach,
however, did shift the focus of debate from a public
advocacy emphasis to stress the sMematic deliberation
of the policy issues themselves.'" The policyrmaking
perspective was widely accepted by debate judges," and,
once their critics embraced this approach, students
adjusted their strategies accordingly.

Dramatic an4 controversial changes in academic
debate began to appear in the 1950s, 60s, and 70s, as
debaters and their coaches were eager to embrace a new
style of debate, one which would facilitate more in-depth
attention to issues and more sophisticated techniques for
analysis and refutation. The nature of the debatp
format, however, made such changes difficult to invoke.
Debates were somewhat lengthened when cross-examination
periods were added (the time for speeches remained
unchanged), but, nonetheless, it was difficult for
debaters to accomplish all they wished to accomplish
within the confines of the tournament format. In
response, debaters began to speak more quickly,
affirmative cases were narrowed and the focus shifted
from the resolutions to the specific policies advanced by
the affirmative and the negative.

Debaters seek to win, and the strategic innovations
which they employed became "moves" in an increasingly
sophisticated game- -moves that were legitimized by the
operationalization of the new decision-making models.
That these moves were sanctioned by the new models added
to their appeal. Such moves did, after all, seem to make
the game more exciting.

The new style of debate required debaters to carry
more evidence to be prepared to cope with the many
interpretations of the topic which they might confront.
Debaters needed evidence if they were to win debates,
for the policy-making perspective did not place much
emphasis on "reasoning;" it was a model of debate which
was driven by a need ,for data to support the best
potential policy actions." As Spiker, et al. wrote: "It
can be easily assumed that the unspoken maxim in
intercollegiate debate in recent years has been, 'A blurb
is better than nothing; but a study is better than a
blurb; two studies are getter than one; and three or more
studies are a trend.'"" 827
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We believe that this conflict between the two
models--for citizenship or leadership-- has been
counter-productive, and that in fact, there is much to
commend a debate program philosophy which encourages
participation in activities likely to advance both public
advocacyskills and the consideration of complex policy
issues." We are not against the notion of plural models
in academic debate, rather, the position that we defend
genuinely embraces pluralistic assumptions.

We believe, however, that policy debate has gone
too far in the direction of embracing an elitist
conception of argument, one that makes debate a
technocratic process which can be understood only by
highly trained dispassionate "experts" who are isolated
from the passions of the broader public. The conviction
shared by many policy-making theorists that careful and
deliberate action must be undertaken by highly trained
experts who must "lead" the public is dangerous, as was
shown by the experience of the Vietnam War. One need
only remember that the "best and the brightest"
academicians and foreign policy experts of the Kennedy
and Johnson administrations devised the shrewd policy by
which the United States would "manage" the conflict in
Vietnam, and these experts were very reticent to involve
the mass public in their policy deliberations, choosing
to dismiss public protests against the war on the
assumption that the public ,gid not understand the
complexities of foreign policy." Even many policy-making
theoriests now recognize that when experts are" jnsulated
from the public they often make poor decisions.

That debate has become an elitist activity is
often heard in the grumblings of disenchanted coaches.
This complaint is frequently misunderstood--debate is not
elitist in the traditional sense of "big reputation
schools" vs. "little schools" but the very model of
argument we have adopted is elitist. As the debate
season progresses, debaters become more and more immersed
in their topics and make more and more technical and
sophisticated arguments. These arguments gain meaning in
the highly rarefied air of the debate community--they are
understood by other debate game players--but often have
no real meaning outside of that community. We believe
that for debaters to gain the kind of in-depth knowledge
they seek, we need to connect their understanding of
these complex topics to practical knowledge. From this
perspective, the key to effective debating lies in
adapting expert knowledge to common understanding4, and
not merely the generation of more expert knowledge."
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We would like to see academic debate move in the
direction of a "communication style" which manages to
preserve many of the best elements of the policy-making
systems theory perspective--the emphasis on careful and
deliberate considerations of policy alternatives--while
also teaching debaters to make arguments that appeal to
and have meaning for broader audiences. In this way
academic debate can make a greater contribution to the
quality of the public dialogue, and the research and
expertise of our debaters can be more meaningfully shared
with an educated and enlightened citizenry.

An Exemplar Model for Debate

As debaters learn the "art" of debating, they learn
not just appropriate techniques for developing and
refuting claims, but also the means by which such claims
should be researched, created, composed, and evaluated.
Debaters learn about debating by actually engaging in
forensic disputations, thus through praxis, the actual
involvement of acOqrs with the practical realization of
their interests." As in almost all human ;t:-vivities,
debaters gain not just from their own t.a.eriences,
however, but also by observing and imitating others. In
this sense, participants in the debate community are
engaged in significant discourse, for which they
understand the rules, customs, and conventions. The
participants in academic debate thus belong to the same
rhetorical community and they share a communication
style. The key aspects of style are the associated
standards of excellence, models of exemplary events
(analagous to exemplars)4, and concepts to help new
adherents learn the style.'"

Actual debates become the exemplars that embody the
form and content that the participants in the "rhetorical
community" find acceptable. As Ernest Bormann argued:

Exemplars include the way the participants
invent, construct, and exchange verbal and non
verbal messages in the varied contexts which
the vision emphasizes for communication. Among
the main components of exemplars are the
programs for transactions which the
participants share and which children or
newcomers must learn before they can
participate in communication according to rules
of the style. These programs include the
contextual requirements and the norms which
monitor transcontextual behavior. The accepted
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exemplars also include the rules and norms that
regulate the communication games of the
activity.25

By participating in the academic debate learning
laboratory, debaters thus learn not only argumentation
skills, but also the rules and norms of the debate
community and the contextual requirements of debate
argumentation--strategy and gamesmanship.

The most noteworthy aspect of the exemplar model
concept is that debaters have a profound influence over
the nature of the activity in which they participate.
Since debaters emulate the most successful debaters,
debate educators often have very little influence over
the nature of the activity, except the extent to which
they help determine who is "successful." We can lecture,

'cajole, and caution our students when they mirror the
behaviors of exemplars of whom we do not approve, but if
these exemplars are successful, our students will not be
persuaded.

The primary way debate educators can have much
influence on student behavior is when they act in the
role as judge. But experience over the years has clearly
illustrated that judges are very unwilling to make known
their own prejudices. Judges are also under pressure to
live in accordance with the exemplar models for the
activity, and, for the most part, the "best" judges have
been those who would not interject themselves into the
debates. As Michael Weiler wrote:

In debates, an increasing number of judges
allow theory to be determined by the arguments
presented. Judges who do not do so risk
being viewed as maverick and kooks, or worse as
anachronisms. Thus, the debate judge finds
himself an actor cast in a paradoxical role.
He is expected to have opinions about theory
and to justify them at least once yearly in the
National Debate Tournament Judges Booklet. But
he also' must have the good grace to forget
about sgch biases for the duration of a given
debate.

Judges are in fact socialized to judge every debate
as a totally unique and individual contest. They are not
to allow their biases to influence their decisions, they
are not to interfere in the debate process, and they are
not to bring into the room with them any of the knowledge
or the experiences they may have gained from judging past
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debates or from their own expertise on the topic. As
Dale Drum wrote: "the judge is supposed to have no
emotions, no blow, no feelings on the matter, and, in
fact no memory.'"

Despite the increased recognition in recent
literature that the debate judge should primarily be an
educator concerned with teaching argumentation skills,
most debate judges continue to behave more like neutral
refggees than like the expert educators they purport to
be." Given that debate educators have not reached wide
agreement as to the goals that should be pursued,
however, perhaps this is just as well. In fact, we seem
to have resolved the problem of lack of goal consensus
artificially by allowing students to "create" a system
where the lack of consensus is not an issue in deciding
who wins or loses debates. If we did suddenly find that
more judges were inclined to intervene in the judging
process, we might have very confused and alarmed
debaters. Some judges would bring into the room with them
their preference for a "citizen advocacy" perspective of
debate and others their preference for a more
technocratic conception of debate, and debaters would not
know what to expect or what stpdards they should seek to
appeal to in their arguments.

The most reasonable solution to this problem is for
the debate community to clarify and develop some
consensus regarding the exemplar models that we wish our
students to follow. Judges must subsequently be willing
to act in the role of critics of argument in order to
reinforce these appropriate communication activities. The
next section of the essay offers an argument concerning
what we believe to be a preferred communication style for
academic debate.

A Storytelling Perspective of Debate

In his discussion of the need for a reunion between
argumentation theory and debate theory, Goodnight argued
that "a significant gap seems to be developing between
theories of argument and theories of debate. Many
contemporary theorists,ndo not extend their insights into
the realm of debate. "'u We propose that the notion of
the "narrative paradigm" as recently artic..ylated by
Walter R. Fisher, can bridge part of this gap.

Fisher contrasted his notion of the "narrative
paradigm" with the "rational world paradigm." There can
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be little doubt but that academic debate is based upon
the assumptions of the rational world paradigm. This
paradigm presupposes that humans are essentially rational
beings; that the dominant mode of human decision-making
is argument; that the conduct of argument is ruled by the
dictates of situations; that rationality is determined by
knowledge of the subject matter, argumentative ability,
and skill in advocacy; and that the world is made up of
a set of logical puzzles which cani4e resolved through
appropriate analysis and reasoning." In the narrative
paradigm, on the other hand, humans are viewed
essentially as storytellers; the paradigmatic mode of
decision-making is the construction of "good reasons"
which vary from situation to situation; the production
and practice of good reasons is ruled by matters of
history, biography, culture, and character; rationality
is determined by the abilities people have to test
narrative probability, what constitutes a coherent story,
and narrative fidelity, whether the stories ring true
with other stories they know from experience to be true;
and, the world consists of a set of stories which qqople
choose from among in order to "live the good life."'

Fisher goes on to argue that most people reason via
the narrative paradigm, and that it is through this
paradigm that untrained audiences can evaluate relatively
complex arguments. While the rational world paradigm
creates a special place in the social hierarchy for
field experts, the narrative paradigm recognizes the
intrinsic ability that human actors have to test the
quality of the stories which they experience and tell.
Fisher does not posit that one paradigm is superior to
another, or that narrative audiences cannot make
mistakes, but he argues that "experts" also make
mistakes."' Furthermore, he argues that if the experts
are accorded undue respect from the untrained audiences,
and if those audiences do not attempt to question the
experts because they grant them their expertise, then
there is the potential for a society to develop where
some people are traina to lead and other persons are
trained only to follow. Experts do continue to have a
role in the narrative perspective--the role of counselor.
The expert contributes to the public dialogue by
impartiqg knowledge, telling stories, and sharing his/her
wisdom.3°

The contrast between the narrative paradigm and the
rational world paradigm does not suggest that narrative
arguers are somehow irrational, and it is not our desire
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for academic debate to become a less rational enterprise.
Rather, we would like to see academic debaters become the
expert advocates who engage in the research, careful
analysis, and deliberation about complex policy issues,
and who can then create compelling and consistent stories
that can be understood by audiences who do not share
their expertise. Essentially this would require debaters
to create "real world" arguments that will have meaning
as audiences construct them and incorporate them within
their own narrative frameworks. Were our debaters to
become storytellers, they would recognize the potential
to reach audiences beyond the boundaries of the debate
community. In addition, the tremendous storehouse of
information and knowledge that debaters acquire might be
more useful to society. In fact, academic debaters could
even become a check on the government elites who make
policy in Washington and in the state capitols. If the
tremendous expertise generated by debaters could be
translated to common social understanding, debaters could
begin to partake in actual social dialogues.

We believe that encouraging debaters to become
storytellers would also enrich forensics education by
providing a more well-rounded training in rhetoric. As
Richard Weaver argued:

For the most obvious truth about rhetoric is
that its object is the whole man. It presents
its arguments first to the rational part of
man, because rhetorical discourses, if they are
honestly conceived, always have a basis in
reasoning. Logical argument is the plot, as it
were of any speech or composition that is
designed to persuade. Yet it is the very
characterizing feature of rhetoric that it goes
beyond this and appeals to other parts of man's
constitution, especially to his nature as a
pathetic Ining, that is, a being feeling and
suffering."

As Fisher concluded: "a whole rhetoric should deal with
the whole man [sic], not just man as a logical machine
attempting to solve tIn world's problems as though they
were logical puzzles."J°

Debaters as Storytellers

If debaters, judges, and coaches came to realize
the importance of creating compelling stories, there
might be significant changes in the nature of
contemporary debate, changes which would help to bridge
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the schism which exists within the debate community and
between the debate community and the public. In order to
achieve this goal, the communication style of academic
debate would have to become more like that generated in
conversation and less like the highly technocratic
rational argument that exists now--an argument form that
so values objective rationality that it is often
irrational in its conclusions." The creation of an
alternative communication style requires debaters to
learn about the principles of storytelling and to
recognize that their arguments have a place in the public
dialogue. Debaters will need to understand that audiences
make judgments on the basis of the stories which are
constructed and on the ability of these stories to meet
the requirements of the "reality testing" to which they
are subjected. Stories also have a context and a
history--social and political events do not exist in
isolation, and people's sense of dramatic reality,
their "social knowledge," transcends individual events
and is a part of their very viderstanding of themselves
and of their place in society.'"

Teaching debaters to engage in storytelling should
not be difficult, for, as Fisher observed, all people are
essentially storytellers, and the testing of stories is
an essential part of the human symbolic experience.
People are trained as storytellers and as evaluators 0

"stories by the very process of becoming acculturated.
Although debaters might benefit by learning the
terminology of the narrative paradigm--the notions of
narrative fidelity and narrative probability--debaters
already have the rudimentary skills to evaluate stories.
What this perspective of academic debate must teach
debaters, however, is the art of creating the best
possible stories, those stories which will energize
audiences by giving such a meaningful depiction of
reality that it seems to correspond to listeners' beliefs
and values.

Debaters must analyze their propositions and come
to understand them as real, historical, cultural and
political problems. They should investigate the various
"solutions" that have been proposed for the problems they
discover and then identify the solution that they wish to
advocate, keeping in mind that their position must also
be historically, culturally, politically, and
environmentally sound. Such an approach will encourage
debaters to attend to the value dimensions of the
different policy alternatives. The debaters' primary
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objective is to create stories that can compete favorably
with those that their opponents will tell, stories that
offer alternative accounts for the values, beliefs, and
experiences central to their propositions.

This new perspective of debate also requires a
different understanding of the concept of presumption.The notion of presumption has already undergone many
changes. In fact, the traditional conception ofpresumption and of prima facie burdens seems to havealmost disappeared from contemporary debates, as most
critics will accept any argument supported by evidence as
worthy of warranting a belief. Critics seeking todevelop a narrative understanding will proceed
differently, however, for they will be determining
whether arguments hang together as stories and evaluatingthem in terms of their own cultural beliefs, values, and
experiences. Narrative critics might well be more
cynical of all stories and probably will not presume anyargument to have merit until it is woven into the fabric
of a story which is sufficient to convince them.

While there might well be many implications of sucha view of academic debate in practice, at least a few
should be discussed. First, as previously mentioned,
debaters would create "real world" arguments--stories
which confirmed people's values and social understanding.
For example, advocating world government as the negative
story, in response to an affirmative story which
increases exploration and/or development of space by
forbidding the military use of the shuttle, might
well prove more difficult in a narrative conception
of argument because most narrative arguers would be
reluctant to accept as true stories that required them to
put aside their nationalistic tendencies. Pride in their
nation is too closely related to most people's
(especially most American's) very conceptions of
themselves and of their society. Such pride would likely
discourage them from accepting any story which maintained
as a central principle the notion that they should rebuke
their nation. Likewise, an argument calling fce a
socialist revolution in the United States would have
difficulty winning adherents. Still other arguments
claiming positions such as "rights malthus," "nuclear
proliferation is good," etc., might also have trouble
meeting the requirements of good stories. We are not
suggesting that such stories could not be developed by
debaters, or that they are not arguments that audiences
should hear. Debaters could, and perhaps even should,
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continue to argue such positions. The difference,
however, would be that narrative critics would not be
inclined to suspend their beliefs in order to give such
arguments a hearing. Consequently, these arguments would
face very rigid tests of narrative fidelity and
probability, much as they would if they were made before
non-debate audiences. Hopefully the result would be that
such arguments would be made only when they represented
genuinely appropriate stories.

Second, the principle of judge non-involvement in
the debate process would most certainly dissipate as
judges would be called upon to have a very different
conception of their role. No longer serving as simple
arbiters in a conflict, judges would evaluate the stories
that the two teams constructed and attempt to ascertain
which story was superior. Critics, would of course bring
their beliefs and knowledge from past experience, their
values and their passions with them into this
argumentative encounter. This new principle of judge
involvement should not be taken as a license for
unlimited judge intervention into the debate, however,
but rather, judges should seek to serve in an
intersubjective.gole engaged in a dialogue with the texts
of the stories.'" This intersubjective role presumes that
each judge, as a member of the professional community of
academic debate, sees his/her task as teaching the
communication style of academic debate. Thus the judge
would use his/her ballots, including the actual decisions
reached, to perpetuate a continuing dialogue regarding
the merits of the stories told, and tegching the art of
creating and testing effective stories."

Third, debaters would be required to create
consistent and compelling stories. While some current
approaches to academic debate affirm the legitimacy of
conditional arguments, even arguments which contradict
each other, this would not be appropriate in a narrative
perspective of debate. Narrative arguers do not
intentionally create stories which are internally
inconsistent or which have parts that cannot compatibly
coexist. In fact, stories are evaluated primarily based
upon their consistency and coherence.

Finally, the style of the activity would likely
change. Acceptance of a narrative perspective of debate
might make it possible for debaters to put more
emphasis on communicating with their hearers, to use more
analysis, create examples and analogies to aid them in

836

-819-

their persuasion, and put more emphasis on their skills
as communicators and less emphasis on their skills asinformation processors. In a rational world paradigm,such as the one existing now in contemporary debate,
advocates are rewarded for the number of arguments which
they can create in support of their positions. In the
narrative paradigm advocates are instead rewarded for the
intrinsic qualities of the stories which they create andfor the ability of those stories to account forexperienced events better than competing stories can
account for those events.

The most obvious concern regarding the acceptanceof a narrative perspective of debate centers on what
would be lost by our no longer concentrating on debate as
a rational activity. We do not believe this concern tobe legitimate. Because the process of testing stories
which would go on in a debate round would be very
rigorous and would require that the stories be developed
based upon evidence and analysis, debate would continue
to be a rational enterprise. Debaters and debate critics
would continue to possess a very shrewd and well-defined
sense of argument. They would still be involved with
research, and through this research they would learn how
the "experts" in the field evaluated stories. Thus rather
than sacrificing rationality, debaters would be enriching
their education by supplementing their rational argumentswith a narrative capability. In fact, the quality of
evidence required to support a claim will have to improve
as skeptical listeners make even greater demands upon the
testimony and the studies offered to warrant a belief.
Careful attention to argumentative detail will still be
required as debaters search for ways to expose the
weaknesses in their opponent's stories. The primary
difference in debate from this perspective is that human
values, human emotions, and human experience will play a
much larger role in the argumentative process.

