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.provide a setting for scholars within)specialized disciplines to meet in

PREFACE . ‘

. s - .
L . « ’ R ’,

Turabian says that the contents of a preface should include such’ matters '

- .
L

as the ‘writer's reasons for making the study, its background, scopé, and -

purpose, .and acknowledgment’ of the aids afforded_hiﬁ in the processyof thé\‘
- . R

research and writing by institutionséghd persons.’ Since many readers already

“have a fair idea of the background, scope, and purpose of ARGUMENTATION AS A

- .

WAY OF KNOWING I will begin with the 1ast—mentioned‘responsibility “of ) >

acknowledging the adds received in preparing it. By this slight unorthodoxy

A

in. organization, I hope to answer some questions which may have arisen in

the-period of time which elapsed since this argumentation seminar was held.

T

The first achnowledgment to be made is: to Mike McGee, who concéived of
. 14

3

,the seminar series initially. In his conception, the SCA convention should -

. .-

—— » [}

closed sessions to‘accomplish more than they could in the usual brief, open-

%o-the—public convention programs. Then the‘product of those seminars could
be published later for 511 interested persons to read and enjoy. Upon this

basis, six seminars';ook place at the Minneapolis convention. I used his concept
that the results would be published as one of the ‘inducements to the scholars
' . :

to become .involved in the argumentation seminar. .

Unfortuuately, he was unable to get'a university press. with whieh he was
‘N
negotiating to agree to publish the séminars'’ proceedings on an acceptable basis,

g -

so’ I went ahead’with pians-tolpublish just these argumentation proceedings with

v

some other publisher, and on that basis Auburn University awarded me a grant to

prepare the manuscript. Ultimately, however 'I met with the same lucksthat

re

* McGee did; none of the publishers I approached agteed to take ARGUMENTATION AS

A WAY OF KNOWING without a Subsidy whi¢h I was not authorized to giJ/.

-

A




. Finally, with' a completed manuscript in hand, T returned to the Publications
’ “ ) " ’ ) :
Board of the SCA and requested their’ assistafice. I am pleased to acknowledge the
»e . . - . ‘
g " support of‘Jerry Tarver, Robert Smith, and Bill Wark, among others, in bringing

. ! » »
* this contributién to the literature of argumentation theory to fruition at last.

-

. . |
hopefully, this brief recital of acknowledgments--and the narrative of

e

why they were mentioned here--serves to remind the reader of the original purpose,
o .

scope, and,background of ARGUMENTATION AS A'WAY OF KNOWING. The theme of the

.

convention which spawned this seminar was The Learning Society,’

’

" taken from 4

Robert M: Hutchins' book of that titlé. Therefore, the general idea of the :

seminar‘was to explore argumentation as epistemology. The seminar, itself was

designed so as to have the co-chairmen,;R&chard Rieke and Stephen Toufgin (then

in the throes of writing their textbook, An Introddction to Reasoning) write a

position paper outlining some critiques of traditiona1 argumentation theories,

1 ’

and sketching some alternative directions for new theories.

% Applicants to the

* seminar (competitively se1ected) then wrote original essays for exchange’prior to

PR —
"the conventton. At the conventign itself, a° four hour period was setxaside for

.

the participants to meet and discuss their papers, free from ail distractions.

- NI
.In the instance of this seminar,.at-least, the design turned out to be
\ . .t

~\\4enormouSly‘SUccessful. The papers prepared in advance of the seminar represented

.

Y a widely divergent set of approaches to argumentation theory. The approaches

ranged from Keliy's ?ersonaimConstruct Theory through rules theory and conversa-

tion analysis to_Brockriede s suggestion of QArgument3 Other papers presented
—_— ,'
theories adapted from Kenneth Roulding, Richard McKeon, and Paul Grice. _As a

% -
.

debate coach with some interests and ambitions towards scholarship at that time,

-

I quickly sensed that I was -in over ux head— But'atwthe seminar'itself, the

various scholars displayed no such naivete_ towards' each other s subJects. Their

‘ rd

discussion prpved to be extremely fast-paced and wide-ranging There was frequent

&

g A

TR




[ ! »

clash of -ideas which sometimes* found rgsolutiq@ in the discbvery of some sort

-~
’

. of common ground, an&osomgsimeé‘remained unresolved. At the time it seemed
apparent that Stephén—fou ‘:hvwagﬁthe~central¢figure;infnearly all of the segments —
.of .the discussion; ‘in ;etrosp;::E\a study of the tfangcfipt supports such an

impression. Yet the trarscriptalso conveys the depth of ‘understanding, and the’

advance towards €ven deeper understandings, reflected in the comments of each

of the otRer members of that privileged g}oup; Ty , s

Since that seminar, in the in;ervéning/time that” has passed, scholﬁrship
in argumentation theory has continued under thg auspices of the SCA and the AFA"

at an accelerated pace. Some of the contributiops to’ the seéminar foreshadoweh

thé subsequent appearance of new research.

° -

Willard's cons;ructivist/interactionist.

» 4

thebry has been thoroughly aired in a series of responses and rejoinders in the

' Journal of the American Forensic Association., There have also been research reports

"on argumentation in everyday discourse based on conversation analysis. And, most

.
) . .

notably; Stephen Toulmin's theoties copfinue to generate new research, stimulating

3

numerous papers at both Alta cenferences; the national conventions, and an upcoﬁing

issue of‘UAFK to be devoted to argument fields. <

.
: Grafifying as that is, it is also true that this yolume of ARGUMENTATION AS

Al

-

A WAY OF KNOWING remains a rich, untépped rééource of other theoretical thrusts-

-]

which have not yet emerged into general consciousness within our field of study.

: In particular, the exchanées coﬁfaiped within the seminar(s tranécript provide

.
» v

. ™
many illuminating insights which Hhave the potential for generating more and more

N
-
’

:new groundswells of knowledge -~ new "ways of knowing," if you will. For this ' -

reason;.éspecially, despite the delays in its appearance, this voluﬁ%'s présent-"

. —~—

ation to the community of argumentatipn students remains timely and important.

- b 4

»

Toulmin, Rieke, and Janik conclude the preface to An Introduttion to’Reasonigg'
-t

. A - .
with these words: 'Finally, in this ‘text we have attempted to discuss practical

. k -~

% . - A - ¢
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L | 4
* argumentation in a wide variety of fields and disciplines. . . .In a rapidly -
) ' developing field of teaching and study, we shall need to pool our experience if ‘
L we are to develop a well-founded tradition of teaching and a common body of
' . ' N
understanding about practical reasoning and argumentation.” Let that stand ds
*  a fitting concluding sentiment to this work. . "
T ’ ) . / .
) - David A Thomas
. Houston, Texas
. October, 1981 )
%
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. " PROBLEM STATEMENT AND TENTATIVE AGENDA
. by Richard D. Rieke and Stephen E. Toulmin
° . \J ":\ .‘. .
In this century there has developed a significant body

‘ ‘of literature exposing the 1iqitatjons of purely formal analyses in the
search for knowledge. Coming from widely different fields of interest such
as physical and social sciences, esthetics, 1aw,-ﬁistory, po]i;ics,'ethics,
these critiques havg érgued that’%orma] logic and méthemagic; do not provide
all that is necessary to those advancing and testing claims. In‘fact, they
have frequently sugges%ed that formal pfocedures are suited to issues of a
procedural nature only, and they do not assist us when Qe deal with the
important substantive issues, . |

For exp&p]e, until some 20 years ago, the program of " 7

"iﬁductive logic" had a dominant position in the phi]osophy of science, and

» \ the goal of the "un%fied science" movement was to integrate the content of
\}posié;;é_science into a single formal system organized around the basicd . ‘g

1propositiona1 calculus of Russell and Whitehead. ’In recent years, ho!gvef,

" it-has become apparéﬁt thit axjomatization and "confirmation theory" have
é%\best/a\minima]«relevance to the actual philosophical issues facing o~
»wéﬁking~scientists:"so, there has grown’up a "new" phi]oéophy of science. .

.thé% pays much more gttentiog_to the historical evolution of scientific
iﬂegs and methods, and their relations to the substantive problems of the ©

* /
natural sciences. In this newer philosophy of science, the rationality of

scientific procedures and arguments is no longer equated with their conformity,
+ - 4\“ « ,‘ ‘ .
2 to the demands of symbolic Togic, or with their formal consistency. Instead, this

<. ' «
Voo Cer 1 . hd

. .
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becomes a matter to be ‘considered with an eye to the actual explanatory

procedu}es of science, and their relations to the:propjematics of the scientific

14

investigations' concerned.
Correspondingly, the ep1s¢emo1og1ca1 program developed by
Ernst Mach andiBertrand Russell. at the beginning of this century, in con-

junction with their formalist program for logic and philosophy of sciencey

4

r
has also been called in question. Where, in the earlier part of, the century,

the task for the theory of knowledge was seen as‘beiﬁg to formulatesthe

-

7 . .
implicit arguments by which the "hard data" of immediate sense perception were

\

to be related to statenents about "material objects" and the rest, using formal

logic as a temp1ate, the focus of attention has again shifted toward more

A
substantive issues. See, for 111ustrat1on, Fred Dretske's Knowing and See1ng, \

and J.J. Gibson's The Senses considered as Perceptual Systems as two books A

which.explore this novel intersection between sensory psychology and the A
philosophy of perception. R

. Consider, as another example, the philosophy of ]anguagé_in

v

which the formalist program for the analysis of meaning typified by Wittgenstein's

Tractatus Logico- Ph11osoﬁh1cus, and continued more recent]y in the formal

- ~ v .

semantics of Fodor and Katz has been ‘rcreas1nc1y giving way to a more

i

pragmatic approach In this, the Tanguage games of the 1aterIW1ttgenste1n,

~——

together with the1r cognates in John Sear]e s "speech acts”" and John Aust1n S —

different "ways of doing things with words," encourage scholars to interpret

questions about semantics (and even syntax) in the 1ight of their relations

with the practical functions of utterances, rather than by. seeking.to "map"

them on to a forﬁa1 syntactical base.

-~

Similar pattems of thought can be found in the soc1a1 sc1ences., .

P S

Logical positivism has formed the fundamental rationale in the search for

s 11
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!

knowledge. ‘Causal or correlatjonal explanations among soperationally defined
- . -« \ ‘

objects were.advaneed in arguments using mathematics and logic as guide-

P

1ines. Forma] analysis was the approach to the criticism of any argument
=3

whether it emerged from psycho]ogy qr communication. The nature of the

.

questions asked and the variables investigated was, in part determined by the

demands of .the system of analysis felt to be essential. Within the past

~

. few years, however, an increasing number of schelars have refused to accept
-3

these .demands. They have, instead, insisted upon asking questions and

0

s

advancing arguments which do mot conform to the requirments of formal

.

*ana]}sis, sometimes charging formalism with distnaéting research from the
- ! L 4

\ TN

most -important questions. Moving instead from such perspectives as ) —

N A ]
phenomenology or interactionism, they have supported their claimg with

arguments that are not susceptible to the tests of logic as stated in

formal systems, and at ‘the same t1me they have often taken time to justify

their rejection of formalism. :

Notice, also, tnanges in phi]dsopnical efhics. The period
during which'mbnai philosophers concentrated on issues in "metagthics" and
_avoided stbstantive problems of ethicsihas, mofe récently, been'giving way
‘td'a new-phase of substantive concern. JUnder different headings such as}

bieethics, public affairs, and the like, scholars have been finding their

way back into the debate about urgent and topical ethical jdsues such ase °. ~

aBortion, battered women; civil disobedience, and so en down the alphabet.

4

At the same time, there has been a revival of interest in the history of,

~

ethics, with speéia] reference to the conceptnal history of moral concepts

and methods of argument.

N

Commentaries on legdl argument have shown a similar concern

. * . s» - ’ .
, with the need to identify new ways to analyse critical issues.- For centuries,

.o | ;123 - . .
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the stated.[at1ona1e for 1ega1 dec1§1on making was the paradigm of forma]
3

logic. Legal pgs1t1v1sts descrgbed the1r search for justice as a sy111@1st1c )

L

. process of f:ttlng 1aw ‘as a major prem1se to the facts of a part1cu1ar case
as the m1nor prem1se The legal dec1s1on was merely the conclusion of a valid
sy]logism.. Early in this century'critics’who came to be ca]1éd legal realists

cha]]enged th1s mode1 and called for new forms of analysis. Subsequent]y,“

lega] scho]ars of various ph11osoph1es have suggested new forms of analysis

M [N

. wh1ch do not rest on formal systems.

(WY

Finally, in spite of centuries of educatﬁon‘prescribing
formal methods .of argument in everyday discussion and writing, it has been

c1ear tu observers that in po11t1cs, bus1ness, and ord1nary 1ntercourse,

€

the arguments used are not structured-accord1ng to the rules ofxforma1 1og1c

and they are not typically anaTyzed formally either.
¢

> In genera] thén ;g 7t was largely taken for granted dur1ng the
first ha1f of the century that express1ons shou]d be cr1t1c1zed in logical

terms. (A is a reason for: B) by providing ca]cu11 or algorithms for eva1uat—

~

ing the formal conncect1ons between A _and B. -But 1t is c]ear that the more
* e’

fundamenta1 quest1ons raised by such express1ons have to do with procedUres)(,/r"\\\ )

and- rules. True, in"a few‘cases, it 1s poss1b1e to develop ca]cu11 and- f
a1g0r1thms (for examp]e, s1gn1f1cance tests) » for “deciding just how "good" |
a reason A 1s for B but where this is so that fact reflects the spec1a{
prob1emat1cs of the cases in quest1ons, and the procedura] 51gn1f1cance,of
the formal tests themse]ves a]so needs to be tons1dered separately since it
J111 not be. apparent from the fbrma]ism a10ne And, as the ]1m1tat1ons of
forma] ana]ys1s have become 1ncreasing1y apparent scholars have searched for

‘ aTternat1ve patterns of argumentative ana1ys1s 1n relation to the search for

-know1edge or ways of knouing. It is at this point the SEMINAR IV 1dent1f1es v




s

t

1tsqprob1em:.‘what are thealternative phi1osophica1 groundings for looking

- at argumentation’as a way of knowing? . ) o \\

.
L 2

_ Even though scholars have been strugg]ing with the search for

( » .
a]ternative patterns of argumentative ana1ysis for some time this search has

not been very well ref]ected in the work of those whose central prob]em 1s

-

argumentat1on. That is to say, ph11osophers of argumentation, whether 1ocated '

within .an academ1c department of ph11osophy, commun1cat1on, rhetor1c or what-’

. ever, have not yet been effective in deVe]op1ng con&epts of argument that are

not u1t1mate1y bound in some way to formal systemst Many ph11osophy teachers

J .
cont1nue teaching as if there had been no change: they persist in start-

®©
1ng on the teach1ng of ph11osophy by 1nst1111ng into students certa1n baST/J .

4

formal techniques that were possibly re1evant to the earlier programs o6f ™

ﬂh11osophy They: go bn to def1ne the "central quest1ons" of ph1losophy by
reference :to those forma] techniques, and they suggest--even when they. do not:
outright assert--that philosophical issues stated ip more colloquiatl ]anguage

are deféctive through being phrased in sloppy rather than in "exact” or

“analytical" terms. Teachers of argumentation and debate have been more

3

1ne11ned to recognize. the need to deal w1th arguments on pract1ca1 1ssues
such as those debated 1nterc011eg1ate1y each year, but the theory of
argmnent taught st111 tends toward forma] rules as the parad1gm of all 3
arguments. An exam1nat1on of the leading textbooks in the f1e1d--those )

which afe most popular among teachers--will reveal the trad1t1ona1

L4

rhetorical posxt1on that wh11e pract1ca1’arguments cannot achieve the

LY

certainty: poss1b1e in Togic, they agh1eve "probab111ty"'wh1ch grows

’ . . -

stronger as’ the arguments approx1mate the structureeand meet the rutes

of formal Togic. , o -



MWithin the very recent past there have been some writers

who have addressed the problem of what does argument Took Tike if. it is, not

)

tied to forma1 1og1c. Somet1mes this work has come from scholars try1ng
to probe new areas of investigation and who ‘must first work out new patterns
. of argument in order to. pursue their interests. " Other comméntaries have

\ come from those people whose pr1nary area of spec1a11zat1on is the study

of argumentat1on St111 other yriters have sought to reconc11e the

.?
criticisms of trad1t1ona1 1og1c with the desire to ho1d on to some kind of

formalism. A1l of these points of view, are représented in SEMIVAR Iv.

A »

" With these points in mind, it is possible to set outjséhe questions
‘ . 0 .

around which we might focus our talk.

1. What are the characteristics of "rationality?" To what "~

H

extent can-rationality be reduced to formalism as in a logical calculus?

-

If rat1ona1 arguments cannot be tested through forma] techn1ques, does it .

»

necessarily follow that arguments cannot be tested and eva1uated systemat1ca11y7‘
2. To what extent are arguments advanced by scho1ars--sc1ent1sts,

ph11osophers, critics, etc. --s1m11ar to or d1fferent from those used by peop1e

‘

in ord1nary daily bus1ness--wr1t1@§ adven$1s1ng oooy, selling cars, discussing
p011t1cs, p1ann1ng business ventures, and the ,like? How, rf at all, can .we

d1st1ngu1sh between argumentse that are awkwardly expressed or incompletely .

stated and those which emérge from, carefully prepared statements in terms of

“assessing their strength or cogency§

3. How can a theory”of argument reconcile the traditional .

conf1ict between "reasonap1eness" or "Togicality" on the one hand and

) ."persuas1veness" or "oonv1nc1ngnes$" on the other7 If the traditiona1 oo

’

definition of fa}1acy is an argument. which 1s persuas1ve ‘but shou1d not be,

3

is there any room for the concept "fallacy" within a modern theory . of argu-

* ] . e L3
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ment? If SO, how shou1d the concept be defined or character1zed?

4. To what extent shou1d the study of argument move from__ Cl

2%

the'preschiptive to the'des?r1pt1ve? Shou1d students of argument abandon

. the tendency to speculate-and conceptua1ize about the chafacteristics of p
. arguments and 1nstead spend their time¢ looking at the way pebp1e argue? v\Y,
' »
! . Can*the demands of scholars for a r1gorous argumentat1ve process be sat1sf1ed
Vv '

by report1ng how “people--inctuding sch01ars-—have actua11y argued7 If S0,

. <
1
'

~

how should this research proceed? I c )

5. What are the character1st1cs orvconst1tuents of argunents’

. , . .
How do we - know an argugsnt when we 'see one? Is "argument“ a mean1ngfu1 un1t
] — s &
. of 1nvest1gat1on when g?%m1n1ng discourse? How does argumentat1on re1ate s ,
’ ' SN  § |
to the tota11ty of d1scourse—-what is its re1at1onsh1p to the "know1ngness

claimed in any distourse?

PR )
2

6. Specifically, can we describe the ncgcedure for testing

-ﬁgg' or eva1uating arguments? How. cafi we tell whether one argnment is "better”
than an other?' What' does it mean to say one'is better than the other?
. . T

&
) A

' PR
Of course, -when the SEMINARgets together we will re-examine

~these questions to conéider which ones we want to-discuss.and in what order._
/

We will also cons1der any. other quest10ns that ought to be added. These - -

N

quest1ons should be suff1c1ent to or1ent your th1nk1ng unt11 then.

’ (This statement reflects the th1nk1ng of Stephen Tou1m1n and R1chard R1eke o

" wodues .
The Tou1m1n COnﬁhbutmn comes from Rieke's free use of mater1a1 yntten
o , ‘r o9

by Toulmin for our forthcoming book.) T

et
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: " EPISTEMOLOGICAL FUNCTIONS OF ARGUMENT SfUDIES:
: A CONSTRUCTIVIST/INTERACTIONIST VIEW

by Charles Arthur Willard:
o 1 Introouction
Recent speculation on the contributions of argument _ ana]ys1s ‘to
\“ep1stemo]og1ca1 and’eth1ca] studies has co1nc1ded w1th--and -to an extent
been stimulated by-<severe criticism of the ana]yt1c trad1t1on The be-
- ]1ef that a Eﬁlgﬁ_ Togical systems can be propounded ex h1h1lo, or at
1east w1thout regard for the rout1ne practices of social actors, and the .
- - eorollary assumpt1on that forma] systems so derived can substant1ve1y con-
tribute to the exp]1cat1on and cr1t1c1sm of, ord1nary d1scourse are being
: called 1ncreas1ng]y 1nto quest1on ! V1ewed ana]yt1ca11y, these criti- ‘
’c1sms have been merely psychoTog1st1c or anthropological. QUdged from
‘other perspecttves, however, these attachs take on azspec1a1 cogency and
urgency. Just as the development of projective geometries‘undermined the
. Euclidian symmetry (and attendant 1og1ca] n1cet1es) of the Cartesian view, . \
the content1on that formal systems are 1napp]1cab1e to ord1nary discourse f
o .. entails, at minimum, the 1dea that other doma1ns need not accept forma11st SN
F I frameworks as their taken;tor-gr nted archai of inquiry. This is not the
:.place for assau1t1ng citadels, h]L the senses in which a\new framewbrk '
for the study of ord1nary argument might- (i) contribute to accounts of .
.knowledge,. or (11) vitiate the analytic goal of knowledge need to be as
exp]1c1t as poss1b1e. The ana]ytic acoount of know{edge, which is~monistic‘:
‘in sp1r1t 1f not 1n~fact ho]ds that ta say A knows X is to say that- (1) it

g
tosen \




s

"and A could not know that X is the case without the analytic probity of

'1,.*5
~
N

\\\ | .
>~ 10 ’ “ /'-
is true that X is the case, (ii) A believes that X obtains, and (iii) A

believes X on grounds of sufficient evidence that X is the case.2

-

“must meet all three cr1ter1a, and by this view, "fa]%e know]edge" is an

incoherent ndtion. Thus, knowledge is contrasted w1th belfefs, descrip-
tions, and theories--all of which can be false. The idea that knowledge
cannot be merely true belief is premised on'the possibility that a belief
which iurns out to be true mjght be serendipitously so. Conditions (i)
and,ki;if are assumed to be interactive or mutually verifying since

nsufficient evidence" by definition obtains the truth conditions of X,

sufficient evidence. The skeptical critique, based largely on the circu-

) +
larity of (i) and (iii), is familiar, as are attempts to check the critique's

force by appealé to intuitioniet doctrines of self-evidence or to verifi-
cationist accounts of 1anguage exemplified by the ana]yt1c reduct1on1sm

of Russe11 and the descr1pt1v1sm,of Wittgenstein in the Tractatus We are
equa]Ty fam111ar w;th the attempts of psycho]og1ca1 or empirical systems,
work1ng from the §kept1ca] critique, to replace the Cartesian res cogitans
with a res agens with atts in and on the world. Viewee ana]ytica]]y,.these
systems cannot confl{ct with philosephical accounts because they are
empirical--no analytically gendine disbqtes éou]d‘obtain between them.