Two final arguments in support of a storytelling
perspective of debate should be offered. First, such a
perspective would make our activity seem infinitely more
understandable to our colleagues, administrators, and tothe general community, people who are themselves
storytellers. As a result, it would likely make it much
easier to "sell" the merits of debate and engender a
climate of greater support for academic debate.

Second, teaching debaters to engage in storytelling
might be of immense help in preparing them for arguing in
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"real world" contexts. Fisher has reported thatAlost
political argument follows this mode of reasoning." Of
even greater benefit to most debaters, however, were the
results of a study undertaken by W. Lance Bennett and
Martha S. Feldman, who found that the dominantcmode of
argument in the courtroom was storytelling.' Since a
significant percentage of our debaters enter the legal
profession this would provide them with a learning
laboratory to develop their skills in narrative argument.

Conclusion

We believe that many of the problems in
intercollegiate debate can be traced to the lack of an
agreed upon exemplar model for the activity. We propose
that such a model be the storytelling communication
style, and that judges be encouraged to evaluate the
arguments presented to them on the basis of their
narrative fidelity and narrative probability, using their
ballots to instruct debaters in the art of creating
effective stories. We believe that such an approach
would produce genuine and significant benefits to the
debate learning laboratory and to the debate community.
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THE ROLE OF PROPOSITIONS IN FORENSIC ARGUMENT

Thomas J. Hynes Jr.
University of Louisville

Walter rich
Vanderbilt university

That the proposition, or some means to manifest that proposition
through a specific instance, should prove the center of dispute should not
be surprising. The public argument among Rhodes and his critics (Ganer(11.
Herbeck and Katsulas (2], Ulrich and Keeshan(31, Paulsen and Rhodes(41,
Rhodes(5], Rhodes and Pfauf6]] pivots on Rhodes' contention that we should
focus debate on the proposition. Moreover, Rhodes contends that such a
focus justifies requiring an affirmative to defend the implications of all
"typical examples" of that proposition. His critics have concluded that
such a requirement would make a mockery of the debate community's efforts
to teach arguments about public policy.

Similarly, one focus of Zarefsky's(71 view of the debate process is
the view of proposition as analogue to a research hypothesis. This is
contrasted with the more widely accepted view of debate as a means of
comparing competing policy systems, where debate should focus on
particular policy manfestations of that proposition, rather than policies
which are implicit yet undefended in the proposition and its opposite.(8].
Again, at the base of this clash are competing views of the role of the
proposition in academic debate.

When the negative advocate suggests that a counterproposal competes
with an affirmative proposal, is it sufficient to show that the proposal
provides a reason to reject the proposition, even if it fails to provide
explicit reasons for rejecting the specific proposal which was derived
from the affirmative proposition? In the case of a policy proposition
where the action advocated is directional and measurablee.g., increase,
strengthen, reduce, weaken, and the like - -this is not an idle question. A
counterproposal may in fact adopt dimensions of the affirmative proposal
as long as the initial action is offset with an action equal in magnitude
and opposite in direction, assuming that the proposition and not the
specific proposal are the focus of argument.(91

Leaving the realm of competitive academic debate for a moment, the
question of focus of argument is no idle issue. Dworkin(10] reports, for
example, that there are great disputes between those who would focus on
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specific legislative language, rather than contextual/inferential
interpretation of statutes. If we are correct, propositions or claims are
the focus of arguments everywhere, and the nature of this dispute has more
than reference to competitive forensics.

Earlier, Ulrich(11] indicated that one difficulty with some arguments
about value propositions was the assumption that all value resolutions
should be treated alike. He made the not very radical suggestion that the
wording of the resolution or proposition, rather than general theoretical
discussions of value resolutions or propositions, should determine the
validity of certain negative strategies. That the distinction between
proposition and specific manifestations of that proposition has not
created quite the furor in CEDA debate and value propositions as has been
the case in policy debate may well be accidental. We would argue that the
complexity of propositions, the uncertainty of the nature of qualifiers
for those propositions, rather than any inherent difference in advocates,
has been the reason for the greater furor over the focus of argument in a
policy debate. Moreover, we would argue that the extant furor in policy
debate reflects the failure of disputants to recognize the earlier Ulrich
admonishment.

We make two general claims in this essay. 1) The focus of debate
should rightly be the proposition which gives rise to debate. 2) The
acceptance of the focus of debate on the proposition brings only those
implications as are required (either by consensus or by superior argument]
for the advocates of that proposition. We set about the proof of these
claims through several steps:

1) tracing the history of intercollegiate debate propositions to
determine the cause of the present disputes; 2) examining in detail the
dispute among Rhodes and his critics to examine its relation to the
present claims; 3) examining the nature of policy propositions and their
contraries to establish some general patterns of refutation of such
propositions; 4) providing reasons for our claim that the proposition
which serves as the initator of a dispute also serves as its ultimate
focus.

We should outline a few assumptions which are made in this essay.
First, the the distinction between resolution and proposition may create
more problems than solution. Rhodes(12] is correct when he asserts that
the debate literature frequently uses these terms interchangeably.
Mills(131 is probably also correct when he asserts that the use of terms
from other disciplines causes confusion when such terms take on varied
meaning in academic debate. That a resolution has certain implications to

a congressman is probably the consequence of pecularities of dealing with
legislative resolutions, and is not particularly informative about some
normative description of how propositions/resolutions ought to be
treated.(14] Zarefsky and Patterson(15] assert that proposition, topic
and resolution have been used as synonyms in the context of academic
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debate, and even a cursory scan of argumentation and debate works quickly
verifies that assertion. The use of proposition here is only to provide a
convenient means of providing a symbol system for the analysis of specific
propositions in section 3 of the essay.

The Development of the Debate Proposition

To debate, there should be some agreement on the subject of the
debate. In theearlier years of debate, this problem was usually solved by
drafting a contract between two schools involved in debate.(16) This
approach proved unworkable as teams traveled to numerous other campuses
and as debate tournaments became popular. Reacting to these changes, the
forensics community developed a process for adopting a single national
topic.[171 Given that coaches and/or debaters in thefirst part of this
century had to construct thir own topics, however, many of the earlier
textbooks would include guidelines for good debate topics. These
guidelines suggested that resolutions should be current, centroverial,
balanced, and so on.

These earlier texts did not draw a distinction between the resolution
and the plan. Indeed, the assumption of some of these texts was that
debate should emphasize the major principles behind the resolution.
Windex and Hastings, for example, complained about advocates not
addressing the vital issues behind the proposition and instead emphasizing
tangential issues. (111) Such a focus may be the consequence of the view
that a good proposition is a limited one.

According to this perspective, it was not enough that a proposition be
Limited. It should also be composed of terms which were not ambiguous.
Foster, for example, suggests that " the proposition should not hinge on
ambiguous terms, that is, words with more than one meaning,"(19) and " The
proposition should be sufficiently limited in scope to admit satisfactory
treatment in time or space available."[201 The reasoning behind his
requirement seems to be that the burdens placed on an advocate would be
unclear II the resolution is broad and ambiguous. The assumption is that
the entire resolution would be debated, not a subset of that
resolution.(21) Better debates are derived from narrow and clear topics,
these theorists would conclude. Many of the examples of resolutions given
In the earlier textbooks were also value topics which coulinot be narrowed
by presenting a plan. To indict a resolution as ambiguous would not be a
serious concern if the debate could focus on a specific policy implied by
the resolution.

Over a period of time, plans started becoming more and more

sophisticated. While the plan was closely linked to the resolution, the
plan did not always encompass the entire revolution; for example,

Dartmouth College interpreted the topic "Resolved: that Congress should be
given the power to reverse decisions of the Supreme Court," by defending a

plan which was limited to the reversal of non-unanimous decisions. [221
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Rhodes1231 may be correct when he suggested that, in the past,
individuals debated the entire resolution because the resolutions were
narrow. From the 1951-1952 year until the 1965-1966 year, college topics
were extremely narrow, and the gap between the affirmative plan and the
resolution 14215 inconsequential.[241

Since 1967 or so, the view of the ideal debate resolution has
changed. This is the case, both in theory and practice. Recent theorists
have suggested that good debate topics were broad debate topics.
Lichtman, Rohrer and Corsi, for example, write: "The wording of debate
resolutions is usually broad. This allows to choose [sic) from several
different courses of action as fair interpretations of the resolution."
[25)

Zsrefsky and Patterson argue "it resolution is often worded fairly
broadly." 26 This view that broad topics are desirable has been
reflected in the types of topics that have been debated in the past two
decades. Starting with the 1965-66 topic, "Resolved: that law enforcement
agencies should be given greater freedom in the investigation and
prosecution of crime," we have had numerous broad topics. As a result,
teams have often emphasized a subset of the topic. More to the point,
resolutions became warded so that there were multiple instances of actions
which singly would affirm the proposition. Kovalcheck explains:

The judges quickly perceived that it was unreasonable to
expect an affirmative team to deal with the totality of
the topic, and few doubted that such changes as the recog-
nizing of Red China, ending the Vietnamese War, pulling
troops out of Europe, or even altering the world's monetary
system, were not significant. Negative teams, then, had to
be prepared to debate four or five topics, each requiring
separate analysis, separate evidence, and separate plan
attacks, and this multiple topic approach was the harbinger
of the 1970s. [271

Even if the focus of the debate prior to 1966 was on the resolution,
there was little consensus on what this meant. Teams would present plans
that illustrated the nature of the resolution, and in most debates the
emphasis was on these plans. Since the distinction between the plan and
the resolution was small, the question of emphasis was usualiy trivial.
Broader topics made the question of emphasis real. Rather than direct
attention to broad changes in theoretical emphasis, the gradual shift
attracted little notice.

The question has attracted attention within the last few years from
the work of Rhodes and his critics, who have focused eonsiderabie
attention on the plan/proposition distinction. While there has been some
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initial attention to the issue nearly ten years ago concerning quections
of alternative Justification, the question remained largely dormant for
nearly ten years. As we will later note, much of the attention of this
debate (as well as the earlier one concerning alternative justification)
was directed at the immediate strategic considerations associated with one
position or another--rather than the logical consequences of maintaining a
proposition as the focus of academic debate.

We can summarize this section as follows: the. distinction between
propositions and policy examples derived from JIB had been small until
recent years. In part this shift reflected shift in belief aboilt whether
broad or narrow problem areas made for better debates. This shift in
emphasis gave rise to a larger theoretical debates resulting from the
implications of advocating a proposition based on specific instances of
it. The next section considers one of those debates.

Many of the arguments that debate should focus on plans generated by
a pllicy proposition, rather than on the proposition. itself, are rooted in
assumptions about the appropriate educational role of academic debate,
rather than the logical implications of selecting a proposition as the
starting point and focus of that intellectual enterprise. Herbeck and
Katsulast281, for example make four arguments in defense of the statement
that plans should be the focus of argument in a policy debate. The first,
that of tradition, rests on the authority of Goodnight, Balthrop, and
Parson[29i, among others--without noting the reasoning associated vith
that tradition. In fact, what is most curious about this particular
appeal to tradition is the absence of any reason giving effort in the
original Goodnight, Balthrop, and Parson essay. The footnote which has
been used by proponents and opponents of the resolution/proposition as
focus dispute merits repeat, as well as discussion.

In context, Gozd7.ight et.al were refuting the Lichtman et.al. essay
which defended the prospect of multiple and independant cases or defending
the debate resolution in single debate. Goodnight, Balthrop, and Parson
responded:

Our view of debate is essentially different. A debate
team is arguing for only one goal, ultimately, the
adoption of the resolution. As such, its responsibility
is to interpret and thus define the parameters of the
resolution for a particular round. Although we realize
this does not ontologically encompass the resolution for all
times, it does allow for tha establishment of common grounds
for debate which entails a complete responsibility for
initial arguments for the affirmative and negative team.(30)

Several things are clear from this passage. First, Rhodes and
Paulsen, as well as Ulrich and Keeshan are correct in finding this passage
as support for their positions. It is clear from the context of the
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footnote, however, that Ulrich and Keeshan are probably,c14er to the
stark, given Goodnight, balthrop and Parson's emphasis on advocacy and
non-conditional arguments, as well as their claim that debate best metting
the activity's educational goals is debate which compares two policy
systems. But in neither instance is there much if any reasoning for the
contrary positions. In fact, the cited quotation is preceded by the claim
" Our view of debate is essentially different," without in any way
indicating the basis of the disagreement.

Second, the Goodnight, Balthrop, and Parson position is laden with
additional unproven assumptions. Debate should be a comparison of policy
systems, they assert. Arguments about policies, rather then arguments
about procedures, are the best arguments for training students about
arguments. While each of these assumptions have merit, they do not add
much to an internally consistent defense for the view that either the plan
or the proposition which gave rise to the plan should be given prior
consideration. To use reasoning from authority in this instance reminds
one of Booth's(31) lament that social consensus could be reasonably used
to defend Charles Manson's actions to his followers once immediate social
approval is accepted as the touchstone of reasoning.

The second and third arguments made by Katsulas and Herbeck, time
constraints of debate and the size of propositions, as well as decreasing
the educational value of debate, are both rooted in extraneous
assumptions. To say that debate has time constraints and that argument
must be limited for educational purposes are important considerations.
But the probative value of such considerations ought to be determined
without any direct effect on the argument that the plan rather than the
proposition which gave rise to it should be the focus of argument.
Similarly, it should be possible to disagree about the educational values
of debate--or even that there are educational values - -and stilt agree that
the plan should be the focus of debate argume..its. These are largely
unrelated issues, or at least items which only marginally follow from one
another. Even in the face of such defenses, the claim that the plan should
serve as the focus of argument ought to stand on its own merits rather
than the merits of either the present format of debate or the educational
benefits from the use of such formats. We assume that most conventions
are the result of actions which had clear reasons at the time they were
instituted. We would expect, or example, that 8-3-4 and 10-5 time limits
were instituted because they produced a debate with t hour of speaking
time. The 10-3-5 format presently used at the National Debate Tournament
reflectsa compromise of the National Debate Tournament Committee between
those who wanted the longer speech time, and those who desired cross
examination. The wish that a proposition be bindiegon advocates, had
reasons which we hope are still relevant.

Herbeck and Kutsulas' fourth argument on multi-directionality is
rooted in some unstated assumptions about characteristics of propositions,
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which are covered in greater detail later. The problem here is not the
use of external standards so much as the general problem we isolate with
previous debates about propositional focus--namely, the assumption that
arguments of propositions of different form require identical refutational
requirements. Consider two simple policy propositions: X should do all y;
and x should do some y. Let us also assume that y consists of actions
c(1...n), where c(n-1) is the negative of c(n-2), the condition Herbeck
and Katzulas describe when they lament that
resolutions are often multi-directional. The first proposition in this
instance would be an absurdity, since it would require advocates to
support the impossible claim that a thing and its opposite are
simultaneously desirable. This is the objection raised by Herbeck and
Katsulas.

The second proposition (X should do some yl is the more likely form
of policy propositions -- namely that X can be verified by either c(n-1) or
c(n-2), but need not be verified by both. And since the advocacy of the
entire proposition may be accomplished by the acceptance of only some y,
the claim that the entire resolution must be defended is not necessarily
inconsistent with the claim that opposites cannot be defended. Our claim
here is that policy propositions may well by multi-directional, but only
in those instances where the proposition does not require advocates to
simultaneously advocate both such directions.

We can summarize this section simply -- previous disputants in the
plan-proposition-resolution controversy have often defended their case on
evidence external to the reasons for giving either plans or propositions
primacy. In other instances, they have assumed that all
propositions /resolutions are alike--a thesis which we would argue is
undefended. This issue will also serve as the focus of the next section
of this essay.

Need to Examine Proposition Specifics

The centrality of plan or reaolution has been hotly disputed in the
counter-warrant debate. We would argue that independent of wisdom of
counterwarrants, that debate does no cast much light on the present
conflict.

In many cases, there is an argument about whether the resolution is
or is not key without examining the different forms which a resolution may
take. To admit that the resolution is key is not as important as
indicating what are the reasonable requirements associated with the
refutation of a particular resolution.

In a simple example, the statement "All governments should be
socialist" could serve as the basis for argument. It might be written in
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the form "all x should be y." The negation of this propoaltion would be
"some x should not be y." An advocate for the first proposition might
choose to support the claim by arguing that a arecific x (say the U.S.!
should be socialist. This instance conforms fairly well to those
situations in which advocates of the counterwarrant conceit may be
justified in arguing that the affirmative advocate has madl a hasty
generalization--whether the wisdom of socialism in the U.S., can 1.,1
appropriately extrapolated to other nation states is an arguable
proposition.

In this same proposition, the affirmative might choose to affirm the
univeral claim - -all nations should be socialist- -by reading general
support that socialism is a generally nifty thing. Similarly, the negative
could refute this general proposition with the proof of the proposition
"some x should not be y." For the universal proposition, one negative
instance would be sufficient to refute the statement of proposition. So
the proof_that "France should not be socialist," or any other negative
instance, for that matter, would serve to counter the general statement.
In this instance, the use of a counterwarrant --or another example of a
socialist government, albeit one ignored by the affirmative, would be
sufficient to deny the affirmative proposition.

To continue the illustration, if the debate proposition were "some x
should be y," or "some nations should be socialist," then proof of the
statement " The U.S. should be socialist," would affirm this proposition.
In this instance, proof of the proposition "France should not be
aocialist" would not on its face be relevant to the question of U.S.
socialism, unless the advocates provided additional proof that French
governance were related to US governance. At minimum, the failure of the
initial advocate to mention French governmental fora would not be relevant
to their expected proof requirements.

Notice that the two examples alternately provide support for the
positions found on both aides of the plan/proposition debate. The first
illustration provides an instance where a counterwarrant makes sense- -but
only because the proposition required advocates to affirm all instances to
prove an event. The second illustration provides support for the claim
that the focus of dispute ought to be a specific instance of the
proposition. This is true, however, because the form of the proposition
was such that specific instances are sufficient co support a general
claim.

We have outlined a several examples of the forms which policy
propositions could take, as well as the variety of strategies which would
be available to negative that initial proposition. As Prior[321 observes,
owing to works of Aristotle and Russell, propositions ought be considered
in pairs--the initial statement and its contradiction(s). While we are
willing to admit that the effectiveness of contradiction is subject to
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argument for some of the following pairs, they should serve as examples to
establish our general thesis that the precise nature of a proposition must
be examined to find meaning in the statement that the proposition is the
focus of debate.