This has hardly prevented various writers from acting as if their piffer-

ences were genu1ne, a]though there does seem to be a clear stas1s in this = ?
. long standlng dispute at which the d1fferences have become 1rreconc11ab1e

_._because .no mutually satisfactory common ground has been found oug_of wh1ch

RN

accommodating‘views could be generated:

e -~
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If the study of argument is to be anything more than a footnote to

<

the squabble between inductionists and deductionists, the irrelevance of
forma] ana]ysis to ordinary diséouﬁie'needs underscoring. If it 1§ as
c1ear as 1t seems to be that analytic accdunts of know]edge have mis-
d1rected and ultimately 1mpoverlshed argumenta';wn,3 1t may be’ worth con-
sidering whpther those features of dai]} discourse which approx1mate the
analytic ideal are the more trivial ones. Indeed, I suspect‘that few
ana]yﬁts would object-to this interpretaé?oﬁ since they concebtua]ize, '
their formu]ations as self-contained systems differing from ordinary talk
in the same way that Aristot]e‘s apodeictic demonstratiens differed from
practicaa feasonings. Such -a distinction is not congenial here, of course,
because Aristotle's equation ef the«pracéica] sy]]og{sm with the’gpodeictic
in terms of fﬁrm_i§ precisely the sort of formalist inf]uénce which is
being questioped. It is in this spirit that‘arguhentation theorists are
r1ght]y reconsidering their root assumpt1ons, and, a]though they are
pursuing divergent lines, a certain commona]1ty has uridergirded the1r
efforts, viz., a desire to cast\fo the metaphy;1ca1; onto]og1ca] ep1stemo-
logical, and eth1ca1 her1tage of Russell and Wtheheadﬁ,Moore and Brad]ey,
and 6f the ear]y W1ttgenste1n. Whether or not argumentat1on--construed as
the study of ord1narx argumezi;-m1ght u]t1mate]y prov1de the grounds for

sufficiency c]a1ms of the ana]ysts, is an

((‘\a

calling into quest1on the se

" issue of a d1fferent order which must aWa1t events

~

o Y TTHE CONSTRUCTBVIST/INTE&ACTIQN[ST-VIEW

-

»

The construct1v1sﬁ/1nteract1on1st framework 1s an alternative to -

£ 4

formalism which explicitly eschews the ser1a] pred1cat1ve view of argument. 4




Argument is a kind of social interaction in which two or more actors
i -

maintain what they construe to*EE“incompatiQ]e propositions, a definition

——

which is spun out of a conjoiming of Kelly's personal construct theor§‘

(PCT)'with selected aspects of Chicago‘Schoo]“symbo]ic interaction—theeryr

- s v -.

Understood this way, argument becomes a social comparison process of a

. -
:’(1

speCia] kind. Socia] encounters and re]ationships when informed by

‘perceptions of dissensus, lead actors to -communicate their constructions
of events,in unique ways.' The statement "we are having.an_argument" m;y

flects an awareness that*two actors share a definition of situation based .

on dissensus--a co-orientation in which two or more actors correctly

Y .

attribute argumentative intentions to each other. The epistemic functions

of these attributions are easily enough seerrs. (i) "testing one's ideas"
o
is a tenable construction to place upon interactions when actors enter

St

into them with a tentativengss conducive to griticism--this tentative .

orientation imp]ying that arguments might fulfill the critica] functions
which Aristot]e agsigned to dialectic; yet (ii) dia]ectica] intentnons
need not inform the interaction: .soCia] comparison, even for actors en-
gaged in Burke's "blunt quést og advantage," might.induce changeﬂinain-
dividual constructs or even~in whole systems; and, to be contrasted to

functions (i) and (ii) by Virtue of their dependence on combativeness, '
(1) dialogicaf goa]s, as understood by, saysy Uaspers or Marcel, might

o ’f'" -
inform argument. R o

The séﬁ?%s_in mhich this formulationjdiffers from m0nistic epistem-‘
ologies have been detailed e]sewhere'5 and it may suffice'to note here
that Ke]]y s principle of e]aborative choice is our guiding assumption.6
Humans are forward-looking calcuiative: beings who seek to predict and

® - ' Rd
e ‘

&
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s

control events.

actions are .correspondingly experimental in character.
. N § . .

” .

temporally ongoing regardless of what people, think about i&, but a*person’s -~ -
/ thoughts are iust as "reé]"(fg the events. Just as the realities of the -

world are not shaped by thotht, so individual chnstructions‘ahe not .

causally linked to outside events.

) .. dichotomizing them according to theif- s1m1]ar1t1es anpd differences vis-a-
vis other events, the principle of elaborative ch91ce hqtds that ch01ces"
between ‘dichotomized alternatives are informed by an actor's needs for
enhanced extension and definition.
range of* convenience is intreased--when it rendere mBre eyenté neanjngfdl.

°» \\ Its def1n1t1on is enhanced when it seems to bec0me more exp]1c1t and clear

cut.

’

N i N

.

2
W

-t
A

them on for size

* S 5 ‘W

confronts his-representations of events rather than the -events themselvest
his experience being comprised of his successivé reptications of events,

not the events per se. No skepticism is entailed here: the universe is -

~

- PE

. ‘e

Cho1ces, then, are 1nformed by the needs Of ant1c1pat1on°

.choose to dnderstand things in.ways which- enhance th@nr pred1ctab111ty

_This is why, Keily says,.-Hamlet chose a prob]emat1c and unappea]1ng life

over the unknown terrors of ‘death: L4

_» Whatever the breadth of his viewpoin®hit is our

assumption that man makes his choice in such a
fashion as to enhance his anticipations. If he
constricts his field of vision,-he can turn his
attention toward the clear definition of his .
system of constructs. If he is willing to toler-
ate some day- to-day uncertaijnties, he may brvaden

" his field of vision, and thus hope to extend the
predictive range of his sys tem. .

Personal constructions are hypothet1ca], and human

Man= the sc1ent1st

Man builds his constructs and tries

Since a person 1nterprets eyents by construing. them, by

A ‘cognitive system is kxtended when its,

X
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~ _ Yet, whichever choice an individual makes (whether constricted certainty
or broadened uﬁﬁerstanding), the choice process per se is elaborative.
It seems dlear that arguments often arise when constricted fields
" of vision clash with broader but less defined ones; and the corollary
sense in which such clashes might induce systemic.change is equally clear.
The informative principle s predictiveness--not pregictiveness countenanced

I by forma] "features of the events themselves, but an pparent predictiveness .

“.

mandated by the cdnstruct system in which a choice is\embedded The ways

a person systematizes the phenomena which confront him,sthe ways he com-

o< ' bines constructs, are assumed to determine the form, content, and directions
of thought. A'tneory, for example, biéos or determines tne events which i
are subordinated to it: "It is not determined by the events themselves;
it is déterminedfby the superordinating point of view of tne theorist.

i ‘ \

. Yet, it must conform to events in order .to predict them."8 hus, behavior

-

v " is experimental. Accurate preoiction requires construct syslems which’
conform in morg«gr iess dependable ways to. the "facts of the \orld " these
'facts being understood in terms of the experiments a person ha performed
. ‘ in the past which are deemed’ relevant to the decision at hand.
. ~ Construct systems, of course, are éSSUmeo to obey 'theit on 1ogics.
.: That is, they are formuleted on princip}es which appéar to‘tﬁe individual
to serve them best. The intuitive idea here is that;reasoning onsists of
g movement along "and through pathways of constructs. Constructs: are or-
ganized into systems according to a person 's perceived convenience in
‘anticipating events; ordinal re]ationships among the constructs are assumed.
f,, A given cénstruct might be a superordinate constryct in one system and a .

w

: .
subordinate eiement of another. Thus, personal.construct theory assumes
) * 5 < ‘.‘ ° i
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. ' that one construct may subsume another as one of its elements, either by
ki e ~ extending the cleavage jntended by the other construct or by abstracting
along the other s c]eav ge 1ine. Thus, a good--bad construct might sub-
.sume, among many other ossibilities, an 1nte111gent--st4p1d d1mgns1on, )

E-

. meaning that "good" would 1nc1ude among its many elements al,]1 things .

. intelligent while “badL wou]d include among its elements all things stupid.

The inte]iigent—-stupi dimension might have its c]eévage abstracted across

+
if 1t—were subsumed as a dimension of an evaluative--descriptive construct.

b In th$¥ mahner, constructs are pyramided or otherw1se systemat1zed hier-
architaTly as a person orders his exper1ence.' These systems may be more
or 1essycomp1ex depending, in part ét 1east: upon the perceived importance

A of the evgnfs—uhich fg]] within their ranges of convenience. The system,
then, comprises the pathways whieh reésoqing must follow when it is
brought to bear upon given events.

P - s From this perspective, it is difficult té believe that the}e could
be sugh a thing as a field invariant logic.. A person might be said to
employ an invariant logic if and only if he felt free ts employ it for all

Rt systems. Some theorists have accorded consistency in&ariant status, al-
though recent rii%prch guided by construct t#fory clearly sUggssts.that
systems méy-épd often‘ag contain elements which are inferentially incom-
patib]é with she(anothe; when the systems are sufficiently complex (differ-

.o , entiated) to subsume the inconsistency.g Further, there are surely systems.

T for which cons1stency is irrelevant, e. é~, my aesthetic exper1ences are

2 e, | .
prem1sed upon systems (symbolierstructures of the ”fe]t world," to*pur]o1n

p4

James) which follow an order for which cons}stency is an alien notion. -
{ * . :
S Mathematical laws, geometry, and formal logic seem equally inapplicable to
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such systems. Stated‘alternatiVe]y, a field invariant_]ogic‘gﬁst i;ﬁe]f
have been generated out of some field, some assumptive framework or pre-

shppositional groundihg;\and one could defend that logic's invariafit .

L -
status only with reference to the "facts of the field" in the sen§g~that
only mathematical assumptions can render mathematical laws meaninéfu].]o

’ .t 1
It is unclear how these laws could be talked about or justified vis-a-vis, =

. say, political science. Thus, if and only if a péerson employs &ne logical <
- \

system to inform all other systems can he be said to emp]qy.anifnvariant

- logic. Now, it is obvious that this:can’be done: Aristotle i;formed his :-15\\;//
wh01%~system with biological assqmptions. Syllogistit logic Qas thereby

.assumed to be is;morphic to nature and applicable tdgg]] domains of inquiry.
These logical laws wére inexorable and a]]-encompassiﬁg, a common assumption

of monistic accounts. Aristotle's system exemp]jfieé’the sense in which

one can posit an invariant logic only at the expense of embracing the

-
-

~. sui generis weaknesses of monism.
) The principlg of elaborative choice, in sum, does not assume that
an agtor{s e]abora%iongggre analytically explicable. The idea that con-
R, . structs a}e systematized according to the actor's convenience in antici-
pating events implies that-a person mighf employ as large or diverse a
repertory of logics as his systems are varied. PCT, in fact, seems to
admit the interpretation that it is impossible in principle to generate
- invariaq} logicss which apply with equal facility to all systems... Argu-
ment theorists%§$ the analytic persuasion--because'theyeseek the grounds
of “rationé]it\m in the formal strdctures of arguments--have uncritically
\\: ) . taken up a body of fiéld-dependent priﬁciﬁWés which may have no re]evance~ '

Y

at all to ordinary talk.
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* RATIONALITY
!

Accounts of rationality are usually derived from broader theoretijcal

frameworks and are correspond1ng1y g}ven form and f]aVbr bijases and goa]s.'

» by the p®radigms in which they are embedd d. This has usually produced'

PR S
0

detinit{ons of rationality in terms of sorme faculty, attribute, or |

process--and, in some systems, a resu]t--wh1ch is assumed to embody owx -
T—— B

\ —

« otherwise exemp]1fy it. Thus, rationality Ras been se2n (i) in'terms of

the ‘correspondences ‘between an actor's reasohing and a priori systems,
a - 9. ca

*

(ii) in terms of the absence of emotions or sentiments--avoidances of

"~ "jrrational" or "nonrational" processes, (iii) in terms of cerrespondences

n%o ‘a gr1or rules understood to be embedded in social structures; and
(1v) with respect to verbal formulation as understood by Carﬂgg;end the
V1enna Circle. These attempts to reduce accounts of t1onaht’fo

singu]ér instances--paradi matic cases--probab]y’ref1ect an Aristote]1an

cor Y . ; . ~.l
concern with essences,.a posture which seems to be pervasive even in_ those
. - \

systems explicitly diverging from Aristotelian lines. . » -

@

The construct1v1st/1nteract1on1st v1ew is that rat1ona]1ty is a

’

. multi-faceted aspect ‘of mind. No sense is interided here of "levels" or
. > ; ) C
"~
"tiers" of rationality since we have no clear bas1s for. d1st1ngu1sh1ng the

relationships among levels. The focus here is upon those aspects bf dis-

EXN

course, thought, and act1on wh1ch symptom1ze rat1ona1 processEs, a fogus

which issues in a conceptua115at1on of_rat1ona11ty which_analysts might

-

well regard as perverse. First, since constructions may consist of bath

PR

wordslahd'feelings--and, correspondingly, since words and feelings may both
£S

4

subsume and be-subsumed by one another in a system--rationality is mani-
. - ) : M . «<{
-\Qested in the discursive and non-discursgve realms. I am -embracing Langer's

\

o -

28
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in no sense inferior or subord ate to verbal-gymbols because they dominate

thy

,many doma1ns of°act1v1ty wh1ch exemplify the highest attainments of

rat1ona11ty, i.e,, the creat1ve arts, f1ne and productive. Those who
- equate rat1ona]1ty with conform1ty to a priori systens might well grant
the content1on that musical creat1on 1s an archetypa] instance of rat1on-

ality; that music is an exceed1ng]y comp]ex language is easily enough
A\

granted and that, ]1ke formal and/or symbo]1c logic, 1t is a system of

pure form--i.e., hav1ng nothtqg whatever to do with referents--1s equa]]fﬁ

elementary. Beethoven's nine dymphonies changed the language in a manner

analogous, in every sense I-can imagine, to the impact of the Principia

Mathematica. To say that musical composition %s somehow not rational be-
P

cause 1t cannot he trans]ated into words would be pure]y arbitrary, from

®s ¢

Langer s perspective, since artistic creationtembodies a large part of the .

h1ghest attainments .of mind. R ' "

Yet, PCT predicts a more fundamental kind hf re]at1onsh1°p between
discursive and non-discursive e]ements, viz., ‘the sense in wh1ch they

1nterm1ng]e in ‘construct systems If Verba] constructs can be subsumed
$

by nonverba] onae or themselves subsume nonverbail d1chotom1es, then words

5

have no spec1aL status w1th respect to rational. act1on. I have e]sewhere.
¢

‘\.

descr1bed the 1mp11cat1ons of ‘this- view for eth1ca] 1ntu1t1on1sm, v1z.,
that sjtuated'socia] actors behave intuitive]y--behave as if the 1ntu1t1on
were a rea1 facu]ty--when affect1ve regnant constructs become taken for-
granted, unquest1oned unexam1ned parts of their background awarenesses..

-Thus,.moral propriety, the sense of the proper order of th1ngs, the .

L]
‘.

"
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"natura] outrage" or indignation--which I suspect is a commoq/jee]ing-in ——
¥ | .the race--reflects constructioné which have been déveloped over time and
the prbgressions of which have been forgotten. Words may give meaning td
fee]ings*and feelings may give meaning to words; and these interrelation-

v ships may become parts of a person;s backéround: his uneggmined armd not-to-

be- quesfionéd framework, his "animal faiths," as it were. In this way,. .

actors may be11eve-they have "1ntu1t1on" and behave accord1ng to its dic-

tates. And, since PCT aséUmes that actors construe events more or less
differently--no«two persons' systems{cou]d be precisely the same--it pro— ‘
vides the resource for meeting the pbjection which analysts have traéi- )
tionally thought was fatal to intuitionism, viz., if intuitigq were a -

faculty, peSp]e would universa]ly intuit things simi]a?]y.' e,

_fhis position 1s somewhat aan to that of Heidegger, who grounds the °

< onto]og1ca1 question 1n mood-—that is, _ggg;;-a]though the present formula-

' tion does not specify the d1rect1on|of-$ggd Also,, He1degger s insistence ,//
that ep1stemo]ogy is not re]evant to onto]og1ca1 concerns because of 1ts )
dependence on subJect-pred1cate relations is not an espec1a11y happy one
from our view. If "np;hing" is Fhe contrasting.pole of “ex1stence,. and

- nothing cahnot be ‘either subject or predicate, and the "existence-~ -

nothingness" construct is takén'to be an exhaustive dichotomy, then PCT e

- < would urge examinafion of these terms as .intended-to, phenomena per se.

This is an important.part of the sense in yhich Kelly distinguishes con-
& c- structs from oncepts Constructs are real; they are dbnuine‘data,se]f—

. ) L3 . .
const1tuted--1ndependent of the1r content " Phenomena and noumena are - -

- .

B

not contrast1ng poles of be1ﬁg Thus our formu]at1on is consistent with

+

:the (broad]y construed) phenomenological program: it is a reflective

~ F
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+  theory, focusing on.things as intended-to rather .than things simpliciter.
The "truth conditions" or "validity" of a construct are etements of the

system in which if is embedded rather than properties of outside events.

Thug,'Heidegger's inability to contrast being with nothingness’ is inter-

esting per se as a construct. It suggests a sense in which the most

rationéT oftéTﬂ questions might be couched in mood. Rationality, then,

cannot be reduced to words because verbal constructs may be subsumed”by
] » I =

nonverba].qnes; and it is”not altogether fanciful to'interpret:the intui-
tionist position as merely showing the primacy of the non-discursive.

It is even Yess clear how ratjona1ity tan be equated with conformity
to logical or rule cbggtituted systems. The proposit{on.that reasoning N
follows ru]gslis.broadly tautologous from our perspective since Qi]
thought oéc;rs in systems. Reasoning is movement along and %hrough path-
ways fneh%ed By constructs; unless a systém is changed, the movement éan-
not be other than what it is. That an acfor's reasoning fails to confprm'

to a priori systems seems less interesting than the study of how he in

A

fact does ground his reasoning--the background awarenesses, assumptions,
|

" and taKen-for-granted feelings which inform hjé thought. In thismrespect,f

4

argum@nts méy be especially useful objects of study since morgﬁevidence

'"about these background assumptions is customarily pro;ided by”the actors.
By the construct{vist/interactionist view, rationality resides in
\ the futurg-brientatlgn,'ihe g%]cu]ative aspects of_action._.Meadlé vie; of
rbig-tgking is an important feature pf’this formulation: the ongoing ) P
"Me" ;ﬁ?énactiohs of the éoéiai self, the temporary inhibitions pf action,

and the adaptations-of ongoing 1ines to the demands of others are assumed

to be tgégbases of social ‘1ife. The capacity to'import the perspective of
s . . .o \ #

\J
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. toward constricting their fields of vision. Yet, constrictien is .

yond them.

* pkedictiveness. -Ratignpality is a correspond1ng?y broadly based idea,

aad c a7 -
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another is an actor's central rational endowment. More broadly, man-the-
. : , .

o

iscientist pred}cts the behavior of others vis-a=vis his own lipes of action
in the same ways that he attempts to predict andicontrol a]T events." Of
course, an 1mp11c1t personality theory may attrabute more —complex char-
acter1st1cs to peop]e than to objects--mone diverse mot1ves, yet, an 3

actor's: system may animate groups, 1nst1tut1ons, “and even obJects w1th

. human 1ntent1ons. Ro]e taking, then, 1s a .central but not exhaust1ve -

characteristic of the future orientation. By no-means does th1s equate
rationality with "scientific-method" in a pos1tly1st1c way. The man-as- '
scientist metaphor does not assume that'ah] men are good scientists, " .

consistent ones, or even'especially intelligent;, their choices might be

elaborative--a hypothetical attemg} to expand the predictiveness ‘of a -
system. Thus, I would delete only the,referenee;to "open-mindedness: in

Toulmin's statement that "Men demonstrate their.rationality . by

L]

their preparedness to respond to novel situations with open minds--

acknowledging the shortcomings of their former éfocedures and moving be-

w13 The view of rationality here makes no value-judgment about
- !

open-mindedness: constr1ct:on or expans1on may .serve to enhance a system's

mah%fested in prelca]cu1ation, ro]étaking, and in the construing of results. i

/Arguments become fru1tfu1 objects of study by this view since more exper1-

menta] assumpt1ons are brought into public v1ew as actors demand add1t1ona1 "
R

support and elaboration. My assumpt1on is that na1ve actors employ 1mp]1c1t .
theor1es of argument (much akin to implicit persona]1ty theor1es) wh1ch may

“or may npt correspond to formalist systems While this v1ew by no means
. i .* '4 . i3

>y
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pree1udes normative evaluations of ordinary arguments, it tmp1ies that the
startdng place of'inquiry is the study of how sg§§a1 actors justify and ' ;
| exp1a1n the1r argumentative pract1ces to themse]ves and the1r fellows, how
they come by the1r standards, and.how they ‘construe a \og1c 's range of con-
S5 ) ven1enée . %
" No conViction-persuasion duality is-assumed here: persuasiveness

’ { » and 1ogffa1ity are not dichotomized, a1though situated actors may draw- ‘

such distinctions. The rat1ona11ty of an argument reside$ in the system .

used to Judge it; it is. not a qua11ty of -the interaction wh1ch can, be

¥ ’ abstracted from.the perspectives of. the participants. An 1nteract1on m1ght
contain, of course, many serial predications(although the actors might’not
treat:tbem as a formalist would wish), but it is‘point1ess to isolate pre-

f r
dications for purposes of calling them irratienal or rationa1 by 'virtue of

their~cdrrespondences\t6'a_Erjgri systems. An isd1ated seriaa‘might epito-
mize "1rrat1ona11ty" to a philosopher, “but. be perfectly 1og1ca1 for the
actor who usej/1t g1ven the systenk1n-use The study of how an actor
- ' ~comes to “think of a serial as. logical (if he uses that construct1on at all)
v is a more fecund enterpr1se Again my assumptions are (i) that arguments 2 .
provide more pub11c evidence about the~deve1opmenta1 history underg1rd1ng
\ the 1ogtc of a serial pred1cat1on, (ii) .that, just as cpnstructs are dis-
a o ; tinguished by £:11y grém'céncepts;wthe 1bgita1ity‘bf a serial is not a..
. property of the th1ngs it represEnts but 1s rather a feature given towit
;by the system 1n,mh1ch it is embedded and (iii) that th1s formulat1on
%T }. r does not ‘rule out normat1ve systems or pedagog1ca1 cr1t1cTSms of . arguments

whether it is worthwhile for normat1ve systems to retain ‘the ser1a1 predica-
|

.

_tive-notion s an open quest1qn. For'one;¢h1ng, surely the study of how
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.scho]ars, academics, and phi]osophers argue is a va]id procedure; and in-
sofar as the1r arguments are Jnformed by forma11st assumptlons, the
! suff1c1ency of their c1?1ms can be eva]uated vis-a-vis the systems they
choose to use. Further, we may ultimately wish to say that the argumen-
‘tative nrocedures of trained thinkers are superior to-those of naive
‘ actors: they produce more rigorous reasoning, their results are more
- e]ahorati;e for the 'system-in-use, they make better~pecisinns. We need .
never assume:that their lTogic informs all being, mérely that.it better 6
. serves the systems for which'it is emptoyed. Thus, from this perspective,
the "fallacy" notion (whi]e it can be used for serial predication), might ' v
- ‘ have a wider range of conven1ence a fallacy is nére]y a construction
wh1ch does not enhance the system it. serves,as ‘well as amgther construct1on.
\Construct1onS/become fa]]ac1ous as they move toward the outer. reaches of ‘a
system's range of conven1ence. Th1s “use. of :?a1]acy," however, d1ffers 3
from the forma]ist view to such an extent that an alternative term m1ghtgig

had . . . - .., ..
be less confusing. . ‘<i e

| RESEARCH EXEMPLAR o * .

One way of looking at arguments as interactions is through "conver-

sational ana]ys1s"-~the Study of how taﬂk works 14 This may take on an.

¢ L
anthropo]og1ca] character as_the: study of the ethnography of speakmq,.'5

a soclo]og1ca1 focus}such.as that found in the‘work of Sacks, Schegloff, .