Refutation of whole proposition comes in various forms

proposition

x should be done

some x should be done

refutational possibilities

x should not be done.
not x should be done

no x should be done.
x used to isolate truth of

x should be done.

all x should be done some x should not be done

x should do y

x should do y for all z

not x should do y
not x should do not y
x should do not y

not x should do y for all z
x should not do y for some z
x should do not y for some z
not x should do y for some z

It should be clear that some of these may not serve to refute the
initial proposition. Fo example, the proposition "not x should do y for
some z" may not negate the initial proposition if the actions of x and not
x are not exclusive of one another--for instance, national (x) and
international (not x) actions could work on the same y problem at the same
time. Our argument here is that propositional forms combine with
substantive issues in determining the conditions in which that initial
proposition is refuted.

We should note at this point that we wish to stay outside of the
theoretical/practical proposition test controversy, characterized by
disputants such as Wallace,133] A.J. Kenny,i34i and J.3arvis.(35) This
controversy is based upon competing claims about whether there are
different standards for evaluating the validity of arguments based in
either practical (inquiry undertaken to determine what shall or should be
done) or theoretical (inquiry undertaken to determine what has happened or
what will happen) statements. In general, work on propositions and their
negations in logic has been restricted to discussions of theoretic
propositions. We would be willing to concede that some of the contrary
policy propositions offered may not serve as contraries for the initial
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proposition, or at least may arguably fail to do so. This, however, will
not undermine the strength of our argument--namely that changing in the
form of the proposition should change what is required to refute that
proposition.

While not an exhaustive List of possible symbolic representations for
policy propositions, they are illustrative of several concepts:

1) Specific examples can justify some propositional forms.
2) Specific examples can provide reasons to reject some propositional

forms.

3) The truth of a single example may be generally inadequate to
provide proof for some propositional forms.

4) The falsehood of a single, or even many examples may be generally
inadequate to reject some propositional forms.

5) The more detailed the propositional form, the greater the need to
focus upon particular elements of that proposition to determine reasons
for its affirmation or its negation.

Notice that in all instances, the truth of the proposition is always
the focus of argument. That the proposition may be denied by a single
counter-example, or may be largely unscathed by a great number of
counter-examples, depends on the form of the original proposition, rather
than some convention which we may have for argument focus. Our argument
here is that certain disputes may most appropriately be directed toward
plan specifics. Other disputes may be most appropriately directed toward
the provision of counter-examples to the plan representing the
proposition, rather than directed toward toward the original example used.
But that decision of appropriate strategy depends largely on the original
propositional form used--including qualifiers for proposition subject,
object, and objectives.

We believe that after one clears away the emotional barrage attached
to positions on both sides of the controversy, the position that the
proposition should serve as the focus of debate makes considerable sense.
First, there is sign evidence that such should be the case. To give some
reason to the convention of continuing to have a national debate
proposition, debate should be so focused. This is not to say that a
problem question, a problem area, or a general topic may not better serve
the interest of directing attention to specific instances of public
policy. (Most of those who would dispute the notion that the proposition
should be given priority do so because they object to the chance that
attention will be diverted from public policy questions. The alternatives
would certainly suit that requirement better). It is to may that the
existence of a proposition means that we must deal with it even if we
choose not to do so.
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Second, accepting the primary role of the proposition in defense of
an affirmative position allows for a series of conceptual consistencies
which may not otherwise be possible. It certainly saves us from the fate
of having to argue that the establishment of the relationship between the
proposition and the plan is no more than a game rule or social convention,
rather than part of the same process of gaining adherance to a policy
statement.

Notice that our previous discussion has indicated that there is
little to fear about the requirement to prove "the entire resolution"
unless we are careless in the way in which we frame resolutions and the
qualifiers which they include. Unless the proposition states that "X
should do all Y," there is no requirement that all Y be defended to
provide a defense for the proposition. When the qualifiers are absolute,
then the proof requirements for an affirmative are absolute. Take, for
instance, the proposition: That all US military interventions into the
internal affairs of any nation or nations in the Western Hemisphere should
be prohibited--or, for all x, y. Once we accept the notion that "any
nation or nations" means all nations in the Western Hemisphere, then we
have required the affirmative to defend "the entire resolution," or
rather, all possible instances of intervention in all nations of the
Western Hemisphere. In essence we make our task clear as we make certain
qualifiers which we use in our propositions.

Ulrich's previous example for non-policy propositions analysis
provides an interesting instance of problems which may be created by
uncertainly of qualifiers. His example, " that higher education has
sacrificed quality for institutional survival" creates difficulty for
questions of truth requirements only because we do not know whether
"higher education" should be interpreted as a collective or an individual
noun phrase--a meaning question which would be certainly arguable for
grammarians. This illustrates that to accept the proposition as the focus
of argument only requires that care be taken in the phrasing of
qualifiers--an issue which should be of concern under any circumstances
since advocates already need knowledge of word meanings even with a
proposition relegated to ground division.

We have argued that the acceptance of the proposition as the focus of
argument In in academic debate seems the logical outcome of our decisions
to continue to use a proposition as debate's starting point. The
acceptance of this position allows advocates to consistently defend a
variety of concepts--the need to require topicality to be binding--rather
than assert such as a convention equated with time limits. We argue that
the acceptance of this position need not cause for advocatessince the
requirement to defend "the entire proposition" does not demand the defense
of all instances of a particular policy direction, but only that number of
directions which would prove the resolution true. If we are only supposed
to do something, we certainly don't have to do everything.
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TOPICALITY AND THE DIVISION OF GROUND: FRAMING POLICY DIALECTIC

David B. Hingstman
Baylor University

Many of us are now confronting a problem of communication unique
to our times. We want to be more fluent in our discourse with
microcomputers. They will not work for us without it. So we initiate
some pleasantries in simple commands, and, in gratitude, the computer
processes some words. But on occasion the conversation becomes strained
as the computer makes more demands on our lexicon. We are told that we
must direct our comments to the program disk.

When we make contact with the program disk, we discover to our
chagrin that someone else has already had a chat with the computer. In
fact, this discussion made such an impression the the computer can sing
it from memory. But liste,king to this recital does little for our
understanding. What words we can make out are punctuated by choruses of
tl..C$pp. After recovering from the shock of unfamiliar sounds, we bin
to wonder why the programmer doesn't speak English. We become angry
that our conversation with the computer has been interrupted by some
dimly-perceived flaw in the gibberish of programming statements. But we
are chastened by the thought that the programmer's choice of language is
her own business. If the use of program language is as arbitrary as it
seems, arguing with the programmer would be mere quibbling.

Enough frustration with our inability to make full use of the
system's capability may lead us to enroll in a programming alass. As our
studies progress, our perspective on the nature of the conversation
between programmer and computer changes. We discover that certain
unusual symbols must be employed to avoid confusion with alphanumeric
symbols prucessed in typing. Other symbols are in the language to
facilitate optical character readers. We develop the ability to
converse in the same language with computers (and in a corresponding
verbal shorthand with other programmers).

After awhile, we even may be able to return to the programmer of
our original disk and critique his use of language. Discussion of these
issues is no longer quibbling, and the choice of programming language no
longer arbitrary. When program talk diverges frcm standard English, we
know why. Yet the program talk and our ordinary language do share
common roots. We might even contemplate the possibility of a machine
language that mirrors standard English, but for our present purposes and
capabilities, such a language doesn't merit the tremendous expenditure
of human effort to realize it.
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Our collective experience with the issue of topicality in academic
debate shares qualities with our uninitiated reaction to computer talk.
Many past conversations among debaters, judges and coaches have produced
a tradition in our community that the requirement of fidelity to the
meaning of the resolution should regulate "word processing" of specific
arguments by advocates. But we find it difficult to explain what the
language of fidelity means when applied to specific situations of
advocacy, and, in particular, arguments about definitions and context.

Novice (and some no-so-novice) debaters view topicality as a
special language of argument that is grounded in the arbitrariness of
resolution drafters and judge perceptions. They learn to recite the
command statements of topicality standards (a prior issue,
debateability, field context, grammatical accuracy, fairness, etc.)
while remaining unable to translate these standards into concrete
implications for evaluation of argument about the resolution. They are
in the position of the ordinary microcomputer user, trying to clear the
program disk of unneeded data by typing in anything that comes to mind.

Despairing of the argumentative chaos that the uncertainty creates
some participants turn to rules of thumb for evaluating the impact of
specific definitional arguments. This process is similar to telephoning
a customer service agent to get the proper command for the program disk.
You still might not find out 11211 you typed in that particular set of
symbols. One method is to define "being topical" in a manner similar to
the way that the British ethicist G. E. Moore ciefined "goodness": as a
simple, indefinable property that is intuited. Evaluation of arguments
about specific definitions can be gained by the critic's intuition that
a plan just "is" or "is not" faithful to the thrust of the resolution.
I will have more to say later about the perceptions of the role of
topicality in debate that engender this rule. But the effect of the
rule is to convert a problem of justification between participants into
a psychological issue (each judge's applicaticn of the rule of thumb).

Another way out is to elevate an analytical tool for evaluating
specific definitional claims to the level of a metatheory about what the
critic should do in assessing the impact of topicality as a whole. When
some talk of "reasonableness" as a criterion, they refer not to the
presumed qualities of specific definitions but rather to a presumption
of indeterminate strength that the affirmative plan or parts thereof are
faithful represenations of the resolution. Others talk of "best
definition" not as a call for comparing specific definitions according
to some criteria of meaning but rather as a requirement that the
affirmative be faithful to the best possible interpretation of the
resolution. This view amounts in practice to a presumption in favor of
the negative.

The use of the second strategy is not limited to those who don't
feel they understand the program language of topicality. The major
proponents of "reasonableness" and "best definition" in the published
literature both take advantage of the ambiguity between analytical tool
and metatheory and 2ft,IL3" their opponents of subscribing to the "unfair"
opposing metatheoretleal
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Choosing among the metatheories is not the end of the advocate's
or critic's task. We must know how and why to apply these presumption
rules to specific circumstances. At this juncture, we return to the
vagaries of the topicality program language. We hear about right-to-
define, division of ground, contextual accuracy, and "delimitation."
Out the relationship of these standards to 3pecifio duties of the
advocate, remain unclear. In consequence, the metatheoretical versions
of "best definition" and "reasonableness" encourage the judge to do what
she probably would do anyway - to rely on a general sense of persuasive
strength. This works well enough in most instances. But what happens

when able advocates of specific definitional arguments center clash on
the issue of topicality? Which presumption rule should apply? It
doesn't require extensive recollection of the heyday of arguments that
"topicality is not a voting issue" to know what normally happens -
judges don't vote negative on topicality. We shut down the computer
rather than take the risk that someone else will discover that we don't
understand the program language.

Rules of thumb in interpreting unfamiliar languages cannot be
eliminated nor should they, for they respond to the unavoidable
circularities of reasoning and reference that plague our efforts at
comprehending and articulating what is true, good, and fair in our
shared activity. But rules of thumb need not be applied in every

situation. When we understand more about why we use certain languages,
we push back the veil of uncertainty that occasions the judgment to
invoke the rule. More debates become resolvable on the basis of
superior analysis and explanation of the reasons why particular
interpretations of the resolution are important to the quality and
coherence of advocacy. If our goal as participants in the activity is
to help ourselves and others to recognize and evaluate justifications
for claims, this search for understanding should bring us closer to its
realization.

What this essay offers is a short course in the programming
language of topicality - how topicality controls the dialogue between
advocates en particular resOutions. Like the study of machine
language, this course seeks to explain patterns of resolutional
interpretation according to the pragmatics of their use by debaters.
Our syllabus will reflect the view that confusion about the connection
between the theory_and practice of topicality argument often arises from
a neglect of pragmatics in the implicit theory of resolutional meaning
topicality is not simply a matter of semantics (the referential
relationship between words in the topic as signs and plan provisions as
actions signified in the words) or of syntax (the internal coherence of
the resolutional statement when definitions given to individual words
and phrases in isolation are combined). Semantic and syntactical
evaluation, rather, are tools to assist advocates in describing how
particular definitions affect the regulatory functions of fidelity to
the resolution. These regulatory purposes of topicality, in turn, are

fulfilled in the pragmatics of resolutional interpretation by the
advocates.

As is appropriate to short courses, the syllabus limits itself to
one function - the division of argumentative ground between affirmative
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and negative. But mining this often-invoked but seldom-developed
concept yields a surprising rich view of practical ore. In particular,

we learn the decisive role that the paradigms of debate have conferred
upon topicality argument in realizing in practice the decision rules
that each paradigm's model of truth-teiting generates. We may no longer

conceive of topicality argument as merely a preliminary check upon the
range of cases from which an affirmative may draw and we can sort out
our semantic and syntactical tools according to their relative sharpness

in support of functional claims for interpretation.

Before we enter the first part of the course, we might spend a few
moments expanding the notion of "division of ground." What do we mean

when we invoke this standard? I see at least two senses or purposes

that are linked to the model of debate as dialeottc. One pushes the two

sides apart and moves them toward horizontal poles which each side
defends as a discrete intellectual and active alternative. Label these
poles "Policies" or "Resolution/Nonresolutional cores" as you will; the
separation preserves an initial distance between the two sides within

the same set of social problems. We endorse this distance when we extol

the values of argumentative clash and of the development of genuine
alternatives on propositions of policy. It is untidy and dissatisfying,

to soy the least, when a debate concludes with both sides dimly
recognizing that they have advocated the same set of actions.

Yet there is another sense of "ground division" that ignites
warning flares when advocates begin their inevitable effort to
reposition their poles toward the center of the horizontal dialectic.
We don't need to be experts in the politics of presidential campaigns to
appreciate the strategic value of or the inevitability of such

maneuvers. The territory lying between the two sides is persuasive
ground because it has political opinions and justifications for actions
(advantages and disadvantages, if you will) buried in it. Capturing

parts of what seems at first to be "no-man's land" converts, the matter
of their hidden resources into persuasive force.

Arguments about division of ground create a path of Justification
for claims Ahish challenge the legitimacy of these maneuvers. It is a

vertical path in the sense that advocates move from claim-ground
assertions of legitimacy to warrants and to regressions back from those

warrants. Dialectic moves upward in a transcendental search for the
preconditions of advocacy relevant to a judgment of legitimacy or
downward in an empirical critique of the adverse practical m.:4-.zequences
of illegitimate maneuvers in previous (or projected) situations of

advocacy. The clash of advocates on these vertical justifications
determines the final positions of the horizontal poles relative to each
other and relative to the political concerns that provide context to our

resolution of policy.

Does the implicit sanctioning of this practice cut against the
previous ideal of strict separation between the two sides that

facilitates clash? Yes. But it also recognizes that our resolutions

have vigor and relevance to advocates and audiences only when they
reflect what people in society are saying and doing about the policy
context of the resolutions. When it functions well, the vertical
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dialectic and horizontal trench warfare between advocates in academic
debate mirrors the ways in whioh we believe real-world q do or
ought to connect facts and values in support of actions. We expect our
debaters to enter such ways of life upon graduation, and their training
in advocacy to improve their critical judgment about the rules,
institutions, and substantive concerns for social policy. By assuming a
stance that makes fidelity to resolutional purposes irrelevant to polioy
argument evaluation we unwittingly may lock the gates leading out to the
vertical paths of justification. Forced to play within the small yard
of "direct clash" during intellectual childhood, debaters may find the
security of the yard irresistable in later years as well, and fashio.:
their own padlocks. Such practices fit in well with the programs of
political actions who clock assertions of power and domination in the
mantel of "respectable dissent" and empirioal social science. Policy
dialectic holds out the hope that we need not forfeit the power of
judgment and critique to live the good life.

The Licensing Function of Topicality and Dlvisin., of Ground

The most uidely-held perception of the place for topicality
argument in debate is in disputes over the fit between the affirmative
case area and the resolution. Grounds for the belief life in the notion
that the drafters of national debate resolutions design topics to
provide a solid year's worth of fresh but thoughtful argumentative
opportunities for both sides. The design criteria are two-fold: Make
the wording of the topic restrictive enough to permit adequate negative
preparation of case-specific refutation but broad enough to give the
affirmative an adequate range of problems and values from which to
develop cases. A good topic is neither too broad nor too narrow forthe
purpose of debate.

The application of this idea to practical advocacy relies on
appeals to legitimacy and a sense of good will on the part of debaters.
The syntactical and semantic properties for various interpretations of
the words in the resolution imply different degrees of affirmative
freedom to choose among case approaches. The defense of a particular
case as faithful to the resolution may require the affirmative to
advance an interpretation with highly unusual properties. If they do,
so the claim goes, they have abused their privilege to define terms in
such a way as to license their case. We should presume that the
affirmative intends to bend the bars of our topical prison to escape by
surprise from clash with their opponents. The judge's adverse deoision
on topicality is both punishment and deterrent to others who would
commit the same offense. It is the only way to avoid the ultimate
nightmare of affirmative teams who discuss any area of public policy
that strikes their fancy under any resolution.

This view's popularity should not be confused with its pedigree.
Topicality as licensing for case choices is a relatively recent
conception. Older debate texts devoted considerable space to the
problems of drafting suitable national resolutions. The conclusions of
these texts on the specificity of language often confirmed that of Alan
Nichols, who told us that "the proposition should stake, with all
possible certainty, the specific solution advocated." If we examine
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closely the intercollegiate debate propositions of the time, we see that
some did achieve a high degree of specificity. One called for the
enactment of the McNary-Haugen Bill, another for compulsory arbitration
by the NLRB, yet another for the cancellation of interallied war debts.

Why the concern with specificity? Wasn't this the golden age of
affirmative responsibility for the whole resolution? Nichols implies
otherwise. The 1933-34 topic, for example, called for a substantial
increase in the powers of the president as a settled policy. "Teams
could discuss virtually any subject and still bring it within the
plausible meaning of the proposition. cDebaters all over the country
were quick to sense this opportunity."' And apparently took advantage
of it, as Nichols proceeds to list ten very different subject areas
employed successfully by affirmative teams.

What this bit of history reminds us is the extraordinary degree to
which our notion of licensing is parasitic upon unarticulated
assumptions about what constitutes good "substantive" styles of argument
for or against particular policies. When Nichols and others called for
specificity, they envisioned debates as products of intensive
investigation into the specific merits of well-defined solutions.'
Debaters would be prepared to argue in depth about the grounds and
warrants for those solutions. By contrast, the licensing notion
proceeds more by extension than intension. Debaters are ready to clash
when they possess a number of "case-specific" arguments, including harm
denials, alternative methods for solving problems, and especially,
disadvantages. But what makes this style of argument superior to
Nichols'? We could beg the question by saying it works better, but our
congenital guilt about employing fallacies inhibits us. Perhaps
advocates should be directing more attention to answering that question.

Then again, perhaps not. They might be discouraged by the peculiar
consequenoes for argument evaluation that come from the application of
licensing as a rule of thumb. We might remember, for'example, that some
crises become more topical as the year progresses, by principles of fair
notice and expectations of untiring negative research. Moreover,
advocates are compelled to defend what might be considered fallacious
reasoning. We may not know whether the strongest negative position
against a particular case lies until that case has been argued for some
time. But the fairness standard for licensing requires us to assume
that it is possible to argue against a case on its specific merits, and
to do so well.

Although not completely unreasonable, the assumption can be
dangerous if it diverts the critic's attention from the effect of each
side's interpretation on the ability of the negative to formulate the
best defense of its position against the plan. The affirmative, on the
one hand, in answering ton10.!lity, is forced to cast doubt on its own
ability to defend inherency, solvency, and significance by arguing where
case-specific attacks could be found. Oddly enough, judges often seem
more likely to vote on topicality against "fringe of the topic" cases in
the middle of the debate season if their debaters have had difficulty
finding case-specifio negative evidence. On the other hand, if negative
teams continue to counterplan against the same
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"fringe" cases through the latter parts of the season, many judges will
refuse to entertain topicality strategies. The topicality argument
suffers from guilt by association with the counterplan. From the point
of view of success with topicality, it is almost better for the negative
to make poor case-specific attacks and concede their weakness than to
attempt the best negative response to the affirmative position.

Related to this is a second weakness of the simple licensing
standard. Its emphasis on abuse or potential for abuse as the benchmark
of reasonableness mistakes enterprise for evil intention. Recall that
licensing assumes that affirmatives seek new licenses in order to reap
the advantages of surprise. There is little room for the possibility
that the affirmative chose the interpretation because they found it to
be the best example of the resolution on its merits. Thu3 unusual
cases, and especially "new" cases, are immedietely suspect on grounds of
non-topicality.

According to this view, the resolution transforms itself into an
analogue to the "problem area," a type of boundary that recently has
been attached to high school national debate topics. But in our case,
the boundary is extremely poreas, because it consists of various
persons'pre-tournamenu season ruminations about what the topic "means,"
expanded by the run of cases from certain respected programs.

Again the difficulty lies in what the standard neglects--the
strength of the interpretation itself and the justifications for it. A
particular affirmative team may have very poor definitions and defenses
of its overall interpretation. But if the case itself falls within the
problem area analogue's boundaries, few judges will vote on topicality,
even if the negative challenge is vigorous on the interpretative issues.
Conversely, an affirmative team might have developed analysis with
strong intuitive appeal, only to have that analysis rejected because the
case is too "squirrelly." Indeed, the more able the defense, the more
likely some judges are to believe that the affirmative implicitly
concedes the non-topicality of the case because it has "overprepared"
against possible attacks. This belief also encourages the negative to
lz,'..tde a large number of quibbling ("junk") topicality arguments in the
hope that the affirmative will undercut their own credibility or at
least waste a good deal of time responding to them. All of this
maneuvering goes on in abstraction from the interpretative accuracy or
cogency of each side's definitions and justifications. At least in the
case of the high school problem area, we are given some other words to
define and to add social context to resolutional interpretation.

To sum up, we can see the strengths and shortcomingsof the simple
licensing notion of topicality in its attitude toward the relationship
between resolutional wording and argumentative clash. Licensing
advocates believe that by establishing a workable range of cases
(variable over time), the topic ensures that the two sides will examine
the important issues implicit in the resolutional area of policy
concern. This desire for clash coincides in part with the purposes of
division of ground discussed earlier, and is commendable in its
intentions.
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But the tendency of licensing to endow a single, unstated model of
argumentative clash as the ideal renders it unstable for and irrelevant
to interpretative analysis of the topic. Because negative teams have
not had the opportunity or desire to develop case-specific attacks
against a wide range of "fringe" cases, their arguments about what the

affirmative interpretation does not allow them to do are purely
hypothetical and speculative. This vagueness is matched on the critic's
side by the arbitrary nature of the presumption against the new or
unusual that the problem area analogue introduces. The affirmative's
ingenuity is limited not by the interpretative quality of its
syntactical and semantic analysis but the creativity and geniality of
the critic. In short, licensing does little to establish the division
of ground because it often bears little relationship to the reasons for
which advocates make strategic decisions on argumentative positions.

If we are to give the licensing notion a stronger place in
grounding topicality analysis, we must flesh out the bare bones of the
narrowness/breadth of topic dichotomy. Advocates should make specific
connections between various forms of resolutional interpretation and the
range of cases that result, to the point of telling the critic what
those ranges might be. Even more important, however, is the
articulation of the consequences of the interpretation and case range
for argumentative choice. Does the interpretation make all ccunterplans
topical? Is there any room for non-topical alternatives of any kind?
Does the resulting interpretation encompass within affirmative territory
solutions to all possible disadvantages? Notice that the questions
point to the practical maneuvers of horizontal and vertical dialectic
that make up the concept of division of ground.

These objections can be developed in a concrete manner even if the
affirmative case area is unfamiliar to the negative. They can provide
cogent reasons to reject exorbitant claims of effects topicality when
those claims endanger clash. Licensing moves beyond rule-of-thumb when
it becomes reflective about Eh topicality ensures quality
argumentation. Rather than assuming the worst motives on the part of
affirmative and negative teams, critics should consider and apply a view
of licensing which recognizes and supports the search for alternative
policies or resolutional tests.

Horizontal Dialectics The .ounterplan Example

For me, the clearest expression of the practical application of
the hypothesis-testing view of debate is contained in David Zarefsky's
well-known article on causal argument. He calls upon to ". . . divide
the universe of relevant options other than those emobodied in the
proposition (for convenience, this universe may be designated 'Negative-
land') into characteristics which are essential to its non-
propositional nature and those which merely Ore incidental features--a
division, that is, into core and periphery." flow does the advocate go
about discovering the "core" of negative land? Presumably she must
discover the context of the policy areas for which the resolution serves
as a call for action. The advocate must adopt a persuasive way of
accenting certain words in the resolutional sentence to decide what
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constellations of attitudes and institutions inhere in the situations Vertical Dialectic: The Disadvantage Example
envisioned in the resolution and its absence.

Most of us have encountered this issue of ontological commitments
from topic statements outside of the hypothesis-testing framework.
Advocates of change-of-government counterplans, ban-the-subject
counterplans, offset counterplans, and the like argue that the
affirmative must support the continued existence of the institutions or
actions that are eliminated by the negative counterplan. Whatever the
merits of such claims in particular debates, these counterplans must be
grounded In some kind of definitional analysis. The analysis denies the
right of the affirmative to call for action on the contingency that the
changes recommended by the negative fail to materialize. This path is
the only way to replace arbitrariness with at least a gloss of reasons.
Otherwise, for every claim of "reasonableness" by the negative, there
will be an equal and opposite claim of fiat abuse by the affirmative.

I have pursued this diversion to illustrate a broader point.
Counterplan competitiveness notions accepted by the majority of debate
critics ground themselves in claims about topicality. Consider mutual
exclusivity. Lichtman and Rohrer suggest that tto policies are mutually
exclusive when both cannot exist simultaneously. The conditions for
impossibility and simultaneity, however, are embedded in the
resolutional context. The simultaneity requirement, for example, is an
interpretative gloss on and a commitment to an implied time frame for
policy consideration. Reasonable disagreement upon this standard is
possible. It may be good to strengthen our European troops for awhile
and then eliminate them. Why must we assume that the "and then" phrase
is excluded by definition from the resolutional wording?

Net benefits competitiveness, as modified by the recent
theoretical discourse about permutations, also depends for its
justification upon resolutional interpretation.y Net benefits without
permutations encourages a Maginot-line construction of counterplan
advantages to outweigh affirmative claims. But permutations must not
alter the topical nature of the affirmative plan. The question of how
that nature is changed by selective incorporation of counterplan
provisions must be settled by claims and proofs about resolutional
context.

Counterplans are just one practical illustration of the horizontal
poles of advocacy that frame the dialectic of policy in debate.
Topicality analysis enables debaters to defend their deeds to the
agrumentative ground surrounding the poles. But if debaters neglect the
interrelationships among competitiveness and topicality claims, they
soon will discover that their poles are sinking into the ground.
Interpretations of the resolution that draw from field context are
especially useful in establishing what social advocates conceive as
"live" alternatives or options within the policy area. These
conceptions, in turn, can give rise to new and richer grounds for claims
of policy competition.
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The end of our short course, as in the case of our real-world
experience, suffers from the effects of a shortage of teaching time and
space. Let us use our remaining time together to evoke possible
meanings for further inquiry.

Negative disadvantages are premised upon a prediction of the
effects that a particular course of action will produce. Just as it is
possible to achieve the effects of affirmative advantages through non-
resolutional alternatives, the affirmative may discover ways in which
the disadvantage effects may be mitigated without reducing the topical
translation of the resolutional statement intc plan action.

Hypothesis-testing, as we know, has a very generous standard of
mitigation. The action may lie outside of the resolutional statement as
long as it does not contradict the essence of the resolution. Policy-
making, by contrast, applies a stricter standard of correspondence
between plan and resolutional language. Although some critics require
more, James Unger's statement that all plan provisions must bear a
rational relationship to a topical scheme of Ntion to receive
consideration reflects the majority position."'

It is impossible to evaluz.te the relationship between a plan
provision and the essence of the resolution (topical scheme of action)
without seeking justifications based upon interpretations of the
resolution's meaning. Why should we believe, for example, that policy-
makers would conceive of guaranteed funding and enforcement as part of a
call for action? Only if an advocate can show that the words of the
resolution assume such things as preconditions do we feel justified in
entertaining that belief. Semantic analysis accompanied by evidence of
field understandings will supply reasons to believe that certain actions
are included or excluded from the purview of the resolution.

The framework of this dispute over what we sometimes call
"extratopicality," then, is an illustration of the role of topicality in
the raising and evaluating of questions in the vertical dialectic of
debate. When a negative team encroaches upon the no-man's-land between
the advocates by presenting a disadvantage that links affirmative land
with certain related actions and beliefs in an prediction of bad
consequences, a challenge for justification of the linkage is made. The
direction for further warrants lies upward in some notion of the
preconditions set upon the scope of argument by the resolutional policy
context. Without discussion of these preconditions and their grounds,
debates constantly threaten to dissolve into a stalemate of competing
claims and impacts. The values of argumentative clash and comparison
call upon the vertical dialectic in part for their realization in
practice.
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Conclusion

If we have completed our assignments faithfully, we may come out
of our short course understanding and speaking a different language, the
language of resolutional dispute. To be sure, it is an artificial
language. We do not expect to use it in discussions around the dinner
table. But "artificial" need not be a pejorative term. We construct
languages out of our general linguistic resources for specific purposes.
As long as we continue to comprehend and employ these languages within
their purposes, we cannot be ostracized justly. The computer is not
condemned to the trash can when humans discover that it requires a
machine language. If we disagree on the importance of language use in
debate, our dispute will pass quickly to the goals of the activity of
interpersonal, political argument in itself.

What we have learned is that clash over the definition of terms in
a resolution of policy is not an end in itself. Little educational
value can be gained by threatening to punish advocates for what in
retrospect may have been minor lapses in the achievement of maximum
grammatical accuracy and sensitivity to the shared understandings of
policy experts. Critics are hardly in a position to stand in such
judgments on these issues anyway, when we ponder what information and
literary skills we would bring.

Considerations of grammar and field context, however, are
important to the critical evaluations for which topicality arguments are
appropriate. The advocates dispute resolutional interpretations because
fidelity to resolutional contexts allows the judge to determine whether
each side has made a persuasive claim to the argumentative ground it
occupies.

Part of that division of ground lies in the relationship between
the cores of the resolution and the non-resolutionthe horizontal
dispersion of argument. Whether we particularize that concern as the
permissible range of affirmative cases or as the range of negative
options for counterplao, the basis for disagreement is the same.
Definitional interpretations which find support in rules of grammatical
construction or field understandings establish boundary lines.

The other part of ground division involves critical supervision
over attempts to capture the middle ground of beliefs and actions that
on its surface seems to belong to neither side. Linkages between poles
and middle, however, are an inevitable consequence of rhetorical
sensitivity to the character of modern political discourse. Public
actors, whether seen as technocratic elites or as faithful
representatives of public will, are reflective about the intertemporal
relationships among political decisions. Advocates in policy debate
assume similar stances in an effort to ground their positions and their
opponents, positions in the larger context of social choice. When these
claims are disputed, controversy takes on a vertical profile of
warranting. Both sides search for an adequate explanation and defense
of the preconditions for policy success. These justifications transcend
the particularity of the discourse about the specific resolution or
plan. Field contextual notions of what we reasonably can expect of
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11.

political system performance after specific policy change are transmuted
into definitional interpretations when advocates utilize them in
disputes over resolutional ground.

Our task as forensics educators becomes clearer as well in the
light of our new literacy. Argument about topicality deteriorates into
objectionable quibbling when advocates lose sight of the reasons why the
argument began. Instruction in techniques of resolutional
interpretation should focus on the purposes that topicality serves in
debate and the ways in which analysis of grammatical construction and
field-specifio understandings should be applied in practice to achieve
those purposes.
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A PARADIGMATIC THEORY OF TOPICALITY

Mike Allen
Michigan State University

Nancy Burrell
Michigan State University

Space according to the American Armchair Dictionary is the
"expanse in which the solar system, stars, and galaxies exist; the
universe." Therefore, the plan forbidding the use of spy planes is
topical because they fly in the universe;

so sayeth the Affirmative.

"Space law deals with the area above the ionosphere." This is
from Fuzzy Alderbaan, ex-wookie and chairman of the Joint Chiefs of
Space. Spy planes fly in the earth's ionosphere as admitted in cross
examination, so the plan to ban spy planes is not topical.

so sayeth the Negative.

At the back of the room sits a judge that is required by the
tournament director to decide between these two definitions of
"space". While the judge may prefer to define space as the empty
vacuum existing between the ears of these two speakers, the ballot
will force another choice. Both definitions are "reasonable" and to
decide on the "best" definition is dependent on the standard that is
used to define the words of the topic.

Admittedly, the previous example is absurd. There is a need,
however, for precise standards so topicality disputes can be argued
and resolved easily. Current means of resolving such disputes leaves
judges without a clear and consistent manner of adjudication. Trying
to develop a universal form of argumentation to be used to decide
this issue in a debate round causes great difficulty. Argumentation
should begin with the paradigm being used and the methods of argument
should spring from the burdens the paradigm establishes. Methods of
resolving the controversy will lose much of the universal application
but will gain clarity because of their paradigmatic specificity.

This paper will analyze the reasons why a paradigmatic theory
of topicality is necessary. Then a topicality theory for the
hypothesis testing paradigm will be proposed.
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Theory and Paradigm

The problem with topicality, as with several other issues in
debate, is the separation of theory from paradigm. At times a
theoretic,:l outline is developed and then applied to the paradigms.

1

Paradigms could be seen as argument fields that frame the context of
argumentation. DeStephen argues that, "building a theory of
topicality on the basis of field constructs opens a host of possible
avenues for debate." Since different paradigms may require different
burdens to he met, this appears "reasonable" or "best".

Paradigms should tgll an advocate what issues are important and
how they will be judged." General positions like "best" or
"reasonable" should be viewed from the paradigm that is being used to
decide the issues in the round. A rhetorical critic judging a debate
on the basis of topicality might well decide that the best definition
is one used by a universal audience. On the other hand, juUges who
view themselves as a Supreme Court Justice ought to use the best
legal definition as established by precedent.

This technique can he applied to other issues like inherency,
significance, or solvency, in addition to topicality. Unfortunately,
there is no universal or consensual preement on the way to resolve
the issues that transcend paradigms. Issues sometimes may be
eliminated or treated differently by paradigms. One example was the
transformation of the issue of inherency by the comparative advantage
format. Some theorists argued that inherency was not an issue because
the format only required that tVe affirmative case be comparatively
better at the time of adoption.

To resolve topicality arguments, the forensic community hag
begun adopting the "best" definition standard proposed by Unger.
This standard was developed by Unger to resolve the problems of using
"reasonableness" to resolve topicality arguments.' A reasonable
definition can he any definition that provides a reason for the
interpretation of the words in a particular manner. The "best"
definition standard is one that decides very often between contexts.
The best context provides the best definition. A topic can be viewed,
however, as religious, political, economic, educational, scientific,
or cultural in nature, to suggest a few of the possible contexts that
could be used.

The process goes through two steps, first determining the
proper context, then deciding on the best definition within that
particular context. Contextual arguments over "more reasonable" or
"bestness" would suffer from the same affliction as arguments over
the definition of the individual words. While the focus would be on
the social interpretation of the subject matter rather than the
definitions of the particular words, there is nothing to suggest that
such interpretations are more easily debated and adjudicated than
arguments over words. Determining context holds many problems
independent of determining which definition is "best" within the
particular context.
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Suppose the topic is increasing U.S. foreign military
commitments. The affirmative proposes to allow C.I.A. actions in
Afghanistan and Angola. C.I.A. involvement would meap that arms and
advisers would be "secretly" sent to help the rebels. If a negative
argues from a legal standpoint, C.I.A. actions are not classified as
a "military" policy in terms of the law or in court decisions. If the
affirmative argues from a functional standpoint, those organizations
that undertake military actions are part of the military regardless
of the official governmenta'l title or legal definition. The dispute
is not about the affirmative fulfilling a certain definition or which
definition is "best". The dispute is really over the role of the
judge as a decisionmaker. The argument involves a choice between a
set of rules to decide the dispute. Does the judge use a legal
definition like a judge would use in a court case or does the judge
take a more normative stance on the use of the word.

Rowland defines argument fields by8suggesting that a field is
established by the argumenative purpose. The social context may he
appropriate for establishing some fields but will not resolve
topicality arguments. The purpose of debate itself 6s subject to
disagreement by persons within the debate community. Without an
agreed purpose the social context will depend on the topic and/or
judge. Our society's fields are so intertwined that distinguishing a
purpose may be impossible, especially when deciding between competing
advocates that ca74 show a "reasonable" defense for their
interpretation of the context. Whether advocates argue as lawyers,
lobbyists, or can establish their own roles will make a difference in
the effectivenss of certain arguments.

For example, all policies have legal and religious
implications. That does not mean a policy must use legal and/or a

religous definition, but certainly a choice must be made between
definitions. Abortion is defined by laws, religions, and courts. This
does not mean that all laws agree, that all religions agree, or that
all courts agree. It does mean that these "fields" usually use
different standards to judge arguments about L:le "best" definitions.
Debaters must make a decision priori about their choice to argue as
lawyers, priests, or lobbyists. Once the role has been decided upon,
then the proofs can he judged.

There may be a reason to use the best definition available, but
the question of what constitutes the best definition is left
unresolved. One can check to see if the resolution as defined leaves
no term redundant, is contextual, limits discussion, or any number of
criteria for a "goad" definition. The process, however, offers no
techniques of resolving conflicts over what is the "best" definition,
since the "best" definiton for a word depends on the function of the
argument. All the standard provides is a different basis for
evaluation that favors the affirmative. The hurden is put on the
negative to provide a smerior definition, and failure mandates
affirmative acceptance. Rather than helping to establish a process
of limitation, it provides an enormous burden upon the negative to
prove superiority over the affirmative interpretation of the topic.
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The starting place for arguments should be the paradigm.
Paradigms, within their framework, should establish what constitutes
the best type of definition for that paradigm. Argumentation should
come from that position, rather than ignoring this necessary first
step. This paper will focus on one paradigm and propose a

paradigmatic theory of topicality for hypothesis testing.