;: . and Jefferson--a yariant of ethnomethodolbgy,]Q and a linguistic focus as

3 " .
> : the study of d1scourse and semantics.. ! The idea, common to Sacks and his

{

associates, that the things of 1nterest “about ta]k are "present in the _
e -

S, i

ﬁ“ta1k" is pos51b]y not a congenial view from our perspeqt1ve, a]though these

5*"\
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researchers have developed an annotational system which overcomes a//least

. . some of My objections to the uses of texts.]8 It seems quite c]ear that

, the "conversat1ona1 sample," the tape-recorded arguments “in our case, are' .
the raw data of argument research The researcher and critic are assumed
_to be "reflect1ve" in- that they stand back as far as is poSS1b1e from the o

<natural attitude; argument criticism becomes, thereby, a p;ocess of
perspective-taking. ‘The information in the talk becomes symptomatic of

. N ‘the systems which generate 1t, the object of research is to determine as

c]ear]y/as possible how the talk is generated out of an actor's Systems. _
P .
Tape recordings and texts can be augmented when possible by interviews,

-—

to]lowing some of the procedUres outitned'by Kelly and his followers for ( .
::f. P(IT."9 'Iﬁ, as I suspect, there are such things as "folk logics," the- o

’ : 't ‘ . -object of argument research would be the understanding and detai]ing of
the nature, scope, and functions of_these 16gics--how they affect the

talk of situated actors. ., o , ' ‘ . -

¢
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e FOOTNOTES
. A

¥y ; \ )
s ‘/) The, attacks have come from many perSpectives Ethical and

epistemological obJecis appear in Stephen E. Tou]min, The Uses of Argument

(Cambnjdge: Cambridge UniyerSity Press, 1958); An ‘Examination of the Place .
S ~ of Reason in Ethics (Cambridge: wCambridge University Press, 1964); and '

Human Understanding The”™ Co]lective'U“e and“Evoiution of Concepts

.(Princeton Princeton Univers1ty Press, ]972) 4'Lega'l theorists have

often descried and attempted to bridge the gap between forma] systems and

legal reasgning.. See,'for example, Luis Recasens Siches,\/ he Material

Logic of the Law,17 Archiv fur-Rechtslu. Sozialphilosophie, 41, Supp]ement . e

- 4, 269-292; many of the essays—in H. Hubein, ed., Legal Reasoning: Pro-

ceedings of the World Congress for Legal and Social Philosophy, Bruxelles
30 Aout;-Septembre i97]'(BrusseIS' Emile Bruylant 197]);-and'the rules-

based approach of Gidon Gottlieb, The Logic of Choice: An Investigation .

TNgTTE e QY
1{ .

of " the Concepts of Rule and Rationality,(New York: Macmillan, 1968).-

H

8
by
i

Fai]ures to relate forma] systems to legal reasoning have beern propor-

-

tional t6%he efforts expended. As Moerman has said, “I doubt that.any ‘ ‘“;
'of the distinguished scho]arshwho have worked-in this field would claim '
that’the'gap has heen c]osed, that'we can eiplicate.the workings“pf actual
argument, either as well as.we can fbrmaé‘iopﬁc, or suffjciently :i ‘ .
iz describe how judges reason." Michael Moerman, "The Use of Precedentuin ,;
. Natural Cdnversation: A Study in Pract!cal Legal Reasoning," Semiotica,

9 (1973), 193-218. This fai]ure, Moerman believes, stems’ from the e ___

v' " '~
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; co- dption of the subject by mathemattss and the . phys1ca1 sciences--a |
"d1v151on of 1abor thCh regard]ess of 1ts hlstor1ca1 nece551ty, now . .o
impoverishes the study of both formal and practical reason1ng See also

L Yehoshua Bar-HllTel "Un}Versal Semant1cs and Philosophy of Language: .

&2 Quandar1es and. Prospects," in Jaan Puhvel, ed 5 Substance and Structure

of Language (Berkeley: Un)ver51ty of Ca11forn1a Press,, 1969) Formal #

-

assumpthons are’attacked by 1mp11cat10n and d1rectlx‘frmnanmtaphysica] A Y

perspect1 e 1n R. G. Collingwood, An Essay on Metaphysics (Oxford: Oxford,

Un1vers1t Press, 1946) from a phenomeno]oglcal perspective in Maurice

onty, Eloge de ]a Phllosoph1e (Paris: Gillimard, 1953), his in-

tral 1ectures; and Paul Ricoeur, "Hermeneutic Method and Reflective

Tosoghy," in Richard Zaner-and Dpn_Ihde, eds., Phenomenology and

- Existentialism (Nen York: Pdtnam‘s, f973), pp. 344-345.. Another-relati- -
vistic critique is found in Maurlce'Mandelbaum, The ProbTem of Historical
-§
Know]edg (New York Free Press, 1938), and in his The Phenomenology of

) , ‘ Moral Exper1ence (G]encoe Free Press,_1955) My understandlng of these

?{sues has been directly shaped by Ernst Ca551rer, The Problem of Knowl-

>

. \edge (New Haven: Yale Uﬁ/hers1ty Press, 1950); An Essay on Man (New
d Haven: Ya]e Un1ver51ty Press, 1944), and The Philosophy ofA§ymbo]1c

2 Forms, Volume II: The Ehenomeno]ogy—of.Knowiedge (New Maven: Yale

Un1versity Press, 1957) . Many psycho]ogists have noted the limitations

: ca -~ of formal ana1 js yPs-a-vis. ordlnary discourse See, for examnﬁe

. Dona'ld Mﬁohnson, A Systematic Introductwn to the Psychalogy of Think

3 . ing- (New York Harper and Row, 19727; 269 "The 1o§¥chans prune -
%;~‘. o away - the ‘lively meanings, 1eqv1ng the~1dea1ized strutture, but the . 2f_

'ordinary person retains the conyersat1ona1 meanings."
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I take this to be the classic statement of the anmalytic position. \

I-See 'for examp1e Panayot Butchvarov The Concept of Know1edg_ (Evanston

C'Nortnwestern University Press, 1970), and Rlchard I. Aafdn Knowing and
the'Funct1on-of Reason.(Oxford. Oxford at the C]arendon Press, 1971),

3. \ " 7

See my "On the Ut1]1ty of Descr1pt1ve Diagrams for the Analysis

and Criticism of Arguments," Commun1cat1on Monographs,y43 (1976) 308-319.

4The outlines of this perspective are presented’in Charles Arthur
‘\~ - * » —

Willard, "A Réforqu]ation)o? the "Concept. of -Argument: Ine Conétructﬁv?st/

Interactionist Foundat%onS'of a éociology of Argument," :dournal of the

American Forensic Association, 14 (w%nter, 1978), 121—146' "Argument as

‘e

,jNon-Discursive Symbolism™ Journal of the Amer1can Forensic Assoc1at1on,

14 (Sbring, 1978), 187-193; and "The Contr1but1ons of Argumentation to

va

“Accounts of*Moral Judgment A Cpnstruct1v1st/Interact1dn1st V1ew," Un-

.‘d

pub11shed paper for the S C.A. Convent1on,fNﬁnneapo11s, 1978

Scharles Arthur Willard, "Argument as Epistemicy, A Constructivist/

~

$

Interactionist Approach to-Decision-Making,"uUnpublished paper for the

. S.C.A. Convention, Minneapo1i§, 1978. -
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6George A. Ke1]y, A Theory of Persona11ty (New York WM. Nortbn,

1955). See also D. Bann1ster, ed., Perspect1ves in Persona] Construct
~@;Theorx (New York: Academ1c Press,_ 1970), D. Bannister and J.M. M. Mair,

eds., Tﬁe:Evalation of Persenal Constructs (New York: Academ1c Press,

1968), and Don Bannister and Fay Fransella, A Manual of Repertory Grid

Techniques (New York: Academ1c Press, 1977),- Ear1y research ‘spawned by

‘thisftradition'ﬁé reviiewed in J.C.C. Bonarius, ?Research in the, Personal




5
.
L.

.

&

S

7

.
By

o >
5

2

A} ",:‘
7
£,
b

3
i

5 o

- 28

Construct: Theony of George A Ke]]y," in B. Maher, ed., Progress. in - .

" Experimental Personality Research, II (New York: Academic Press, 1965).

- Schemes, Cognitive Complexity, and-

e ——

"tbid., p. 65. - | . )

“81bid., p. 19.

9Walter H;'Crockett, "Cognitive Complexity “and Impression Forma-
tion," in Maher, pp. 47-90; Jesse Gezpelig and Walter H. Crockett, "Social
the Learning of Social étructuresg:—*w

Journal of Personality, 41 (1973), 413-429; and Bert Meltzer, Walter H.

. trockette and‘Pau] S. Roséncrantz, "Cognitive Complexity, Value Congruity,

and. the Integration of Potentially Incompat1b]e Informat1on,“ Journal of

Persona]ity and_Social ‘Psychology, 4 (J966), 338-343. A useful summary

>

of research is in hesse G. De]ia, Ruth Anne Clark, and David E. Switzer,
¢
"Cogn1t1ve Comp]ex1ty and Impress1on Formatiop-in Informal Social Inter-

act1on,? Speech Monographs,.4] (]974) 299- 398

.

.]Oﬁ’view forcefully prqpounded By\Rugeellﬂ See his Principles of

"Mathematics (Cambnidge: Cambridge University’Press, 1903).

]1See Susanne K. Langer, Ph1losophy in a New Key (Cambridge:

Harvard Un1vers1ty Press, 1942) Feeling and Form (New York: Scribner’s,

1953), Prob]ems of Art (New York: Scribner’s, 1957); and her'Mind: An

\4

Essay on Human Fee11ng, 2 vols. (Baltimore: Johns Hopkins‘UniversTty'

 Press, 1967, 1972). L E

b

124317ard, "Accounts of Moral Judgment." ...

. 137ouimin, Human Understanding, vii-viii.

-

L“
A angr Y
B, ot I
. b o

A
AT % DA




-
3
%
&
4
i

i
|
:
i
}
:

~

' . 29

]4My undecstanding of this group of procedures is larjily deriyed

froﬁ Sally’Jackson and Scott Jaéobs, "Adjacency Pairs and the Sequgntiai N

Description of Arguments," Unpublished paper, University of i]]inofs,

1976. The focus in this paper is on turn-taking, the sequentially indi-

cated turns at talk which inform daily discourse. These are assumed to be

S—

the "elementary forms of conversational organization" which become the

bases for largehsequential organizations. .

ol

]5See, for example, R. Bauman and J. Sherzer, eds., Explorations in

the Ethnography of Speaking {New York: Cambridge University Press, 1974);

and J. J. Gumperz and D. Hymes, eds., Directions in SocTo]inéuistics: The

Ethnograph& of Communication (New York: Holt, Rinehart, and Winstbn, 1972
* |

]GSee H. Sacks, E. Schegloff,.and G..Jefferson, "A Simplest Syste-

matics for the Organization of Turn-Taking in Conversation," Language, 50

(1974) 696-735; and Matthew Speier, "How to Observe Face-to-Face Commun1-

cation: A Sociological Intnoduct1on (Pac1f1c Pa11sades Goodyear, 1973).

. S,

The focus, Speier says, is the ongoing stream of observab]e beh;V?Br~

[

the apparént sequencing of talk. "t ;
. ﬁhgﬁ ‘ s .

]7Which would be tied into the study of 13nguage development. See,

" for example, E. O. Keenhn,‘"bonversationa] Competence in Children,"

Journal of Child Language, 1 (1974), 163-183.

-
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]QSee‘Bannister and Mair and Bannister and Fransella for surveys
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I

of these techniques.~ : . ‘ ~ . -
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¥OGIC-IN—USE AMONG EVERYDAY ARGUERS: The Rule of First-Speak

v
-

S : by Robert Hopper

N A

Recent ‘trends in argumentation theory -increasingly call for a separation
of formal logic from attempts to understand how arguments are’'certified as true,_,

t—sr—vaTid. Instead of using the structures of formal logic to certify argnments,

LT

. i 1‘5‘., 3 - - , - . > - - -
Toulmin and h1s followers call for description of loglcs-ln-use within human discourse.

. .
~

The present ana1y51s attempts to apply this perepectlve (ordinarily applied
to public arguments and-toientire summarized lines of argument) to a more micro

level--short, largely implicit’arguments among everyday interpersonal communica-

tors. ¢Specifically', my claim is_that if a Toulmin analysis of everyday talk is,

. oy, , .
combined with some recent ideas “tn pragmatic linguistics (especially the work of
c

Grice on implicature) it‘maf provide an accurate description of ways people argue

with each other. . The first part of this paper sketches an analogy between theories
of meaning and theories of argument as a rationa)eafor this combining of perspec-

tivest .then the analysis turns this perspective towards a tentative exploration to

A - =~ .

a rule labeled first-speak.