Hypothesis Testing

Hypothesis testing as proposed by Zarefsky did not give a
method of resolving topicality disputes specific to that paradigm. 11
The approach simply asks that the topic be justified by the
affirmative team. This paper will take the hypothesL testing
paradigm and suggest a way of analyzing the issue of topicality. In
hypothesis testing, the resolution is the concept under study and the
affirmative plan is the specific operationalization of the hypothesis
to be tested. In science a test either meets or does not meet certain
criteria and on that basis is rejected or accepted as a test for the
concept under study.

Scientists examine the operationalization to see if it is valid
beyond the experiment conducted to all other instances falling within
the concept under study. Kerlinger defines external validity as the
question, "when an experiment has been completed a2g a relation
found, to what populations can it be generalized." Debaters and
judges are seeking to find if the specific case (operationalization)
generalizes to the population at large (resolution).

The affirmative team must provide a satisfactory argument that
the concept under study has been adequately operationalized by their
case. The plan and case ought to justify the conclusion the
resolution asks to bo drawn. This does not mean that the experiment
must establish conclusive evidence, but satisfactory evidence
according to the standards for a valid experiment.

No experiment usually provides conclusive evidence about the
empirical world but that does not stop science. Galileo's dropping a
ten pound and a one pound weight off a high tower did not
conclusively prove that objects of unequal weight fall at the same
speed. The experiment did provide satisfactory evidence to draw a

conclusion that one would expect other objects of unequal weight but
similar shape to fall at the same speed.

In addition, the negative need not offer a counter-theory or
other means of measurement. All the negative has to prove is that the
affirmative proposal does not generalize to the resolution. The
negative may find it desirable to argue for other interpretations of
what the affirmative case does measure, but this is not a necessary
burden.
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Validity as Topicality

The literature reviewed showed fl-P possible methods for
establishing the eliernal validity of instrument: content or 17
face, construct, concurrent,''' predictive, and categorical.''

Face validity is simply a first look criteria. Content validity
is similar in that they both look at the measurement device and see
if it is what one expects to be used. Can one look at the case and
plan given the topic and accept it as an example of the resolution.
Indications of validity might be the qualifications of experts! are
they from the academic professional fields one would expect to be
involved in the problem area? A judge could examine the particular
congressional committees that held hearings and determine if they are
ones likely to deal with the subject matter. Finally, a judge could
listen to the vocabulary that authorities use to describe the Issues
and subject matter to see if they are terms one would expect to hear
when discussing the problem area. If these indicators match the
expectations about the topic, then face or content validity could be
said to exist. For example, the topic on space exploration would lead
a judge to expect sources of evidence to be from places like NASA,
Aviation Weekly, or Carl Sagan by the affirmative.

Construct validity asks if the theoretical concepts discussed
fall under the problem area. If the source of the problem and its
solution do not discuss the topic's problem area, then the
affirmative fails to demonstrate a relevant construct. Possible
questions of rendering a decision on construct validity could be
asked about the case. If the case were Ethiopian food lid run under a
military topic, the affirmative could be asked to devustrate that
the theoretical tenets advanced within th... case fall xithin the
problem area of the military. In addition, the affirmative might
address whether the issues involved in food aid are considered In
terms of military theories and jargon. Is food referred to as a
weapon when used in Ethiopia? Are treaties like SALT or other
historical agreements concerned with food as a potential weapon?

Concurrent validity seeks to find out if the instrument is
similar to other instruments measuring the concept under study. Is
the affirmative case similar to other affirmative case ideas being
used to assess the topic. If the example is so different from other
cases being used, then the topicality of the approach is suspect. The
affirmative would have to show the clarity of the approach, why the
difference is justified and still is acceptable. Under the hazardous
wastes topic, several teams suggested that nuclear waste was included
in the topic area. With a large number of teams using this case to
support the topic, the presumption of topicality goes strongly to the
affirmative since other experimenters agree this a good measure. This
doe not guarantee that the measure is a good one, only that it meets
this particular standard.

Predictive validity should tell a judge about the ability to
predict the nature of future cases. Other cases ou ht to reach
similar conclusions about the same issues_as in th aIrttular
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debate. If the issues of the particular test (case) are so
idiosyncratic, then no prediction beyond the example may be possible.
If under the labor union topic, a team suggested that the unique
prohlems of one particular union could be solved by eliminating that
union, would the logic apply to other unions that faced similar
problems. The specific instance may he correct and true but have no
implication for the general principles involving the role (if any)
union power should play in society. Since the judge ultimately must
affirm the resolution on the basis of the example presented, the test
must be a good example of the resolution. The particular threshold
and standards for examples are and should be argued in the particular
round.

Categorical validity refers to the ability of a category system
to classify items quickly and efficiently. The definitions offered by
the affirmative should establish a categorical system that cases fall
within. In social science, gender is probably the quickest and most
efficient categorical variable. The variable has a great deal of
validity since it is considered to cover all cases and is easily
applied. The high school topic involving "arms" sales presented
problems since many dictionaries define "arms" as a "weapon". In the
broadest sense, a team could argue for a restriction of the
importation of Japanese cars. Cars are used to run down people and as
a means of suicide. Obviously, the definition fails this criteria
because it is inexact in its ability to classify items. A car is not
normally considered a weapon but can be used as one. If the
definition does not make it possible to readily and sensibly
categorize ideas/objects as either resolutional or non-resolutional,
then the definition is not valid and the test has suspect validity. A
vague definition may make cases that do not fit the other criteria of
validity clearly topical. An acceptable definition must be one that
when used provides a degree of precision.

Conclusion

The paradigm puts the burden of topicality on the affirmative.
Before accepting n instrument, the scientist (affirmative) must
prove that the instrument is externally valid. The negative's only
hurden is to show that the affirmative's approach has unacceptably
low external validity. This will require that both teams argue for
the establishment of clear criteria to decide the issue. Failure to
argue topicality by the negative, however, concedes the issue to the
affirmative. One can assume that if the affirmative and the negative
both concede the issue that the test meets minimal criteria unless
some reason is given to doubt that assumption.

Another implication is that the affirmative meet all criteria
in this analysis. A truly valid instrument should meet all of the
criteria if it represented the concept under study. By meeting all
the standards established, the affirmative has then advanced a
topical case.
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When deciding between definitions to be used to meet the
external validity criteria, a judge could use "best" or "reasonable"
standards. Whether one should use the most valid or a valid
definition is arguable. The previous aile'ria are onTy a means to
evaluate definitions; they can be used as miminal standards or as
comparative standards.

The issue of topicality should be decided on the basis of the
features of the paradigm used for the debate. As an example, the
hypothesis testing model should have a paradigmatic theory for
topicality argued as external validity. This is not to make a case
for the use of the paradigm. The example is offered because its shows
the radical departure from most traditional treatments of topicality.
This treatment may be a reason to prefer or reject the paradigm but
paradigms should be judged on how they define and treat the relevant
issues.

The use of words to define other words will inevitably be
inexact. The argumenative purpose that the definitions serve should
provide some basis to decide the issues. The paradigm should outline
how the issue is to be argued, a legal paradigm will have debaters
argue about standing to try an issue, a scientific paradigm should
use external validity. Since courts of law and scientists have
specific standards for definitions and arguments, the arguments
debaters use should focus on how definitions meet or do not meet
those standards. The arguments would gain clarity and improve in
quality as standards are developed.

Thus, debaters will be forced either to argue for the paradigm
during the debate or in some manner be made aware of the particular
judge's preference. Development of standards for topicality and other
issues would also aid the judge in deciding whether to use that
particular paradigm or not. Rowland has setpout methods to assess the
utility of a paradigm for academic debate. Obviously, the next step
is to explicate how each Wadigm addresses the central issues and
makes an overall assessment of the paradigm to determine what the
issues are and how they ought to be treated.
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ARGUMENTATION FOR THE GENERAL STUDENT:
TOWARD A PEDAGOGICAL JUSTIFICATION

Patricia M. Ganer*
Cypress College

Over two decades ago, Ogden Nash penned another of his
famous short poems:

Oh, jump with joy,
Be blithe and gay,
Or weep, my friends with sorrow.
As California is today,
The rest will be tomorrow.

While Nash was writing of the increases in smog, freeways,
population, etc., it may be that some educational trends also
reflect California's activities. If so, of great interest to
those in argumentation is the three-year-old California State
University and College system graduation requirement for a
semester-long course in Critical Thinking. Such a requirement
now faces the 300,000 students in the 19 campus CSUC system
and that portion of the over one million community college
students on 108 campuses who seek their college's general
education certification to the CSUC system.

The CSUC requirement is stated as follows: "Instruction
in critical thinking is to be designed to achieve an
understanding of the relationship of language to logic, which
should lead to the ability to analyze, crit_vize and advocate
ideas, to reason inductively and deductively, and to reach
factual or judgmental conclusions based on sound inferences
drawn from unambiguous statements of knowledge or belief. The
minimal competence to be expected at the successful conclusion
of instruction in critical thinking should be the ability to
distinguish fact from judgment, belief from knowledge and
skills in elementary inductive and deductive process,
including an understanding of the formal and informal
fallacies of language and thought." (1)

For those of us who have considered argumentation to be
one of our major interest areas, the importance of such a
course is self-evident but it is heartening to know that
others share our views. (The close correlation between the
above statement of the requirement and many course
descriptions of argumentation is not totally coincidental;
instrumental to both the wording and the passage of the
requirement was the presence on the committee of
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President of the CSUC Academic Senate, Robert Kully, Professor
of Speech Communication at CSU Los Angeles.) In California,
the two courses which most often have been certified as
meeting the new critical thinking requirement are the Logic
courses taught by Philosophy Departments and the Argumentation
courses taught by the Speech Communication Departments.
Clearly, the system has perceived that the efforts entailed in
teaching and learning argumentation closely parallel the
desires for the development of such analytical skills on the
part of college graduates.

Yet, the key question must be asked whether we, in our
teaching of our argumentation courses, are meeting the needs
as assessed by the CSUC Board of Governors or not. The issue
here is not pragmatic, i.e., whether a particular course
satisfies the criteria demanded by a particuln- governing
board; if it were, the concern would apply only teachers of
argumentation in the state of California. Rather, the issue
is of a broader philosophical concern, i.e., what is the goal
of a course in argumentation and for whom is such a course
intended? If one accepts the principle underlying the CSUC
requirement, that all students both need and would benefit
from exposure to courses designed to improve general
analytical skills, attention must be paid to concerns about
how best to approach such courses. Today, California's
teachers are mandated to address such concerns; tomorrow,
others may be.

This panel is intended to address three general
perspectives on the teaching of the college argumentation
course. Perhaps for wont of better terms, they have been
divided into those of the basic argumentation perspective, the
combination perspective, and the competitive perspective. Our
presentation will attempt to address some of the directions
those of us teaching the course from the basic or general
argumentation perspective feel should be followed. In so
doing, we intend to discuss the rationale for such a course,
the specific skills to be developed, possible textbooks,
potential organization and structure of such a course, and
available exercises for such a course. I will focus on the
first three aspects while Malcolm Sillars will address the
latter two.

One caveat may be in order. The distinctions between
teaching argumentation from a general perspective and from a
competitive debate perspective are proably fairly clear and
the presentations by Professors Rhodes and Freadhoff should
help draw those distinctions. However, we suspect that the
distinction between the general perspective and the
combination approach may be more artificial. Teaching
argumentation from a general perspective does not preclude the
utilization of the debate model as a means of conveying the
basic principles of argumentation; we would never suggest that
formalized debate has no proper place in the teaching of
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generalized argumentation. Our suspicion is that there will
be a certain degree of similarity between our positions and
those of Professors Olson and Callaway. The differences are
probably more those of degree than of kind, i.e., we would
perceive formalized debate more as a tool rather than the tool
and the rules of formalized debate are less significant to us
than are the principles. As noted earlier, such distinctions
may be more artificial than real in nature.

Rationale

With any course, two critical issues that must be
addressed are which students would benefit from such a course
and what specific skills should they have developed at the
conclusion of the course? This section of the presentation
will concern itself with the first issue.

It is readily apparent that the competitive
intercollegiate debate activity does not serve all members of
a college population--nor should it. Few students have the
desire, the competitive drive, the intelligence, the financial
backing, the time, the teaching, etc., to enable them to be
even moderately successful at even the lower levels of
competitive debate. Moreover, even if it were possible to
involve 100% of a school's population in the activity, the
loss to those individuals who desire excellence and who are
capable of achieving it would be substantial as the overall
quality would inevitably be lower than it is today.

However, saying the above does not mean that only a
select few can benefit from the development of skills in
critical thinking and reasoning. It is our position, like
that of the CSUC system, that such skills are not only
important for all students, not simply the intercollegiate
debaters, but that they may be even more important for the
general student than they are for the debater. (There is a
fair amount of evidence, both empirical and anecdotal, that
those students who attempt intercollegiate debate have already
developed a certain level of skill oven before they become
involved. Such does not mean those skills are not
significantly improved; it simply indicates that the base
level is already frequently higher than it is fcr the general
student.) The development of critical reasoning skills is
needed by all students, not only a few select debaters, and it
becomes essential that courses be offered that go beyond
efforts to develop skills for a limited number of college
debaters.

However, that is not to suggest that debate has no place
in the basic argumentation course. Certainly, an exposure to
some of the precepts of competitive debate can serve to
illustrate certain of the critical thinking skills being
sought. However, we would contend that it is better to expose
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large numbers of students to a few basic principles than it is
to expose small numbers to in-depth concepts. If the goal is
to be an educated society, then concern must be placed on the
development of the masses and not simply the elites.

Moreover, it should be noted that such an approach does
not necessarily ignore those students who are capable of
achieving even greater skills and may, in fact, encourage
their existence. If a student, upon exposure to less
technically sophisticated concepts in a basic argumentation
course, feels the need or desire for a greater development,
that student may be motivated, either personally or with the
instructor's encouragement, to participate in intercollegiate
forensics. Nothing about teaching the course from the basic
perspective would preclude that. However, teaching the course
from a competitive orientation may well preclude the
development of skills in students who do not perceive
themselves, for whatever reason, as desirous of achieving such
a skill level.

We would thus conclude that the major rationale for
teaching a course from the basic perspective is that it is the
best means of developing critical reasoning skills for the
average student. Free societies are dependent upon having
large numbers of liberally- educated citizens and the skills
attendent upon the mastery of argumentation lie at the core of
any liberal arts education.

Specific Skills

While the foregoing has been more of a philosophical
justification for the teaching of argumentation, concern must
be given to the specific skills that such a course should be
designed to improve. Such skills can be divided into
attitudinal and technical ones.

On the attitudinal level, we would suggest that one
significant change that ought to take place is for students to
develop a different perspective on the role of argument in
society. If one were to ask students on the first day of
class, for synonyms for the word "argument," one would
invariably hear many words with negative or pejorative
overtones. The problem with that is not that it conveys a
poor understanding of our discipline (although it does that
also) but rather that it reflects a built-in bias against
critical examination of issues. It is not only the word that
students shy away from but the very act itself. It is
essential that students be given a better understanding of
what argument truly is so that they may develop a more
positive attitude toward the activity.

It is here that theoretical principles can begin to offer
insights that can lead to changing student perceptions. For

example, an instructor may discuss the underlying principles
in Wayne Brockriede's seminal "Where is Argument?" (2) In the
process of doing so, it becomes possible to outline those
characteristics that make for true argumentation as opposed to
those that contribute simply to fighting or quarrelling. Once
students understand that disagreements may lead to
fighting--but they may also lead to arguments--part of the
attitudinal battle is already won. The mind-set is no longer
that the consequences of disagreements are necessarily bad. A
respect for the role of argument in society is fundamental to
the development of any type of critical reasoning skills.

Second, students must be made aware of the importance of
being open to other ideas. Too often, individuals presume
that all right is on their side and only wrong can be found on
the other side. It is critical that such a rigid thinking
pattern be dispelled. While Ehninger and Drockriede in
Decision by Debate(3) make the point that debate is a
cooperative rather than competitive activity, excess reliance
on the competitive debate format can squelch that orientation.
However, by stressing certain principles, such can be made
more clear to students. For example, if one were to include
in the process of discussing the briefing of issues the
importance of ascertaining agreed-upon or shared facts,
values, and credibilities, one can begin to show students that
differences between advocates are not necessarily black and
white. Reagan and Mondale may disagree on how to pursue
nuclear arms reduction but if students are forced to
acknowledge that Reagan is not intent on beginning a nuclear
holocaust nor is Mondale determined to turn the United States
over to the Soviet Union, they begin to have a better
understanding of both the difficulties in resolving disputes,
and the fundamental integrity of the participants in such
disputes. Eliminating the "holier-than-thou" thinking that
typifies so much of current discourse is essential to the
process of developing open examination of issues and thus is a
fundamental skill that must be addressed.

Third, students must be made aware of tie importance of
taking stances on different issues. It is no accident that
the CSUC requirement includes the phrase "advocate" in its
description. While there are numerous societal and
educational pressures leading students to take the safe
position of not taking positions, it is incumbent upon an
argumentation course to inculcate an awareness of the
significance of doing so and, if necessary, force students to
do such. Obviously, part of that can be accomplished by
having a formal debate in the course where a student must both
attack and defend ideas. However, that is not the only option
and a basic argumentation perspective allows for other
opportunities as well. Whether one chooses to exercise those
options in the oral arena, in activities such as persuasive
speeches, negotiation, parliamentary assemblies, etc., or in
the written mode via analyses and evaluations of arguments,
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academic journals, etc., students must be exposed to the
process of taking firm stances--tempered by an understanding
of the myriad of possible positions--on matters they have been
exposed to, If we agree with Edmund Burke when he said "all
that is necessary for the triumph of evil is for good men to
do nothing," it is essential that students be shown not only
the acceptability but, in fact the necessity, of being willing
to take positions and argue for them.

Beyond the above general attitudinal skills, though, a
course in argumentation must offer students specific skills to
enable them to carry out the philosophical concerns more
fully. We should indicate that our concern is much more
focused on analytical skills than it is upon performance
skills. The latter is certainly a useful adjunct but we do
not see it as the raison d'etre for argumentation courses.
The following is a brief overview of the skills we feel to be
critical and which a basic argumentation perspective can help
develop.

First, we believe students should be made aware of theessential elements in the argumentative process. Our bias,
reflecting the works of Toulmin and Perelman, is for students
to recognize the audience-centered nature of argumentation.
(Such, in fact, may be one of the unique aspects that
argumentation brings to critical thinking that is lens
pronounced in most formal logic courses offered in philosophy
departments.) We perceive that the "objective of such
argumentation is to help others reach a decision."(4) By
continually relating the concepts of argumentation to the
audience-centered perspective, students have an opportunity to
realize that argumentation is not something that occurs In a
vacuum but is rather of critical importance to all processes
involving decision-making. Moreover, by exposing students to
such theoretical constructs as Perelman's "universal
audience," it is possible to explain to them different
.:riteria utilized by different audiences to reach decisions
and to offer suggestions regarding higher levels of critical
awareness.

Such elements, though, also include more specific
concepts that can be explained from a basic argumentation
perspective. At the core, students can be taught that
"argumentation is a communicative activity in which you
advance claims, support them, and strengthen and refine them
so that they will resist the refutation of others." (5) By
offering students an explanation of what each of these key
elements is and how they relate to one another in the
argumentative process, the framework is set for a more full
development of the specific factors to be assessed within each
of those areas.

One of the means of addressing such elements is to
introduce the student to the Toulmin model. While generally a

-867-

884

bit difficult for the beginning student to grasp immediately,
examining the layout of an argument can help the student tobegin to understand the complexity of an argument--but also
the relative simplicity of assessing the argument when one has
a tool for doing so. Considering the theoretical construct in
terms of everyday arguments can allow a student to understandthe interrelationships of significant elements of the
argumentative process.

Second, students must be made aware of the different
settings within which argumentation can and does occur. In a
broad sense, they can be taught that "arguments are applied tothe entire spectrum of communication situations--from casual
interpersonal or small group interactions to more formal
situations of conference, debate or negotiation." (6) Beyond
that, specific examples within each of those areas can be
developed by the instructor. An approach to the course which
relies solely or even very extensively upon the competitive
debate model can cause a student to have a too-limited view of
the places in which argumentation takes place. At the bottom
line, students must learn to recognize that "arguments occur
in the vicinity of people" (7) if they are to develop an
appreciation for the importance of developing their critical
skills. By achieving the objective of instilling such
recognition, the groundwork for further skills development has
been set.

Third, students must understand the nature of claims in
argumentation, both as to the types of such claims and their
roles in different argumentative situations. All too often,
it is apparent that individuals are not even aware of the
exact position for which their adherence is being sought. By
focusing on the nature of claims, one can better explain how
different criteria can be employed to evaluate and analyze
such claims. For example, a student who can distinguish
between propositions of fact, value, and policy can more
readily be taught the bases for judging such claims than can
the student who only sees an amorphous blob in the argument.

Fourth, students must be exposed to the role of evidence
in the argumentative process. While one might contend that
the competitive debate model can force an awareness of the
centrality of evidence better than any other approach, such
ignores the reality of the majority of human argumentation.
Seldom, if ever, in real-life does one find evidence evaluated
strictly on the basis of the largest numbers of pieces of
evidence one can cite in the shortest period of time. In
fact, one might contend that the debate model is potentially
counter-productive as few lay individuals are overly impressed
by the type of evidence utilization common in academic debate
and it is entirely possible that a backlash can arise which
denigrates the role of evidence in argument. We would suggest
that students can be made aware of the importance of evidence
without resorting to the competitive model. Within this area,
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then, it is essential that students be exposed to two
concepts, i.e., the various types of materials which can serve
as evidence and, most critically, different means of
evaluating such evidence. It is not enough to instill in
students the idea that mere assertions are insufficient and
that there must be data behind the claims; it is central to
the critical reasoning process that the students be given
criteria upon which to evaluate such evidence.

Fifth, language as an argumentative construct must be
discussed. Given the fact that most students enter an
argumentation course with the wrong idea of what argumentation
is, they are no less likely to enter with a misunderstanding
of the role language plays in argumentation. Too often they
assume that the more intense the language is, the better the
argument is. Instructors must explain that such is not the
case and that the opposite may, in fact, be true. Moreover,
students can be made aware of the fact tat many potential
disagreements could be solved more easily if more care and
precision were taken with the language.

Sixth, students need to be instructed about the role that
source credibility plays in the argumentative process.
Obviously, that will have been discussed to some extent in the
process of covering other concepts such as testimonial
evidence. However, it is entirely proper to devote a separate
section to the credibility of the students themselves. Such a
section may touch upon, but is not confined to, performance
skills. Analytical skills will also have an impact upon how
one's credibility is assessed by others and that situation
ought to be brought to the students' attention.

Finally, an argumentation course ought to seek to develop
a student's refutation and rebuttal skills. Granted, the
process of taking a stance is a step in the right direction
but students must be made aware that it is the height of
sophistry for them to advance a claim and then be unable or
unwilling to defend it against the attacks of others.
Moreover, they must be made aware of the fact that letting
other positions go unchallenged is not the route to coming to
the best decisions. By teaching students specific techniques
of refutation and rebuttal, a more dialectical argumentative
process ensues and, in the end, a better decision-making
process.

The above is not meant as an exhaustive list of the
specific skills an argumentation course can and should teach.
It is simply to highlight what we perceive as some of the more
critical factors. We do not suggest that these cannot be
taught using the competitive debate orientation; we simply
suggest that, for the greaLer number of students, there are
other ways of instilling such skills. The theoretical
explanations must remain at the core of the course; the
specific means of applying Oose explanations can be based
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Textbooks

Obviously, the approach we are suggesting is different
than the way the argumentation course used to be taught. Even
two decades ago, it would have been virtually impossible to
find a textbook that would suit this type of course as
argumentation texts tended to rely solely on the competitive
debate model as a means of explaining the concepts. Today,
that is no longer the case. Without concerning ourselves with
the causes of such a change, suffice it to say that there are
now textbooks available for the argumentation instructor who
wishes to approach the course from the more basic perspective.
The following paragraphs will cite some of the more useful
textbook choices available to the instructor.

While it may be embarrassing to one of us, first mention
must go to Argumentation and the Decision-Making Process (8)
by Richard D. Rieke and Malcolm 0. Sillars. It ought not to
come as any earth-shaking surprise that we find this text to
be one which gives sufficient consideration to the rationale,
attitudinal and technical skills which we discussed above. In
fact, the Rieke and Sillars text was really the first in the
field to abandon an overt emphasis on academic debate. As
such, it was the pioneering work from which others have taken
their cues. Primary attention is paid in the work to the
"audience-centered concept of argument;" it is the construct
that undergirds the entire text. In the book, little
consideration is given to formal academic debate but extensive
discussions are offered of the application of argumentative
constructs to a variety of situations and settings. Thus, one
could teach the course from this text without any discussion
of formalized debates or, if one wished to include them,
supplementary lectures or reading would be necessary.

Operating from a somewhat similar perspective is An
Introduction to Reasoning (9) by Stephen Toulmin, Richard
Rieke and Allan Janik. In this text, the unifying construct
of the work is an explanation of the various facets of the
Toulmin model. In addition, the authors focus extensively on
what be termed "everyday argumentation." There is no specific
reference to academic debate and, like the Rieke and Sillars
text, this one devotes an independent section to special
fields of reasoning.

Argumentation: Reasoning in Communication (10) by J.
Vernon Jensen is quite similar in orientation to the Rieke and
Sillars volume. The echoes of their work can clearly be heard
in his. There are some differences, however. He frequently
alludes to academic debate An his discussions but does not
really focus his attention upon it. One thus gets a taste for
the activity but in no way can it be a full meal. Depending
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on the orientation of the instructor, certain of Jensen's
chapters, such as the one on the oral presentation of
argumentation, may or may not be useful as one attempts to
focus on the basic precepts of argumentation.

J. Michael Sproule's Argument: Language and Its Influence
(11) follows a similar orientation. While he does include two
chapters about formal debate, an interesting chapter on
ethics, and some useful exercises, his focus is upon the
theoretical constructs of argumentation. Unlike the Rieke and
Sil]ars text, which has the notion of the audience-centered
perspective as a guiding principle, there does not seem to be
a unifying position for Sproule's work. Such may be either an
advantage or a disadvantage, depending upon the general
desires of the instructor.

The final text which we feel most closely serves the
needs of a general course is Richard E. Crable's Argumentation
as Communication: Reasoning with Receivers. (12) Crable
acknowledges his indebtedness to the works of Toulmin and
notes that he approaches argumentation as a special sort of
communication process rather than a kind of quasi-logical act.
Its unifying construct is an emphasis upon how a receiver
responds to arguments but he does not totally ignore the
qualitative and ethical demands placed upon the arguer.

Clearly, there are a number of other argumentation texts
available for adoption. it is our judgment, though, that the
six cited above are the texts which most closely approach the
course from the basic argumentation perspective which we are
committed to. Other texts focus much more significantly on
the competitive perspective and, thus, seem more appropriate
for those courses which choose to approach the argumentation
course differently than we do.

Conclusion

It is our position, then, that a rationale exists for
teaching the argumentation course from a general perspective
in order to foster certain specific skills and that texts are
readily available for those desiring to teach a course from
that perspective. We would contend that doing so provides a
service to the students, the colleges and the society. Of
course, any such approach entails certain inherent risks.
There is always the danger that one may be successful in
teaching students to reason critically.

On the final examination for my argumentation course, I
presented students with the following scenario: "Assume that
the Board of Trustees of the California State University and
College system is discussing the following proposition:
1Resolved, that the general education requirement for a course
in Critical Reasoning should be abolished.' You are
addressing the Board. Take a po6. ion on either side of the
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proposition and present and defend your arguments." A
freshman student offered the following answer: "Yes, courses
in critical reasoning should get abolished immediately. We as
educators are doing our job to prepare students for life as
our government and society's values have evolved to this
point. College students who have had a critical reasoning
course are beginning to disrupt things. Several have been
reported cross-examining teachers on their course information,
many are asking teachers for credentials, some even ask
teachers to supply good arguments as to why the course is
necessary. It hasn't stopped there. Why one student today
asked top administrators why it was necessary for them to be
away from campus for so many seminars and that student already
knew how much had been spent and who had spent it. if
students like this are able to gain adherence of others we
could be in trouble again just like the sixties. Our
government has been doing a good job of suggesting where we as
educators should milk-down information students receive in
classes about government workings and society. Isn't it up to
us to take the initiative and abolish a course that only
starts the fires of anger and resentment in officials public
statements. Let's do our part to protect the status quo."
Surely if a freshman student can see the possible consequences
of teaching the course from a general perspective,
professionals should be able to do so as well. The moral is
clear: if we do not want to take the risks attendent upon
teaching citizens the precepts of general argumentation, we
ought not to choose this approach. However, if the idea of
teaching students to critically examine the workings of
argumentation in society have any appeal, the general
argumentation perspective can be most useful.
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TEACHING THE ARGUMENTATION COURSE FROM A MULTIFACETED PERSPECTIVE

Clark D. Olson
Arizona State University

The basic argymentation course can be a forum for discussion with
many applications.' To allow students to gain the broadest perspective
of the discipline, the merits of teaching a multifaceted approach com-
bining both theoretical concepts and competitive skills are explored.
This paper outlines reasons why both theoretical and competitive ap-
proaches can be combined successfully without sacrificing one orientation
over the other.

A Case for the Multifaceted Perspective

Considering the variety of applications that argumentation has,
students should be exposed to the widest range of opportunities. If
merely a theoretical approach is, used, students are often left with a
mind full of concepts but with a lack of practical skills based on those
concepts. What good does it do one if s/he can place any argument into
a Toulmin diagram and label the parts if they are not a more discerning
consumer of argument in their everyday life? Volumes of theory, all of
which may be useful to some degree, have been written about argument,
yet it is the practical application of this theory which makes it truly
useful to the beginning student of argumentation. Limiting a course
to mere theory can be too esoteric for students to fully appreciate.

Another application that is popular among several instructors,
particularly debate coaches, is a competitive debate oriented approach.
Some directors of forensics might find the beginning argumentation course
a useful place to teach the competitive skills which can be practiced on
the debate circuit week-end after week-end. However, to limit students
to solely one application also does them a d.sservice. For example, a
competitive approach is limited in its discussion of ethos and rarely
reaches beyond the dab of persuasion that occurs in today's debate round.
The discussion of language rarely centers on the substantive usage of
language in all arguments, but instead concentrates on the use of jargon
and word economy. The nonverbal aspects ef argumentation are virtually
ignored and the theory students study nest likely focus-as on standards
of counterplan competitiveness or respective debate pari,digms. Too often,
then, students get a stilted perspective of argumentation with but a
single application. As Gregg Walker noted at the National Development
Conference on Forensics, "We may believe that argumentation is central to
debate, yet many debate students have a poor understanding of classical
or contemporary theories of argument. Our persuasive speakers and
'analyzers' of communication, driven more by a quest for plastic trophies,
may search for the most tournament-successful speech gethod rather than
making strategic choices as a knowledgeable rhetor."4 When instructors
teach solely competitive skills in the classroom with little application
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beyond the debate rouft, students are cheated out of a variety of oppor-
tunities which could benefit them in society. Unfortunately, the reverse
is also true. Students trained only in a theoretical perspective do not
benefit from the intense experience of debating. As Brenda Logue noted,
"Few other communication courses have the built in pressure element that
is present in debate."

The advantage to a multifaceted perspective is that one can strike a
balance in the introductory course, using it to serve both needs. It can
provide the fundamental theory of the discipline ANO provide a use for that
theory through the application of competitive debate. Yet the application
does not need to end there. Many types of competitive and noncompetitive
activities can be used as tools to further the understanding of the theo-
retical knowledge students gain. In addition, teaching about competitive
debate can give the activity broader exposure, as many a fine debater has
been recruited from a basic argumentation course.

Problems with Teaching a Multifaceted Approach

One of the most basic problems in trying to strike a balance between
theory and compeition is to find a text suitable for this purpose. No
less than a dozen argumentation texts are currently peddled for our use,
and it is often difficult to decide which one suits this purpose best.

Several texts come clown on the side of teaching a theoretical perspec-
tive. Rieke and Sillars have recently published a new edition of their
text which provides a good, updated version of argumentation theory with a
new application of theory in their fields section. Yet, this text is
hardly useful in teaching contemporary competitive debate, as was noted by
Charles Kneupper in a review of the text, "It is more suited to classes
which approach argument cognitively and emphasize theoretical concerns
than to classes oriented to the practice of intercollegiate debating."
This omission seems a bit odd in light of the authors' acknowleogment
in the introduction to their section on fields that students, "will learn
about the problems and techniques of argumentation where specialized
knowledge is necessary." ° Certainly competitive debate fits such a
description and could have been included.

Toulmin, Rieke, and Janik7 begin their text from a philosophical
standpoint using the Toulmin model as the basis for their discussion.
Consequently, after reading this text, a student unaeniably should be
able to diagram nearly any argument and perhaps even apply arguments in
the special fields of law, science, arts, and management. However, students
will not have a clue as to how to apply these skills in a competitive
debate as was noted by Oaniel O'Keefe, ". . Oft is not an academic
debate text (and hence there is no mention of counterplans or inherency
or cross examination techniques). . ."8

Richard Crable approaches his text from a receiver viewpoint claiming
to "view argumentation as the sort of rational process described in the
theorizing of Professor Stephen Toulmin." In his attempt to transcend
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the strict logical interpretation of argumentation, he too, has failed
to focus on competitive debate.

J. Michael Sproule's') also takes a unique perspective in his approach
to argumentation. He combines the substance of argumentation with other
theories of communication, such as perception, language, and persuasion.
Janice Schuetz comments on its usefullness from a debate standpoint,
"Sproule's text offers an at ternative approach which de-emphasizes com-
petitive debate mil stresses the applications of argumentation to contem-
porary contexts."4a

J. Vernon Jensen claims to be all things to all people. He writes,
"This book is intended for courses in Argumentation or Argumentation and
Debate, whether at the lower or upper division level. It should also ful-
fill the needs of courses in Applied Logic and Argumentation in departments
of Philosophy, English, and Journalism. The book is approprine as well
for the debater and for students in adult education courses. "14 While
perhaps the most readable and well explained text in the areas of evidence
and reasoning, it falls short of its goal to assist competitive debaters.
When Jensen tries to include a debate perspective on various issues such
as case and debate formats, he treats current formats lightly and includes
many additional formats one would hardly conceive as being useful on the
competitive circuit. His information regarding debate is highly descriptive
and the mechanics for practicing the various forms of debate are missing
from the text.

On the other hand, several texts emphasize only the competitive debate
area as an application for argument. Perhaps thg most well-known text,
Argumentation and Debate, by Austin J. Freeley,b has been useful in pro-
viding the fundamentals of debate for over two decades. In each edition,
Freeley makes an effort to update information on current practices in
competitive debate. While his text is undoubtedly useful and probably .

occupies a prime spot on the shelf of each forensic educator, it provides
only a cursory treatment of such theoretical issues as ethos, values,
language, syllogisms, and fields.

Patterson and Zarefsky14 begin their text with a unit on basic argu-
mentation which is sound but paves the way for their contemporary hypothesis
testing approach to competitive debate. This book has a distinct debate
flavor throughout and omits such standards as a discussion of the Toulmin
diagram.

Gerald Sanders solely deals with competitive debate. In fact, to
the extent that Sanders discusses theory, he "Wicate(s) how it can be
used in a practical sense in academic debate.""

With such a myriad of texts available it is difficult to choose which
one best represents a multifaceted approach. However, I found the following
three to come the closest to integrating theory with the practice of
competitive debate.
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Ehninger and brockriede,16 while concentrating on a debate perspective,
provide a sound theoretical base for its application. They address current
concepts in argumentation theory in their chapter "Perspectives on Argument"
and delegated the information regarding contemporary competitive debate
practices to then-active coaches.

Ziegelmueller and Dausel7 also strike a good balance of theoretical
information and competitive practice. Yet their material is smewhat
dated since their book was published a decade ago. Both argumentation
theory and debate practice have changed greatly.

Finally, Eisenberg and Ilardo18 provide a thumbnail sketch of com-
petitive debate, doing a reasonable job of outlining speaker responsibilities,
formats, etc. However, their approach is rather simplistic and is not
integrated as a method of application of argumentation throughout the book--
the chapter stands alone. Several chapters later the authors even include
a chapter on "Applied Argumentation" that doesn't even mention academic
debate as an application.

Such attempts are disappointing. Most texts fail because they attempt
to be all things to all people. By trying to tailor themselves to both
camps many texts do not do a thorough job with either, leaving the student
frustrated and confused. Most books have their merits and their faults.
As a result, I find myself using chapters of various books to combine
these two approaches, so my syllabus winds up looking like a "Who's Who"
of argumentation authors.

A second problem in teaching a multifaceted perspective is the limited
time in any academic calendar. Obviously all instructors must make choices
as to what material to present and what to omit, yet when combining two
approaches, the difficulty of this task is magnified. It is rare to find
a college or university that teaches both an argumentation and a debate
course as two separate classes. So most frequently, instructors are
forced to squeeze both segments of the course into a single semester or
quarter. Trying to do too much can be dangerous, as students can easily
become confused. If enough time is not allotted, especially for the
competitive aspect, students can come to dread debating and the quality
of the learning experience becomes little more than an exercise in futility.