Logic-in-use in Argumentation Theory

Argumentation, historically, has tried to examine'the validity of arguments,

or the extent to which‘olaims represent truth. This distinguishes the study

of argument from the study of persuasion, which invo{zes’examining the psycho-

logical effects of claims upon listener behavior or attitude. 1In seeking.truth

value descriptions of érgumentative discourse, scholars have often tried to

¢

turn to légic for tools to certify truth-value or at least nalidity given a set -’

Fe st e
o R
SRS SRR S

WK

of premises. The f1rst to do this was Aristotle, who as architect of the syllogism

»
.

may be considered a founder of loglc. From the"Vvery beginfiing, however, Arlstotle

R
e

-
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noted ﬂéfferences between syllogistic'forms,'and forms of proof used &n rhetorical

R

-

N - - .
discourse. These latter forms of proof were labeled as enthymemes :by Aristotle,
N 9. : . B .
and, .the syllogism/enthymeme distinction underlies a dilemma of argumentation
. -~ . » t .

theory that continues to the present time: If analysis of argument‘pugsues-truth

<

rigofously, it quickly parts compeny with ways thdz\ﬁumans actually do discourse to
. N .
Seek truth. ) .. . ‘<1 ’ - » ?
Through the centuries, most thinkérs have responded to this dilemma in a
&

2 <

N - .. i -
prescriptive manner-advocating the use of more/Iogical torms by ‘arquers. Recently,

. v a -

the trend has changed. Rallying around TOulmin,~argumentation theorists increas-

" ingly call for more attention to describing‘hOw speawe;s actually do certify’claims,

»

increasingly carrying analysis of argument beyond the constructs of formal logic.

In the Uses of A{gumenf,l Toulmin descrikbes the king of reasohiqg Pattef%s
. ;
speakers die—zo_gepéify claims, and contrasts thése with patterns of loyic. Parti-
. ’ T ’ ’ s oe
cularly, he notes that claims are connected to support&ng evidence by géheral

(and often presupposed) warrants. In Human Understanding,2 Toulmin deepens his

focus to anlude scholarly pursuits of knowledge, clalmlng that each field of

knowledge shows series of arguments operatlng accordlng to (usually 1mp11c1t)

field dependent logics. Argument, he seems to be saying, is the mechanism for
A

expanding human knpwledge, and it sé%%s imgortant to examine historical contro-
‘ ~

. versies within each field in order to describe how egperts in these fields use -

Y

arguments tg seek tr_uth. ' : o »

hd % - -

Toulmin's Rosition comes acrosslés an atggﬁpt to free philosophy- from Kant's
notion/of‘g_grﬂdri constraints upon knowledge by demonstrating ways that knowledge

. . .
generatidn (i severd&‘Sciences.end other ‘areas of discourse) reflects conditions
Qf" kS h

. .
s 1 4

‘and. demands of environmené. Environmént-concept interaction takes place in ways .
- ; . @ 4

[ LA -

suggesting -a 'metaphor of "intellectual ecology"r-that is, ideas appear subject

)

: . ’ iy .. . . e P
to processes of natural selection similar in several ways to the processes drganisms

face.

e . e 5 e 3 ; -
iy e . R s R N ¢

J

o}

B {)s?:‘



- . " N
¢

3 . . ) . .
’ B . ‘

N - . R

: 32 . . o

. -

|

v - °‘~' i \_Jl " '

. Toulmin attenptsrto walk a middle-road betwcen idealism and relativism, thougﬁ
. T . o . Lo
his position is more difficult to distipguish from the latter than the former. The & .-

. . - . 3 .
main sense in whiqhxhis°stance is “not relativistic is that it leaves room for o

>

» ¢

somg?truth—dependent crltErla in the idea-selection proceés. He hints that this

.
.

truth component may actually have an a gosterlorl rather than an a Erlorl gefiesis, ' (
: though both terms are not quite appropriate.3 That is, discourse constructs s,

truths, and is bgnnd by them as if they pre-exfsted. Applied to the realm o{
everyday, talk, this pésition shews similarity to the notién of FEfvex{thy as .

. used“;} Gttfinkelf to note the property of language to construct the assumed-
presuppgse§ background to which it, appears to be conrorming. That is, language use
constructs rggiities at the same time as they are acted out after the manner of
a work or art sculpting itself. Toulmrn's position also suggeéts discussions of .

L Y

rea11ty construction through acting out 1mp11cat10ns of social tonsensus, represented

for instance by Berger and Luckman's The Social Construction of Reallty,S F1na11y, _
. - . . kN , R
. a number of' thinkers following Scott6 have claimed that rhetoric is "epistemic” . ‘

" in the sense of bréviaing means for speakers and listeners to seek and certify

-~ , Q N . .
T v
« -

various soéial truths. . R .
S N '

Observe, -therefore, the completeness of the Spllt between formal  logic an
~

logig-in—use. It appéars to this reader that this sp11t is quite parallel to' a

N
- . - P K . .

fsp;it in theories of meaning between truth-value approaches to «emantics and prag-

C . - N i} . a ks ,
. .

ut

. - ~

€ N PO A “ )
whicH tries to deal with the blem of meaming by reduci itg™~ eters. Thus
_whic ies to : h the pro em of meaming »y r'”uc1ng i parﬁqL s th ‘

v

. . . matic appr®aches. : .
N Y : ot A .

‘. , : ‘ - ’ .
) Truth-value and Pragmatics in Theories of Meaning R ’ S ; E

" . Theorists, of meaning face a similar problem to the one destribed above in
o~ . -~ . . e N . R R H
e the-area of ‘argument. The problem of.howswords,*éentences, propositions are argu-. R
e e i - ~ g
o ments come to be méaningful has been subject,to almost endless analysis, much of -
2% - -

quomfield7 attempted to reduce the grovingg of meaning to reference--a phenomenon
L ‘

4

‘
&




about. which some comprehensive account may be possible--at least as it occurs in

3 i
. -4
single words or active-declarative sentences. Or, consider Katz and Fodor,®
< . . -
> : &

attempted to reduce the meaning of a word to varioul conventionalized semantic

who '

.

features. And most recently, a number of scholars pursuing the problem of pre-

supposed implicatiohs of sentences, have advocated a "truth-value" test to certify
) - S

~

' them.? Hencg, the sentence: .
[ * el

V - Lo o -
. N N . |

John has failed the examination.

® 4 '
* )

Y

presﬁpposes that John has taken a particular examination, since that implication

would reﬁo;p true whether thé sentence were true or false. There are a number
- - . R4 .
of probiems with this account ‘(as with the notions of reference and conventional ¥zed
! - . -
features) influding the fact that so called performative verb sentences seem

]

impérVioos_to f:uth value testg. oOur concern here, However, is the parallel between

the present literature in presuppositions and ‘that in érgumqptation. Attempts .
4 ~

[y

to account for argument in formal terms are countered by field-dependent theories

of logic-in-use, because formalizations cannot describe much of what happens ‘in

argument. Similarly in theories of mekning, formalizations such as'truth-va}ue

<

- - semantics give_s#se to refutations on the basis of meaning—in-context. In one ’ :
such recent refutation of truth—value-semantlcs, Gazdarlo employs a pragmat&b thogzg%
#ﬁ ‘based upon Grice'sll\notiod of implicature. Gazdar claims that semanagcs must ;
s ] éotoally be split ingo two pg}ts-ja for;alioed inquioy wﬁioh could maintaiﬁgg focus
;‘ . . upon truth value, and a pragmatlc, context—centered 1nqu1ry whfch could account .
) Q‘for nuances or ordinary language use that logical formulation seems unable to cap- -
) . ~ture, (Note that Gazdar does not really advocate throwing out the flndlngs of . - ¢

>
\44
N e ~

formalistic schools--nelther, in my opinion, does Toulmin—styie analy51s of argu-

ment really dlsregard the findings of logic, only supplements them. This ipdicates a

s ’ . . .

;’ . tvq.facgﬁed discigigne in both argument aqevyeaning, one logic-centered facet and

i vw
5 - ‘S ~ .
Yo, one context-c%ptere

facet.) o . C
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Pragmatics and Implicature

Gazdar's analysis focuses upon sets of sentences which clearly reflects different

v

ofdinary languaée meanings, ﬁy£ whose\meaﬁings cannot be adequately distinguished

through representing thege sentences in formal logic as, truth-value statements.
—— ' -

.

For example, the sentences: ' ' . t

John stole the money and went to the bank.
Jehn went to the bank and stole the money.

appear to be indistinguishable accofding to formal logic representations. They

N

clearly mean diffe;fg; events, however, ‘and the differences can be disambiguatedA
) - I'd -
.through application of Grice's "orderliness" maxim. That is, Grice states that
14

speaker-listeners share' a social injunction to state items in the most straight-

forward manner, allowing the two sentences above to imply very different sets of

i d v

* -3
events as ordered .in normal time, -

- Since Grice{s analysis of §mp1ica£uré underlies much of the second half of
Fhii essay, h%s perspective will be‘griefiy reviewed-here: Langua;e gameé can
& . * i .
be described as cooperative in-a sense similar to the'use of conventions sgcp:as
" driving on the right-hand side of the road of impliéitly.éetpiﬁg timesaénd plgbes

for repeated meq;ingé.lz_ Grice13 develops a."gooperative Principle“ underlying

] ’ .

language use within four categories, whith appear as sets of generally stated

. . ) . . . . - ,
regulative rules: . ' . .

3

.
)
. .

1. .Quantity. An'utterance can be ,assumed to be informative--that is,'to
* . « 9 ‘ ' " [y .
providé as much data as required, but not mQEE data than needed.
. , E T T -
2. ‘Quality. An utterance can be assumed to be'truthfql--tha% is the 'speaker
» 3 -~ ’ -

- ‘ & . 5 . 2
knows it is true or at least'possesses some supporting evidence.

¥

.
-

. { : X .
*3,¥ Relation. An utterance can be assumed to be relevant to contextual factors--
. ' N .8, » i
. 4 -
that is related to what was said before, or to a-task at hand. . ¥

.

. .
~ . .

. L, v - . o, " . ~
nner. An utterance can be assumed to be perspicuous--that is, to ex-.
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.. , .j / . ' - . . e -
- hibit clarity, brevity and orderliness.

- - S : .
_These four categories form an important cooperative backdrop for spoken discourse.

although I argue elsewhere that they do not entirely-disambiguate sentences, as
. ' T < . - s
L 4 . ~ . por s
Gazdar appears to claim.14 I hope to show that 6rice's categories serve as grounds

/

- M

from which hearers infer the missing premises of arguments, “and also that they

o ¢

K3 . o £ ' ° . a‘ ) . !
ptohibit speakers from uttering arguments with all premises and ‘conclusions made

explicit. - i

The four categories frame15 utterances by providing topics to use for infi ring
. - ‘ .. .
' what has been implied by sentences and arguments--that is, these categorieg-guide

* '

the interpretagion of implications. Consider the following:

te

Speaker A: Robert was rude to me yesterday.-

Speaker B:: Robert haé(been working hard lately.

e
-,

Since B can be presumed aware of the injunctions to be ipformative and relevant,

-we can infer that Robert's work habits (inVB's opiniof) contribute to his surliness.

o

~ Due to:gime/spape limitations the rest of thig essay refers only to the . v

. -
‘

alysis are possible for other

- .

Grice's Qﬁantity'category. (I. believe similar cp
- 7 t - 4

categories; in fact the individual influence “

of each category are often difficult
to separate‘from each other in particular gxamples.) -

. -
‘

.
.

‘Quantity presents some interesting problems foraanalysis. The other three
1 . X .

. . $
categories: quality, relation adﬁ manner involve.,

/

jﬁaéements based on information -
. ! b . )
clearly available to the speaker. i : - B o

z

Y EEEIN RS
" o

A speaker presumably’can~tell-ﬁhéther'ﬁis/h¢f utterance is truthful, how it
e, , ‘ M L] /’, ‘ . ’ o ‘ ‘
) i is relevant, and whether it is perspicuous. But quarjtity involves a speaker's . .
ﬁ» 2N R . ) N - - - - N - ) . T
. ) , . s oo
guess about how much information th listener

.

S

-

a) ‘already kncws.
o . b) desires to know for his/hfr own purposes, R )

U : ¢

' ¢) should know to sui%gtye speaker's, purposes. ..