:Solutions to Teaching a Multifaceted Perspective

Nevertheless, I believe there are a variety of ways that a multifaceted
course can be taught successfully. One approach which emphasizes a broader
application is to structure the course around Aristotle's three forms of
discourse: deliberative, forensic, and epideictic. To demonstrate the
importance of argumentation in deliberative rhetoric a legislative forum
could be held in the classroom. The instructor acts as chair and the
students, as members of various committees, present bills which can be
debated, voted upon, or referred to committee for later consideration.
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This assignment normally takes at least two weeks so students have adequate
time to structure, support, and rewrite their bills. This provides a positiv(
method for students to understand the importance of argumentation in public
policy-making situations and can also prepare them for competitive policy
debate. Another assignment which stresses the deliberative aspect of argu-
mentation is for students to trace a bill through the state legislature.
Many colleges and universities are located in close proximity to state
capitals and this assignment allows students to see the many and varied
times that practical argumentation skills are necessary to enact legislation.

Forensic rhetoric can be taught by having students involved in moot
court proceedings. A variety of cases, both real and fictional, can be
obtained from such sources as the Point of law game. Students assume
various roles such as prosecutors, defense attorneys, jury members, etc.,
so that each student experiences the importance of argumentation in a
legal context. This assignment can also be expanded to include lessons
on brief writing to offer students practical experience in sound argument
construction. If one does not have time for entire court proceedings,
another option is to have attorney-judged debates. This combines the
skills of debate with a legal perspective. Most communities have a pool of
former debaters who are now members of the legal profession who might conceed
to assist with this assignment. finally, if class time is truly at a pre-
mium, students can visit a trial in the community and identify the types of
arguments used. This perhaps provides the most valid experience of legal
argumentation. Obviously it is rare when an entire class can arrange to
see a trial, so a group of students may attend and report back to the class.

This experience normally provides good insight into the workings of the court
system and the argumentation necessary for its success.

Since epidiectic speaking is usually ceremonial in nature it is often
important to analyze the ethos of the speaker. Students can be assigned to
select a speaker and then focus on the elements the speaker uses to establish
his/her credibility both verbally and nonverbally. The assignment can be
extended to ask students to identify aspects the speaker used which may
enhance their personal credibility. This is useful for debaters so they can
understand what elements contribute to making a presentation credible or
incredible. Another assignment which teaches about credibility is to have
students analyze the article "Who's Really Running America?" an annual
feature published in U.S. News te World Report. Students can identify which
leaders have ethos and how that ethos was attained. It is also interesting
to see how this list changes from year to year. Students may want to
speculate on what attributes cause people to appear on the list at one
time and not another.

When teaching the specific application of argumentation to competitive
debate several options are available. Considering the complexity of the
activity it is usually a good idea to provide a model for the students to
follow. A demonstration debate by members of the intercollegiate debate
team can provide such a model and generate respect and enthusiasm for the
activity. However, if careful modifications are not made and caveats
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given, students can become perplexed and bewildered with the complexity
of the activity. However, if properly introduced, even the vast volumes
of evidence competitive debaters are likely to drag in can serve a useful
learning purpose. According to Logue, "r1his7 'negative aspect' of
competition is also indicative of the massive amounts of information which
one experiences daily in society. Certainly a student in argumentation
and debate does not at the end of a course amass volumes of research, but
a students can come away with a sense of the vplumes of information avail-
able in presenting and defending a position."' If a live performance
cannot be arranged, a video of a debate can serve a similar purpose.

Critiqueing the debate using official ballots can provide unique insight
into the criteria judges will later us' to evaluate student performances.
This is also an appropriate time to teach the skill of flowsheeting so
students can accurately keep track o. the debate.

The debate assignment should concentrate on the application of several
argumentative skills. Argument construction and organization can be stressed
through the assignment of a brief for the debate. Students can emphasize
the importance of research by writing a library log which details their
efforts in gathering evidence for their debate, identifying the types of
material found, blind alleys, and research successes. If the classroom
experience proves to be stimulating, tournament experience can be used to
supplement classroom training. Throughout the country there are local
debate leagues, such as the Twin Cities Forensic League, Mid-America
Forensic League, Valley Forensic League, and the Pacific Southwest Collegiate
Forensic Association, which sponsor a series of short tournaments. Students
can get practical application in competitive debate by entering such a
tournament or by accompanying the intercollegiate debate team to participate
in the novice division of a regular season tournament. Not only does this
provide a valuable experience for the students, but it also broadens the
scope of the institution's forensic program, usually at a minimal cost.
Such an assignment can be used as a supplemental class requirement or as
extra-credit.

Obviously debate formats can be altered to suit specific class time
available. Several other formats have proven successful. One such option
is the attack and defense speeches. The class is divided into several
groups according to interest on a particular topic. Each student presents
a short (three-minute) speech advocating change from the present system.
S/he will then be refuted by another student for the same amount of time and
then the first student gives a short speech to defend his/her original
position. This rotation continues until every student has had both the
opportunity to attack and defend a position resulting in three short speeches.
Another opportunity for students to construct and refute arguments is to
have students work in dyads and present point/counterpoint speeches,
similar to the ones formerly done by television news cormientators. This
assignment gives students a good initial opportunity to create a case and
engage in preliminary refutation skills, without requiring the thorough
analysis necessary to extend arguments. Finally, alternative debate formats
can be used, such as a parliamentary debate. This exercise can involve
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the entire class at once. In addition to teaching debating skills, this
exercise also requires a knowledge of parliamentary procedure, and important
skill, yet one found infrequently in the college curriculum.

Several general assignments can also highlight various components
of argumentation theory and provide useful application of argument skills.
Many of these ideas come from the course "Analysis of Oral Argument," a

basic distribution requirement taught at the University of Minnesota.
Claims made via the media often make excellent ideas for classroom speeches
or discussions. Having students analyze the claims, evidence, types of
reasoning, and fallacies in television commercials, billboards, and printed
advertisements provides a good opportunity for students to evaluate the
argumentation they daily consume. Examples of arguments from the public
radio feature "All Things Considered" also make for lively classroom
discussion and excellent essay test questions. Students can become involved
citizens by drafting letters to the editor of a local newspaper. Rough
drafts can be presented in class and tested to determine the effectiveness
of the ideas. Revisions can be submitted for possible publication.
Examples of arguments can also be found in the cinema. Class discussions
or assignments can be constructed around a controversial movie, perhaps
on some public problem such as nuclear war, i.e. Testament, Special Bulletin,
etc., or a classic movie such as Twelve Angry Men. Even the lyrics of a
popular song can arrouse a lively discussion as students analyze the various
arguments made. Finally, students can be made aware of the importance
of argument fields by writing a paper based on an interview they've con-
ducted with an expert in a chosen field. Students should attempt to dis-
cover the kinds of arguments which are preferred by persons in that specific
field. Such an assignment can also be expanded to include evidence types
and falues found to be successful in a given field. This assignment allows
students the opportunity to begin characterizing a specific field of argu-
mentation.

Conclusion

Teaching the basic argumentation course from a multifaceted perspective
offers students the widest understanding of the practical application of
argumentation theory. By combining both the theoretical and competitive
aspects of argumentation, students can gain a fuller understanding of
argumentation. By learning how audience analysis is critical for the debate
judge, a student can understand that adapting to the receiver is a critical
element of successful argumentation. Participation in the debate activity
can underscore the rigor, quick analysis, and skillful practice that is
essential in competitive debate but is also useful in a legal and legisla-
tive contest as well. Such positive exposures of argumentation can only
serve to strengthen forensic programs and provide a multitude of experiences
for the student so that the introductory argumentation course becomes a
rewarding blend of theory with a practice.
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Teaching Argumentation from a Competitive Perspective

Keith 0. Freadhoff

University of Southern California

When choosing a format to teach argumentation, the instructor has a
multitude of options. This paper will present the pedagogical advantages
and implications of teaching argumentation from a competitive perspective.
In so doing, I will first discuss the nature of the competitive approach,
then present the advantages this perspective offers, and finally, suggest a
means for applying this perspective.

Nature of the Competitive Perspective

Most instructors associate the competitive perspective with teaching
the skills of advocacy through the use of the debate laboratory,
Unfortunately, some educators believe that debate in the classroom is
synonymous with intercollegiate debate--an activity that has become
estranged from the discipline of communication in a number of departments.
The competitive perspective I am advocating is similar to the
intercollegiate debate model in that students are trained argumentation
skills through an extensive process of advancing and defending claims. It
differs, however, in that students apply argumentation and debate theoriesin a manner designed to gain the adherence of peers or a lay audience, as
opposed to the "trained" forensic judge. When taught in this fashion, the
competitive perspective is "audience-centered." Students learn the
fundamentals of debate, while maintaining a public speaking style of
delivery and a concern for arguments that are created for lay audiences.

Advantages of the Competitive perspective

Based on my own experience and, discussions with colleagues, I havefound that the use of extended classroom debating can enhance student
involvement and responsibility. Students are motivated by the competitionthat debating offers and know that ultimately they are responsible fortheir classroom performance. This involvemenL with other classmates
inspires students to work toward their potential and take greater care in
making sure that their work is properly completed.

Implicit in training students to be effective advocates and critics of
argument is the notion that students should be able to effectively
articulate and defend their claims. Participating in educational debate is
an effective way for students to develop these skills. Unlike the "basic"or "multifaceted" approaches to teaching argument--which offer limiteddebate experience--the competitive perspective utilizes the debatelaboratory as the primary method for teaching argumentation. As a result,
students taught via this perspective have a greater opportunity to becomeproficient in creating, articulating, and evaluating arguments. Finally,
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through the process of debating a proposition students learn first handthat multiple interpretations exist for any given issue. The student
discovers that competing views should not be rejected or accepted without
analysis. Debate requires students to critically evaluate the positions ofothers and to develop arguments in response to their opponents positions.
This process of critically analyzing,

evaluating, advancing and defending
claims fosters an appreciation for pluralism and uniquely enhances a
student's understanding of how ideas should compete in a free society.

Teaching the Competitive Perspective

When teaching argumentation from a competitive perspective, a text that
facilitates this view is Austin J. Freeley's book, Argumentation andDebate: Reasoned Decision Making, fifth edition. The following three
sections discuss the general course parameters, how to prepare students to
debate, and the nature of the debate experience.

General course parameters: Students should debate a single proposition
for the duration of the course. The competitive nature of debate, combinedwith the use of a single proposition for the entirety of the course,
encourages students to continually rethink and investigate relatedarguments, thus, producing the advantages from critical analysis, etc.
discussed earlier. Propositions should be narrow in scope; I suggest using
the current novice National Debate Tournament (N.D.T.) proposition, or arestricted version of the N.D.T. topic. A common procedure among mycolleagues is to make plans "self-evident." (e.g. Handguns should bebanned). I recommend the use of policy propositions, rather than value
propositions, simply because my past experience indicates that students canbetter conceptualize, and thus gain greater benefits, from policy
propositions. The proposition should be introduced early in the course, and
should be used to explicate argumentation and debate theory.

Preparation fur debating: In preparing the students to debate, Irecommend the use of "Master Learning Assignments." These assignments are
not graded per se, but must be completed satisfactorily in order to passthe course. These assignments can include evidence assignments, affirmative
and negative briefs, refutation briefs and an annotated bibliography. Inaddition, class time should be devoted to discussing the nature of
argument, analyzing the proposition, cross examination and flowsheeting.

Debates: To gain the benefits of an extended debate laboratory, I
recommend that a minimum of five weeks of the semester be spent debating.
Scheduling can be a problem, so students should be informed early that some
debates will take place at times other than the regular class period. Time
should be appropriated so students can receive immediate feedback from theinstructor, or critic. This means the instructor should not hesitate toadjust the debate format (i.e., speaking times), or when necessary, form
three person teams instead of the traditional two person teams. Students
should be responsible for final versions of their affirmative and negativebriefs. Students should also attend other debate rounds involving
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their classmates and be required to provide written critiques. If possible,
students should be given the opportunity to participate in actual debate
tournaments. Most areas of the country have regional organizations that
offer novice divisions (or preferably Beginners Divisions, where students
have no prior debate experience in high school or college) where students
will find competition comparable to what they have experienced in the
classroom.

Conclusion.

Training students to arguP effectively is one of the most important
skills for life in a democracy. The competitive perspective, unlike others,
teaches the skills if analysis, research, proof, reasoning, organization,
and communication. The debate laboratory offers students the opportunities
to dUcover and develop skills that can be used both in and beyondacademia. I believe that these considerations combine to give thecompetitive perspective unique pedagogical advantages over otherapproaches, and that it merits serious attention by argumentationinstructors.
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ON THE DILEMMA OF Al) HOC ARGUMENT FIELDS:
THE INADEQUACY OF F1ELD-DEPENDENT ARGUMENT STANDARDS

Craig A. Dudczak
University of Oklahoma

Having reviewed the literature on Argument Fields I was reminded of Jus-
tice Potter Stewart's pragmatic pronouncement on hard-core pornography. Ile

could not define obscenity, he had written, but "I know it when I sec it."I
Actually, Justice Stewart may yet prove to have been further advanced In his
understanding of obscenity"absene'n cogent definition than I am in my under-
standIng of argument fields armed with an abundance of perspectives to clumsy
from. Leaving aside the intrinsic interest which may he imparted by each of
us to our respective subject of inquiry, I think I can safely parrot the com-
mentary that "argument fields" have been used in a variety of ways since first
proposed by Toulmin iu The Uses of Argument. While the diversity of views has
resulted in a robust exchange, we may be at a juncture where pedagogical aims
of teaching argument fields are obscurred by their imprecision.

While I don't mean to claim pedagogy as my unique preserve, I am con-
cerned that after all is said and done we may not be able to produce any con-
sistent description of argument fields which can inform students of argument
where to look for, how to recognize, and how to evaluate arguments should
they find them. Since a fields-based appronch to argument presumes there
should be differences in arguments, one would expect that those differences
to be Identifiable. Of course, this is predicated upon the fields beton
discernable, Except for a few texts which have described a limited number of
"fields" and their attendent elements,3 most authors have proposed a set of
principles and routines for determining fields , rather than offering a typology
of fields with supporting standards and criteria." At best we may be offerred
an annecdotal example or two.

Which brings me to this essay. How do we use argument fields to instruct
persons to "advance, support, modify, or criticize claims so that appropriate
decision makers may grant or deny adherence?"5 Actually, you'll be disappointed
to discover that I don't directly answer my own question. I have not structured
the "super-matrix" of fields which accounts for the various blends of argument
forms, subject matter, situational factors, audience purpose, nr academic disci-
plines which have been described as determinants of aelds.6 Such an instrument
may well he impossible to construct, but in an' event, it is not my interest
here.

Rather, 1 propose that we re-examine the notion of fields as a justifica-
tory tool. Developmentally mature social actors have been socialized to in-
clude argumentation within their repertoires. As these actors are confronted
by the contingencies of their existence, they search their repertoires for an
appropriate response. This is to say that people learn social rules and apply
them when they think the rules are appropriate. Argumentation is clewed as a
set of social skills which a pevsim enplovs. Revond a very limited range, the
average person does not differentiate "fields of argument" until e.....perience
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dictates the need for an adaptive response. The average person (social actor)
does not normally employ field distinctions in making claims. If field-depend-
cove becomes an issue, it is an artifact of justifying the claim. That is, a
claim becomes an argument in search of a field which can justify it. But while
field distinctions may be employed by argument theorists and critics, they are
seldom used as intentional strategies by argument users.

There are really two arguments imbedded in this position. First is the
argument that the several perspectives offered in explanation of argument fields,
when treated separately, are at best post hoc descriptions which do not readily
avail themself to use by persons engaged in argument. In my pedagogical frame
of reference, they don't inform the average persons well'in choosing how they
should approach a situation. Of course,- the second poSition is that when taken
together, these perspectives are confusing.- Even if informed in advance, the
average person would find the conflicting descriptions unuseable.

So I will briefly review the perspectives which have been advanced for
argument fields and discuss their pedagogical limitations. Then I will advance
the position that most argumentative claims are ad hoc attempts at justification--
Arguments which are in search of the field which may justify them.

Perspectives on Fields of Argument

There are at least two reasonably good reviews on approaches to the nature
of argument fields. These are by Zarefsky7 and Rowlandl While they differ on
some particulars, I have largely used their categorizations with some revision
to reflect subsequent contributions to the literature. Since my purpose is dif-
ferent from theirs, I will emphasize some elements they do not.

Argument Fields are Determined by Formal Characteristics (Logical Types).

On its face, this approach, to evaluating fields would appear to be most
promising for the argument practitioner looking for an argument field. If
fields are delineated by the same logical type,9 then all one would need is
the catalogue of type-field characteristics. Logical types would serve as a
template identifying fields. Consonant with this approach is HcRerrow who cri-
ticizes those who would remove arg,:ment fields from "its logical type context
and applying it more broadly to disciplines or definable subject matter .10

While conceptually appealing, this approach has failed to provide instruct-
ion on the location of fields. After positing the type-field delineation in
The Uses of Argument, Toulmin has been silent in expanding this notion to a
taxonomy of fields. There is reason to believe such will not be forthcoming.
Rowland has noted that "a single type of argument or-evidence may be used in
many contexts." He further contends that for many disciplines there is no sin-
gle accepted form of argument." So as a student of argument seeking to inform
myself of what field I was in, 1 not use the formal characteristics of argu-
ment as a guide because (a) no catalogue of field-type chararteristics exists, and
(h) if It did exist (in whole or part) there would not he an invariable connect-
Lion between field and argument type.

Willard's indivative of logical types as indivia of fields argues tho two
would be Additionally, other elements whirl are charartoristic of
fields would he forsaken he this approach.12 Since Willard's OpplIath 110NOFV.S
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separate treatment as a theory of fields, I will delay addressing him here. It
should suffice to say that if one accepts Willard's position on fields, the
pedagogical reservations on formal characteristics become irrelavent--it would
no longer be acceptable as a perspective on fields.

2. Argument Fields are Determined Subject Matter.

As with formal characteristics, treating argument fields as determined by
their subject matter (or content) has a surface appeal. In essence this ap-
proach would categorize all arguments about a subject together as a field. A
student of argument seeking the field of argument on the subject of abortion
would have a crass-referenced index of the topic regardless of origifi or per-
spective. Some have argued that debate topics constitute subject matter fields13
while two argumentation textbooks distinguish "Special Fields of4Reasoning/
Argument" which appear to have their focus upon subject matter.'

The problems of using a subject matter to understand fields of argument are
considerable, however. First, there is a question of what information is per-
tinent to a "subject" field. This concern was first visited upon me as a young
graduate student searching Psych. Abstracts for references on "Order Effects."
While I thought I was looking for listings pertaining to primacy and recency,
and climax and anti-climax sequences of organization, the listings under order
effects kept liberating me of these issues in preference of "serial predicate
order" and .the like. Ambiguity in categorization may occur even with the speci-
fication of criteria for inclusion (or exclusion). Rieke and Sillars may illus-
trate this problem in describing their approach to specialized fields:

Our approach is that specialized argumentation does take place, and
a field is defined uy the claims the professionals in that field
argue, the kinds of argument forms they choose and the way they sup-
port such claims. However, we recognize that the characteristics
we have found do not always hold. We have defined fields I their
usual principles of argumentation. 15 (emphasis added)

Second, a cannon subject label does not imply agreement among the sources
who contributed material to the subject. The point is patently obvious in
subjects like abortion as Willard has already described." The constitutional
lawyer explaining the legal basis for Roe v. Wade may find little in common
with the cleric advancing the moral reasons for opposing abortion. If these
adversarial positions are categorized as belonging to the same subject matter,
the student of argument may understandably be confused as to why a field von-
tnins seemingly incanpatible parts. The other alternative for dealing with
incompatible elements within a subject matter field is to adopt a "Solomon
solution " -- declare separate subject matter fields.

The "Solomon-solution" to resolving subject field incompatibilities leads
to its own set of problems. The most obvious of these to our student of argu-
ment fields is that the subject matter field takes on a very ephemeral quality.
What is a subject field if it can be dismissed and reconstituted to suit the
expedience of the moment? Can our student have any confidence in the use of
such an entity as a warrant for a claim? More importantly, I believe, the bi-
furcatleu of subject. fields creates a specions "intro-field" consistenvy with-
out ht. Us how lo resolve the newly created "inter-field" confliet.
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This intellectual "sleight of hand" contributes to ambiguity of what consti-
tutes a field As well as promotes a sense of the "amorality" of fields. I

believe the following passage from An Introduction Co Reasoning conveys the

We shall not present arguments in any one field of practical reason-
ing as being better or more rational than others. The only judgments
that we shall pass will, as a result, be " interfield" judgments,
having to do with features that make some scientific arguments weight-
ier than other scientific arguments, some legal considerations more
forceful than other legal considerations, and so on. We shall not be
concerned with "interfield" comparisons. It is not our aim to argue,
for example, that all scientific arguments are--simply because they
are "scientific " -- weightier than any legal or ethical argument.I7

So once again as the student .,eking to determine which argument field I
was in, the subject matter distinction creates difficulties because (a) the
subject field may be ambiguous, (b) it may create inconsistency by its inclu-
sion of incompatible parts, or (c) to obtain internal consistency it reformu-
lates itself. While Kafka may have had literary license, when an argument
field can undergo metamorphesis for expedience, it makes the poor student of
argument suspicious of the residue.

3. Argument Fields are Determined by Academic Disciplines

Zarefsky treats this as a special version of the "subject matter" field
approach18 while Rowland calls them "sociological entities containing all the
scholars in a discipline."I9 In either case the approach roughly equates an
argument field with an academic discipline. Not all disciplines are created
eoual. however, as Toulmin distinguishes among compact, diffuse, would-be, and
undisciplined disciplines in addition to the undisciplinables in Human Under-
standing. The student of argument fields would he informed of oca
among fields be knowing the requirements expected within the appropriate dis-
cipline.

believe Zarefsky's criticisms of this approach are most salient to a
pedagogical focus, so I'll rely primarily on his analysis. He first notes
that disciplinary boundaries are becoming obscurred. He further offers that
different disciplines may have a common interest (implying that the correspond-
ence between academic discipline and argument field is not exclusive), Finally,
he observes that the breadth of some disciplines may make differences among
members in the same discipline greater than between scholArs in different dis-
ciplines." All of these point to difficulties the student of argument would
encounter in usiug academic disciplines as the criterion of fields. As disci-
plinary boundaries become obscurred their correspondence with an argument field
becomes blurred. Common interest upon a problem area by separate disciplines
argument field boundaries. And the range of focus in some disciplines may make
the very label "academic discipline" more of an historical artifact than an
integrating element of common discourse.

A more surioAs problem Zarefskv identifies is that academie disciplines
represent "an inappropriate paradivm for general oreumentalion." rh occurs
because mot argument does not occur "within the ,1ifincq ,1 An AcuhTlIA dis-
cipline.' If the common person venerate s nninfor:wd i s the field

at hand, then the field hdrillv iu.lruct, our tilde!! I
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This last criticism identified by Zarefsky is central to my position that
fields (however construed) are at best post hoc descriptions which do not readi-
ly avail themself to use by persons engaged in argument. If uninformed in the
standards of each academic discipline (of which a complete catalogue is once
again absent), then the typical person is not given much help in discerning an
approach based on disciplinary fields. Of course, the task is not made easier
when Toulmin orders disciplines from compact to undisciplivable.

4. Argument Fields are Determined ky Shared Purpose.

Rowland has proposed that persons who share a cotillion purpose are occupants
of the same field. The shared purpose of arguers "energizes" the field notion
of argument to integrate differing conceptions of situation, method, subject
matter and discipline.22 To our student of argument a field should be identi-
fiable if its member explicitly tell us their shared purpose or if we are capa-
ble of inferring it. Find the purpose and you'll have located the field.

The problems with this approach center on the determination of shared pur-
pose. For instance, Rowland himself acknowledges that in the ordinary language
field of abortion there are apparent conflicting purposes held by the disput-
ants." Zarefsky notes that discussions may occur among persons who have mul-
tiple purpose2q. Additionally, in ordinary language arguers may not know their
own purpose."

Farrell develops a set of criticisms of this approach which can he summar-
ized in the folloWing: Rowland's approach distorts Toulmin's purpose in ignor-
ing a presumed ordinary language tradition, restricts field evaltwition to a
relatively limited number of fields, and uses fields for evaluation rather than
for description.25 Rowland responds that it is not apparent that Toulmin meant
to define fields as ordinary language, the utility of field theory as a critical
tool would be useful regardless RE the definition of argument, and that evalua-
tion is not rejected by Toulmin.4"

From the pedagogical perspective of the use of fields, I think the limited
applicability of shared purpose to ordinary language has the most relevance to
my concerns. Combining Zarefsky's earlier reservation with Farrell's, it would
appear that shared purpose may he begging the question. Rowland has an interest-
ing response to the claim thaWaith healers and physicians have a shared purpose
of ridding humans of disease. He claims that they obviously don't have the
same purpose.28 While this may be obvious to Rowland, it is not universally so.
They may have multiple purposes, among which is included healing the sick. Bat
the categorical claim that these purposes are different seems to illustrate Za-
refsky's challenge that arguers may have multiple purposes. How does the student
of argument become informed of the "true" purpose?

I think it can also be sail that even in the narrowly defined academic fields
that purpose may not be apparent. The field of international relations is replete
with instanres of multiple agendas operating even abthe parties profess common
interest of making the world safe fro" nuclear war. Even in the field of low,
where there appears to be a general consensus that it he treated as a field,
the criticism has been raised that the apparent shared purpve of law does not
really operate in a Fashion ConSISIent with gliared purpose. Rowland may he
corri,t thdt purpose provides a cliticd1 perspective which energizes a
field. it may not, however, inflow the ordinary language user of what this is.
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5. Argument Fields are Determined Ly their Audiences.

This is the heading I finally decided to employ to place Willard. Perhaps
it would have been more accurate to say "Argument Fields are determined by Wil-
lard." In a broad series of articles, Willard has maintatined that it is through
the psychological and sociological processes of interlrge that determine the
field. Fields exist "in the action of their members." People define situations
as arguments, but these situational definitions arc not purely idiosyncratic be-
cause social actors exchange their perspectives. "Any particular encounter or
relationship is what it is because of the intersubjectivity derived agreements
of the actors."33

While this brief gloss hardly does justice to Willard, the student of argu-
ment fields can derive the following elements from Willard's approach: First, a
field cannot be determined in advance of its "creation" by its usern. Second,
the composition of membership (and their attendant construct systems) combined
with situational elements are more important than any externally ptesupposed
(a priori) strictures. For instance, Willard had earlier indicted "Formalism"
(logical types) because such an approach would "require ruling intentionality
and context-embeddedness of utterance out of the picture."'Logical (linguis-
tic) types would destroy the sociological entities of social actors. If I
may recite an axiom of some repute,'kords don't mean, people mean." It is not
a great distance removed for Willard to claim that fields get their meaning
from people.

How can our student of argument fields take exception to this? Well, it
would be a difficult task to instruct our student of fields as to the appro-
priateness of argument claims prior to encountering (and engaging in a type of
intersubjective communality) with the members of the field. All fields become
"ad hoc" congregations. While this may be a valid construction of field theory,
it requires a fairly sophisticated analysis by the ordinary language user to
find "recurring" elements which transcend these constructions, at best. At
worst, the pedagogically confused seeker of lost fields must re-invent a field
with each social encounter.

5A. Argument Fields are Determined LI Schools of Thought

This approach also is creditted to Willard and constitutes a "middle"35
level between Toulmin's "compact fields" and ordinary language fields. Zsrefsky
has suggested that this notion of a "world view" suggested by Toulmin implies
that argumentative choices may be affected in significant ways.36 To the student
of argument fields, this approach suggests that schools of thought serve as an
organizing point of view which allows ideas and events to be meaningfully inte-
grated.

In criticizing this approach, Rowland links it to Kuhn's notion of paradigm.
He notes that argumentative disputes may be resolved without the presence of
a dominant paradigm (which by extension is suggesting they may not need a super-
ordinate school of thought.) More importantly, this "other" sense in which Hil-
lard uses "fields" is not compatible with the ordinary language use which seems
to underlie the rest of his program.37 There is an ambiguity created for our
student of fields when their usage shifts. Each construction of field may be
treated as valid, but not at the same time. Perhaps our student would invoke
O'Keefe's solution of subscripting.

908

-891-

6. Argument Fields are Determined by Community Standards.

This approach receives its primary direction from McKerrow whn advances
the thesis that we participate in different communities of.interest which have

jadifferent expectations and norms for evaluating arguments. Re does not claim
this as a field approach, but it helps us distinguish differing interests we
possess which operate in directing choice. In a somewhat different approach,
Klumpp uses a dramatistic perspective to "understand the argumentative dimen-
sion of commuoicatinn as social definition of community and use that under-
standing to study the ways of arguing that characterize the cnnflicts in social
interaction within and between communities."'

The primary difference between these two approaches and Willards might be
stated as a greater emphasis on the presumed endurability of the social unit as
the focus for analysis. This may be a greater-than, less-than distinction, but
the difference in emphasis appears to be present. As such, the student of argu-
ment fields may ask how communities assist in understanding fields. Presumably,
the normative function of groups generates and propogates the standards, which
can be transmitted. The outstanding question is whether McKerrow's three con-
texts (social, philosophical, and personal) can account for the range of argu-
ment sistuations which might arise.") Further, while defining arguments as
community of interests (or purpose) may synthesize a certain unity, it remains
problematic whether the "community" actually partakes in the collective repre-
sentation. A common audience may not exist, and if it did, it may be incidental
anyway. 41 Klumpp's dramatistic approach was intended to generate research intn
fields rather than develop a theory of fields. As such, we should hope that
community characteristics may be generated.

Conceptually, community differences make sense. Our student of argument
fields might make some use of McKerrow's distinctions and hope for further re-
finement. But at best these are not sufficiently develnped to be Complete, and
in any event probably constitute part of what Wenzel has defined as a context,
which represents only a partial dimension of field.42

6A. Argument Fields are determined by Socio-Pragmatics.

The latest entry to the field of field construction has been advanced by
Newell. The Socio-pragmatic perspective shares many of the assumptions of
the preceding, category, although Newell more directly compares and cnntrasts
it with Willard's "constructivist/interactionist" approach:

The pragmatic perspective focuses on the social system rather than
the individual. The social system is described by describing pat-
terns of behaviors. Describing a field of argument involves describ-
ing patterns of arguments within a social system. . .

Constructivism and socio-pragmatism may be viewed as going in oppo-
site directions to describe argument fields. Constructivism searches
within members of a community's individual, psychological processes
of sense-making to deconstruct an argument field. Socio-pragmatism
observes behavior between members of a community to describe how they
socially construct a field of argument. Pragmatism doesn't deny
psychological processes, they just aren't the focus of study.43
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Newell uses the socio-pragmatic approach in a case study of the Utah State
Legislature to confirm that recurring patterns appear in what she labels "the
web of justification." Her results are interesting even if one were to ques-
tion the demographic characteristics of the Utah State Legislature which might
make it more homophilous than other institutions. She does, however, add two
interesting qualifiers in applying the perspective to other settings: "(1)
the body of talk should have an identifiable purpose "(which should make Row-
land happy), "and (2) argument, the making and supporting of claims, should
relate directly to the purpnse for interaction."'"

These qualifiers seriously call into question the range of application for
the socio-pragmatic perspective. Certainly, the qualifiers stated earlier per-
taining to "shared purpose" apply here. Additionally, the qualifier that argu-
ments should relate directly to the purpose of interaction may be an impossi-
ble one outside of a relatively narrow range of situations--legislatures, legal
proceedings, problem-solving groups, etc. The constraints may well create the
greatest limitation. One might even ask how one treats statements (arguments,
inquiries, filibusters, etc.) within these settings which are not directly
related to the purpose of interaction? So our student of argument fields may
find some instances in which the patterns of arguments appear to create fields
of discourse which show consistency across actors over time. But as with the
"communities," the range of situations can be so described is in question.

To this point in the narrative, the review of various perspectives on
argument fields have not aided the theorist or the critic in defining the char-
acteristics of argument in a specific area.45 If this is true for the special-
ist in argumentation, whatinstruction can the ordinary language user take from
the notion of fields in informing his /her own argument use? Each of the pre-
ceding perspectives was evaluated for its pedagogical limitations. Hence, it
is my contention that field distinctions are not normally employed by the or-
dinary language user in argumentation. In its place ordinary language users
employ "ad hoc" justifications. Let us turn to these now.

Ad Hoc Justification

It may seem trite, but the parallel is too conspicuous to pass up--As "Rhe-
toric is the Counterpart of Dialectic." so I would maintain that "Ad Hoc justi-
fication (ordinary language use) is the counterpart of Argument Fields.", I
have already noted that argument fields have a special appeal and interest for
the theorist and critic of argument, but their utility for the average person
has been diminished by their complexity, incompleteness, and ambiguity. Why
should we presume that the ordinary language user employs the "field" metaphor
or standards propogated by "scholars" of argument? One may take Toulmin's
distinction among rational enterprises articulated in Human Understanding as
an indication that we should not expect to find recurring patterns which can
be "disciplined" as we descend he framework,46

If I can state this pusition succinctly, it would go something like the
following: Long ago Toulmin suggested that there were invariant elements to
argument which he described as their force, and dependent elements, which re-
presented the grounds or criteria necessary to entail belief.47 The question
of what was the minimum criteria necessary to secure belief (adherence) varied
by field. But "field" is a construct which assumed greater normative force

as the criteria became specifiable. Hence, what Toulmin later described as
compact disciplines were characterized by an adherence among practitioners
to a set of criteria which had greater compliance because of their specific-
ation. But the "undisciplined" arenas of human discourse had evolved no
self-constructed standards would cnuld require a normative adherence. So
what becomes a field is ultimately dependent upon the shared construction of
criteria. Some arenas of have evolved criteria which involve their practi-
tioners with shared expectations. These expectations may be routines, stand-
ards, procedures, and the like. Those who stand outside the arena, either
through an inability to comprehend (and hence, share in the criteria) or be-
cause they prefer an alternate construction of criteria, may be said to be
outside of the field.

Should we expect all persons to construct the same criteria? Probably
not. In his earliest writings Toulmin alludes to the differentiation of
criteria which may be employed. In Reason in Ethics he cautions:

We must expect that every mode of reasoning, every type of sentence,
and (if one is particular) every single sentence will have its own
logical critgEia, to be discovered by examining its individual, pe-
culiar uses."'

So even if we could determine fields of argument by criteria constructed
by their users, there would still remain those outside of the "field" who would
not be constrained by the normative force of the criteria. These persons, who
I have bandied about as ordinary language users and our poor student of fields,
is outside the field because he/she can't comprehend it, or having comprehended
its requirements, has opted for other criteria. Zarefsky uses an example which
closely approximates what I have in mind:

Most instances of argument do not occur within the confines of any
academic discipline. Even when arguers concern themselves wit:,
say, the budget and national finance, they often generate arguments
uninformed in any meaningful 2.41.2%.132 the discipline of economics.",

'Since these persons outside of the field nevertheless generate arguments,
there moat be some way to evaluate/judge them other than through a reliance on
argument fields. And so there is. But it is not through the normative cri-
teria which would be associated with a "field". But the requirement for these
are individually employed. I label these as "ad hoc" because they appear to
be without the rigor and consistency one would presume to exist with "field"
criteria. But actually, the individual's criteria may be every bit as rignr-
ous and consistent in its application as socially constructed field criteria.
They simply lack the sanction of social' consensus.

So to the ordinary language user, the process of evaluation of argument
criteria is similar, if not identical, to that employed under the aegis of a
field. This conception of "ad hoc justification" differs from Wenzel's "argu-
ments-aelarge" notion. He uses the term to refer to "those ephemeral argu-
ments that are made in unique contexts to serve ad hoc purposes, then pass
away never to recalled or employed again."50 For my conceptualization, ad hoc
justifications are the employment of criteria for argument evaluation which
occurs outside of a "field" construction. They may be individual construals,
but they are not necessarily unique or ephemeral.
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Willard, who likes to call fields sociological entities, has argned that
in his constructivist/interactionist approach, fields move beyond idiosyncra-
tic construals because social actors engage in things like reciprocal perspect-
ive taking and intersubjectively derived agreements. Thie position should be
In accord with what I have just argued, and also with the following.

I have asserted that claims are arguments in search of fields. This state-
ment probably makes some tacit assumptions about the necessity of human needs
for discourse with other. I think Schutz's Interpersonal needs have something
to do with this.51 Since the assertion of an argument claim has ego-risking
potential, there would appear to 5e a ego-defensive tendency to either utter
claims which have a fair potential of acceptance (correspondence, shared con-
trual,etc.) in preference to those which weren't. This may explain why Newell
obtained such regular patterns of accord in her analysis of the Utah State
legislature. It may also assist us in understanding the broader sociological
phenomena of "argument evolution.' Railsbsck's analysis of the evolution of
argument on the abortion issue points in the direction of Ad Hoc JUstification
seeking the legitimacy of a field.52

Conclusion

The several approaches to argument fields don't inform the ordinary language
user/student of argument how to use fields. They probably can't. Rayner than
teaching our students what argument requirements exist for fields, they would
be as well served in developing sense of what is appropriate criteria for the
sltuationn they have or are likely to encounter. Field development may yet
prove to be fruitful for argumentation theorists and critics, but for the aver-
age person, they have limited utility.
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