. , “
\ , . s *
M) X . .. .
PR . . . ? © : : . -
. : . N . ws .
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Obviously, iteps a) and b) on this list are better known to the listener than to
( ) kR - . 3
the speake;. On this basis, one might predict some problems of coorientation

.

" when spemkerg misperceive listeners information stgte, or when speakers and listeners
2 .,\‘&n - - -

N
. B . -

seek different goals. Consider these examples:
. Iy

al) Pé;ent: Where were%you_tonigﬁt? . ZL
> Child: No place ;pecialk_l
a2) Pa;;nt: Where were ycu tonight? .
N Childs At an orgy over at Jimmy’s.
al3) Pa?ént: ﬁhere were you tonight. \“ i
- V' child: At Jimmy's. | , :
) ’ ¥,
_-' - bl) HUSbapd: How do you like my haircut? ‘
» ) | Wife: " It's ok. N -
i ’ * Husband: Reallz:.now Yo qu‘like.it? - J L . . i
) :\‘___ . “b2) Hﬁgpahd:”'ﬂow do ydﬁ like my new haircut?
73? T ; ( Wife: It's really ugly, it's shaggy in back, and the sideburns
are uneven, - .
‘ éusbaﬁd: Next time i‘wanﬁ support: I'1l use a jockstrap. a
! - : . . s v
- b3) Husband: How do f@%,like my haircut? ’
) Wiééé’ ,it's not perfect, but you're stili the handsomest man in the.city.
PR s . ¢ ‘
The prec;Aing exampiés point up two kinds of err6§§ a speaker may commif;-
he/she ﬁgy utte;,too little information (therefare not being cooperative enough)
u :‘or too mﬁch 1pformation.\?bn1§ the’thirq example .in each group seems to avoid
? ;%fendinglthe listeners by o}fering £he correct amount of information. I'm not ‘
% { sur; why, Sut it is mj intuition.thatfin middle-glass‘USA discourse; the %econé €
% > R < . - ‘

% : . of these violations ' (too much information) may be more serious than the first.
% -Q 0 —

Tgyyourintqiﬁion on the following example._
. }‘ . - . " .

o ’ o t

k4 . M L) -
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e ) ! ] . ] [ L
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i * Son: Mom, 1'd like to bring my girlfriend home for the. weekend. -

R Mom: I apologize for my bluntness, but I den't want you to sleep with her
*under my roof. ) * - :

. Son: I wouldn't have asked to. | . ) N A

Mom: Iﬁh sorry, I guess I didn't have to say that. ¢
- - . e

This conversation was followed by several apologies_ from the mother, indicating
. . < - \’ /
_ that she perceived her violation of some principle in ﬁaking her proscription
- =
. . APURN N »o.
(which her son could have inferred) expricit. Of course, I do not criticize the
’ &

.

mother's choice of arguments as inappropriate--prebably this issue was important
N .

.
o > -

enough to her to violate the CP, aftergfﬁé style of assertiveness trainingggraduatesz)

’ - *

‘The point is simply that both mother and son shared the intuition that &he had E
N . ° ”

uttered too much- information. .

° . ¢ \
In sum, the quantity category in Grice's scheme provides a eonvenient way
. : . ;

°

4 - Y. -

. of describing proscriptions against explicitnes® in everyday conversation. It

[— : - >
. would not simply be poor taste to spell out many arguments in detail, as some

theorists arguel§vbut an important breach of quantity, and therefore of ‘the CP. -.°

e

Toulmin explicitly compares the survival Value of conceptual entitles to the
M B » . )

+

2

survival of 6iganisms. This analbg?_sugégsts raising the question of the function
of this pragmatic\rule of discourse proscribing too much information being given.
— * ' :
The rest of this paper speculates that this rule's function is related to power -
L . . ,

balance betweeﬁ“speakers in verbal conﬁfﬁct. I suggest that the persqn who !beaks

-
»

first as a conflict emerges’ is in a rather stfang’power position, and that the

'proscription againsﬁgsérbalizing too mucl information is aimed <@t putting some

restraints on the first-speaker. » .

¥ - Pl

i © First-Speak
. ~ : -4

In an academic debate, the .first speaker faces certain obligations (such as

N

a need to provide a'Erima facie casé) butdthése obliéations are accompanied by .
> .

‘e N .
. - N . . .
® . e -

- - -
. v - ™y S e
o 46 ‘ . .
. " ha b . B
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interplay between this rule of first-speak and Grice's relation-supermaxim--

1'—

13 tow

certain privileges. There is no previous message which the 'first-speaker must:

refute, therefore that speaker is at liberty (within obvious limits) to choos€ -

v

the ground upon which *the dispute is to be joined. Whatever the speaker asserts

-

+ W

carries a’'certain power to define the situation¢ Each proposition that the first-

speaker introduces places upon thé opponent what Ehninger and Brockreide17 call’

a "burden of going forward" with the argument. This appears to be a stylized

- ' . .

representation of a "Rule of first-speak" operative in ordinary conversation:
. T : s

any proposipioh explicitly verbalized for the first time in a cénflict (perhaps,
in any conversation) can be taken as accepted by the listener(s) unless some

explicit refutation is offered. It‘'may B2 noted in passing that the;e is some

-

@ 4

"be relevant." That is to'say the definition of the situation offered by the

~ -

first-speaker holgs the other speaker to a:gumentative ground in that the response

3

must.be relevant to previous discourse. The rule of firsj-speak goes beyord Grice
' : L

maxim, however, in noting that first-asserted propesitions that do not draw

-~

r .
verbal refutation can be taken as accepted. ‘

. 7

M .
First-speak operates within a set of 'cultural injunctions highly unlike

» ; h \ ° .
those in formal debate. Debate procedures promote explicit disagreement in dis~
-7 I . >

course by pgoviding speakers with fhe charge of confronting each others arguments.

*
- 4 »

In ordinary talk, by contrast, custom favors conflict avoidance ih most cases,
. wrx - h ~ . * e .

-~

to qn e‘g{' ﬁfthat might 'safedrt &this generalization: anless there is compelling

<

! L. ' A - . . 4
reasofi to argue, speakers avoid direct: refutation of spoken azguments. This gener:__kﬂJf>

1, A
! S

.alization may seem naive to rreaders who spend much time71n New York City, but my -

g b A ¢
iptuitions and some descriptive ev1deggeiiﬂindicate thit explicit refutation is

quite a,rare,event in most contexts, and it is gndertaken only when a speaker is

é . b -~ ) i . "
certain of being correc;\a%d thinkks that winning the cpnflict is worth the price.

'S'

c -

4
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This state of affairs puts the first-speaker in.a strong power'position.

:
- . - S — N -

| Any assertation- ' shifts burden of going forward the other side. The second

- -

speaker must add to this burden the probable in"appropriateness of refutation.

.

In addition, ethnomethbdologists have noted that listenexrs let pass most arguments
. 4 - ; . ‘ [

that‘are not Eﬁtirely clear.lg‘ > . .

.

The above state of affairs puts the first-listener in a low power position.

The first berson getting the floor would nearly always get their way under such

I .
-

circumstances unless there also eﬁisted rules or norms preventing extreme abuses
L) -

of the power ‘of first-speaker. T .

Thére is some such behavioral regularity (at least a fairly strong norm)

2
»

- proﬁkding that»speakers*rarely'verﬁalize all portions of an afgument. A premise
of "the statement’ of conclusion is nearly always left implicig. There is more

operating here than Grice's maxims of quantity and per ity. There is a distinct

tendency, which has been noted bmeost every commentator since Aristbtle, for

. - Ot N ¢ . . » .
enthymematic proof to~utilize'dmblicit premises.20 One effect of this norm is to y

\
!

1provide a more-equitable powerfhalance between speakers than would be available
. . ” - R - .

7~
(&3

- otherwise. If a speaker leaves certain premises implicit in an argument, then.
listeners may search Junoccupied ground" incthe dispute to carve out places to

.stand that do not require direct refutation. If such areas .prove available, then

the second-speaker’ may apply the rule of first—soeak by beinghthe'first party to
-4

verbaglze their side of the dispute in these areas. ’hs—a'crude analogy to what I

s

.

gn suggest, imagine a formal debate, the outcome of which turns around three arguable

Y -,

. points, *Imagine further, that _the first speaker/ forbldden to present arguments
e N ‘ ..
on more than two of these ardas. Then the listener is left some ground to Speak

from, and can then turn the rule of first-speak to his or her own advantage.

How “the above procedures balance'power between speaférs can be. 1lfustrated

with an example of'brief argument overheard in a supermarket. ‘




LR , / -' . - ' ‘. /
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’ .
-

- Customer: I wish to rsturn these items for credit; they're not what I wanted.

-+

- Supe7market Mgr: These 1tems were not bought here.

Custpmer: That s all right, 1sn 't it? - S. e
i
Sup%rmarketngrZ Uh, yes. ' . - )

This unusual interaction is best understood through rule. of first-speak.

¥
The customer verbalizes only her claim. Data supporting the claim presumably

* include *he food packages she is trying to return and the assertion that‘th% food
j . . ) : -
was not what she wanted. The major watrant appears to be a general be{ieg_that a
customer. has a right to return unsatisfactory merchandise. Gualifiers to that

. Il

conclusion -would include circumstances under- which the customer could not exercise

' . “ .« —

such a right. The Manager counters the c1a1m by taking first-speak on one such o«

-

qualifiér——that the merchandise was not bought in that store. Data supportlng
- that cléim presumably was some brané name or‘ﬁr%ce‘marking. But the 1mportance
. ; ] ; . (
of the ,claim was,clearly its status as an exception to. the customer's argument,
- - . N 2 . «

. ~

hence,an implied refutation. This refutation could be representéd_as the following

- s

i —

sylloéism: "

' /major premise (or warrant): Merchandise bought in another store may not . /ﬁr1
/ N N L ] ) “gj . ,

-‘»\ 7 be returnec rn_thrs store. L ‘
minor premise (or data): This merchandise was bought in another store.

// conclusion (or"clain): v This merchandise cannot be returned here.

he manager *s first utterance expresses only the minor premise of the syllogism,

N - . R

leav1ng the rest implied. 'In light of the manager's-having "}ost" the brief argument,

one is tempted to speculate about whether his tactic wds unwisely 'chosen. "To

>

-

show that his cHoice was actually an excellent one, one need only,examinc.what his

other alternatives might have been. The ;anager“could have verbalized the major

Y L »

premlse, which might have been-effective in this case--but the manager had probably
4.,“#*"-"‘“:‘5 ¢ o
encountered numerous past customers who claimed meérchandise was bought in the
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. _ » store even though he doubted their claims. That means that if he had simply .
] ~— ‘ ‘J~ . : .
: o 5y .
- ¢ asserted that merchandise not bought here ¢an't be returned here, a counter-
= - v e ;
assertion that the merchandise was bought there (first-speak on minor premise to

e '

, the customer) would have left the md&nager only conflict-ridden alternatives to

. ‘defeat. To have just asserted the conclusion: You can't returnnthese--would

o

X have been even worse. The customer could’then either say "w. y,nét?", or worse ¢

e yet take first speak on a premise of his or her own chojce. iI thé manager had " | e

1
'

~

. 1

. . . - My ' . T8
chosen to verbalize either premise plus the conclusion, the u]tomer c Jhave

sentation was pretty -

i

___claimed surliness or overkill (unless the manager s mode of pF

. |
)

C smooth, ) The cnoice of the minor premise, then, seems the manﬁger s most effective

gambit. It probably would work for all customers who accepted]the general ‘belief

*

- that merchandise can only be returned where bought. This particular argument
. . . T

seems. unigue because this’ customer fa&ls to accept a general belief that most of
&

’ ¢ .

. us do accept.21 Her failu%g to_dolso becomes an argumentative strength, however, -
- - s * M
» when she takes first-speaknon‘the refutation of the manager's (1hp11ed) major

e

ot premise. According to first-speak, thisxggctic shlfts the burden of going forward

<

:, 7 "
back to the manager, who must explicitly assert hls former warrant in®order to

(SR s

refute the opponent's first-speax--or ‘give up the argument. 51nce the merchandise ﬁ§§§

v
N e

: : ) . - »
is only worth two or three dollars, he chooeses to retire from the argument.
[ . . ¢ 0 o R° . )
; e -’ S ’ | = \ ' - v . . B
A w"'Impl:i.cation and Rhetorical Effectiveness N i
. . w . a
A - v by \ LY

Any argument is made up of spoken and implied portions. " The implied.portions -
ce . -

1)
-

. 23 —

(missing premises or warrants) 6ften‘are keys 4o argumemtatsve effectiveness.x, . ’
¢ |
\
|

/ Given the above, how do arguers use~1mp1ication effectively? S ’ ) Lo %

: g,
; A There appears to be avrule of first—imply parallel to rulesvof first-speak o L

' ”IMPIJED ARGUMENTS, IF UNDERSTOOD BY THE LISTENER, HAVE FORCE SIMILAR _TO SPOKEN -

LY

iﬁ ARQQ@ENTS. That is, even an implication can shift the burden of going forward R}

to the other party. But firstfspeak~"trumps" first-assume. That 1s what happened

» o’ e
P




B : 42 ”mhgﬁﬁﬁhm .
in the grocery story example: a premise left assumed by the manager was verbally .

refuted, leaving the manager with the burden of going forward. But in the usual

case, implied premises carry the day. For example, in most cases, the store mana- o
. A ¢ . . ‘

- o
»
N

redquest. .

<

'

Implication as an argumentative strategy has effectiveness which does not

appear to be directly related to first-speak, but rather stems from its hidden or

-

N

t ger's assertion of a minor premise would.result in a customer's withdrawing the,
. . v . . - ’
o presupposed nature. Thus, if one asserts:

. The ancient Pawnee practice of healing colds by inhaling the aroma of Eyca-
»

— . -

lyptus leaves seem$ applicable to your sick aunt.

The listener could eas11y believe the presupposed (false) proposition that the

I

. ~ Pawnee used such a practice. 1In fact, in the absencei%f knowledge to the contra;g--
Al # .. >

|
\
|
|
|
’ knowledge that the ancient Pawnee never crossed paths with Eucalyptus, for instance--
\

. a listener could be expected to believe such presuppositions. 1In essence, many
A . ; .

|
implied premises seem to have ann"pf course" clause‘attached fo them, making them/ “ {
|

A

s difficult to doubt (or even to isolate conceptually.) As‘Hutchenson states:
- It is through this propensity~to adopt the beliefs éf otners vwhen we‘do
. , - . Lo "
;b ] o .not hold qgugggr—beliefs that ong can inform (andznisinform) through pre-
’ suppositions. Pxesuppositional lying can be.extremely’effective.22 <

] . s
, On the more macro level of lines of argument and their suppressed-implied premises,

M .

ﬁ " . scholars have noted & similar effectiveness of implied érguments. Bitzer,23 for
%ﬁé ’ exanple holds that thé suppressed premises of enthymemes are effective because

. ~ * [3 .
listeners construct their own missing premises out of their stock of conventional

‘ values and maxims. ?Edelmanz4 goes even further, and asserts that "a politician

more persuasively conveys a particular picture of reality when he simply assumes

it in termsthe,uses rather than asserting it expllq;tly. This is partly because

ﬂﬁte assert is to subject to more rﬁgorous criticism, ‘and partly because of the
L k
apparent asSurance that seems to go with presuppos:.tion.

14

* *
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This leaves us with the “following seb of tentative prop051tions. .,
i e ot carries

1. An implied prepage is difficult to analyze and also/a meta—
7 -

s+  implication of’speaker certaintys - : -

-

- 2. 1If a speaker can achievé’goals by leaving certain premises unstated,
rhetorical effectiveness is likely to be enhanced An implied premiée

transfers a burdéh of going forward to the other party.

3. Proposition two is, increasingly true to the extent that listeners sub-~

scribe to the truth of the implicata.

4. A spoken proposition transfers (for that issue) a strong burden of going

7. forward to the other party. -

5. 1If a speaker leaves certain portions-éé an argument implicit and the

-

other party to the. dispute verbalizes a refutation to the implied pro-

position, this reply o¥dinarily returns burden of going forward to

the original speaker. . ’

-

3

6. Explicit confrontation between contrary sets of verbal premiséi\is fairly -
: . 14

rare in everyday talk. ' o 5 .
. ;

The state of affairs répresented by these propositibn; seems roughly analogous,

to the concept of "latitude of acceptance" in“SheFif”s social judgment theory.25

. A speaker may be.well-advised to leave a proposition implicit if he or she believes

it will not be refuted. If refutation of a proposition seems likely, however,
. . R . ‘ * .

Y

[

the proposition would be more effective if asserted.

»

Therefore, a speaker‘nay enhance impact by taking first-speak on propositions
which are most controversj thin his or her poéition, leaving less controversial

parts implied. This exgends the power of first-speak where it is most needed, and

also avoids violation of the quantity maiim by saying too much or saying something
b

that Mwas already «~known by the listener. That is why effectivd;argumentﬁ imply

as warrants- or missing premises items which are generally accepted by audjence

.
i
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i A

members. This appears #8 be the first-speaker's tactic when not allowed to‘verbalize

4
1

all premises--to allow the respondéné girst-spegk only on propositions that woyld

‘ .

A

iy ' v .

s

- AN -

' The only counter-example to this principle that I can thiPk of is the practice.'s

be difficulé to support.-

of "establishing' common ground" witl_an audience that is hostile to a claim.
. Py ‘

This example also supports the analogy to latitude of acceptance, howéver._ The

- .

'speaker who employs this tactic.does so because he bglievéé his premises would

» { - ) ) &
be challénged or misunderstood otherwise.

«

, - @ -
A iﬂal speculation is that the present boom in assertiveness training is based

upon the rule of first-speak. A non-asseftive communicator is one who accepts

N - v - e

"the implicata ‘in other arguments as though they had been spoken. Assertiveness

»
-

trainihg teaches communicators to counter first-imply with first-speak.

-

.o
. .

The material in the last section of this essay is intended as a small example -

v (3

of logic-in-use in the: field of everyaay talk. The analyzis appears to point toyard
considering everyday disputes in a way analogous to the ways that Toulmin and

Cassirer26 describe the arguments of scientists and philosophers.

- . . .

_ } » - 1
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. 'THE LOGIC OF THE COORDINATED MANAGEMENT OF
"MEANING: A PERSNT\ilvE FOR THE STUDY OF
' 5 w0 .
H

ARGUMENTATION IN HUMAN -COMMUNITIES*

- _ by Vernon E. Cronen - ~

This paper is grounded on the belief that knowledge is communal .
--the product of interactions in epistemic communities. The author pro-

poses the logic of the Coordinated Management_of Meaning (Pearce, 1976;

‘

Cronen and Pearce, 1978) as a heuristic device for studying argumenta-

s,

ztion in human interaction. Relevant features of the Coordinated, Manage--)
> .

ment of Meaning theory_aré pFesentéd and applied to selected topics.

—

t

The Togic. of coordinated management purports. to be a "metalogic" of

\ oo o .
social action by which scholars may study the various logics in human

L 4

cbmmunifies,,the avoidance of -topics, the escalation of argumentation

“into unproductive dispute, and other phenomena.

A

4 f
- . ‘Tz, [
y ‘ , Y
z
~
£ 3
s *Note: Portions of this paper also appear in an article in

Commynication Educatidi, 28 (January 1979), no. 1, pp.,22-38, written by
the author and two coltaborators, W. Barnett.Pearce and Linda M. Harris.

-
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The geﬁesié\of this p§p§§ was:%n the ratherﬁéihple idea that‘jugggﬁegff\

about facts, values, ana pgiicies érise in "knowing comﬁunities," Cdllectiyi%ﬁes
£at varicus levels of social organization- (dyad, family, orgaﬁization, natién,

efc;? ﬁay be distinguifheg by the :n%?pe ways they onggg%%s i}p;rien

into ways
of knowing and ways of acting (Goodénough, 1971). My argumeht isy first, that
opinion chgnge canfiot be understood by concentrating attention/on puhlic speeches,

debates, and media‘events. Rather, our focus'mu§t be on the ¢commonplace, face-

.
<

to-face talk that occuqﬂ% in families, in local bars, an th¢ job. I hold with .

[

Berger and'Luckman (1966) that face-to-face talk manifests powerful processes

through which identities are established, decisions made, institutions maintained;
- , . A

and reformed, and "facts" established. The second part of my argument is that

" the conduct of face-to-face talk is guided by rules which vary from one collect-

-~

. ) .
ivity to another gnd,within a collectivity, from one situaticn to another. Re.ent
e ’ . .

studies sustain both parts of this*argument.

]
A

e ' ' Research under the rubric "Diffusion of Innovations" cleariy supports the
) ) , Y %

\

conclusion that face-to-face talk in the family, community and work group is the

A predomi@écht pracess by which information derived from mass media and public events
- is transformed intg.relatively stable opinions (Lazarsfeld, Berelson, and Gaudet,

<

19403 Berelson, Lazar;feld and McPhee, 1948; Katz and Lazarsfeld, 1955; Rogers
#

and Shoemaker, 1971). The process of face-to-face talk sé€ems to be guided by rﬁies

)

which emerge within a cqllectiviéy (Watzlawick, 1977). Chaffee and McLeod (1972)
.‘, . j-” T B ' hd \

have shown how families differ in the. extent to which argument on a topic may be
pursued, what media'sourdés are used, and how disagreements are to be managed.
Communities have been shown to differ in the amownt and direction of talk between

status-different individuals, (Philipsen, '1975). The "facticity" of information

is cleérly established within the rules of particular collectivities as shown by

S

.. .

the work of_TJ':chehc')r, Olien, and Donohue, (1976) at the community level, at the

- / * -
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international level by Stewart 61972), and at the.forﬁaiﬁbureaperatic level by”
iimmerman (1969). The rules wnic} guide cortversation .in a collectiggty seem to
v vary with the episede'in which thelcollect1v1ty is engaged. This idea of the

RS}

"field.dependence" of rules Q s fhrst introduced by Toulmln (1958). Slnce thdt
N

.

time O'Brien (1978) has shown & ‘1n formal organlzatlons the informal rules for

P o= ; - o : : .
assigning meaning to speech acts varies from social to task settings. Kantor and

Lehr (1975) have shown that familips do not manage all their episodes the same
’ - . ! N .
way, and Harris (1978) has shown'twat important differpnces exist in the rules ’

which couples use to initiate, sustain and/or avoid conflict. The communal natu

3

-, : * ’ ( :
of knowledge and the corresponding system-dependence of knowledge claims has ree tly

" been established as essential for understanding the enterprise of science as well

as for nnderstanddng the enterprise of eveﬁyday life',f(Polanyi, 1946).
. - - | ’
AcknowledgingAthe cogmimal nature of knowIedge,_and the concomitant. system-
dependence of knowledges clalms brings in its wake certain criteria by which we
must Judge any logic whlc purports to be an adequate way of expllcat:ng the -

processes by which talk is' conducted. An adequate logic must focus on communica- :

tion praxis. If the creation of know edge and belief is a functlon of the ways

-

people interact, then we will require loglc suff1c1ehtly robust to susta1n a

oy

" vehicle for enthymemes, examples, statistiecs®or analog;es. An adéquate ‘logic.must -
also take into ‘account the "relatlonal‘ meanlng of'eplsodes (Rqrgas, 1976), and’ of =&
: . »

messages witnjn,episodes (Watzlawick;,he'vin anerackson,,1967; WatzlaﬁICk and

~.

Weakland 1977). The work of Watzlawic ‘and his colleéguegtis deridﬁdmikmmf%he

phllosophlcal analyses of ‘Austin (1970) and Searle (1969) and from the field
-t
research of Bateson (1954). One of the central clalms of the Palo Alto group,*

supported by their clinical research, is that every message contalns a "relational
level of meanlng in addltlon to 1ts contenF meanings; and that the process of face-

L L

to-face talk is strongly influenced by the ways in Whlch actors take account of the
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relational meanings of messages. Consider this statement by a student: "Senator

Blltz says 95% of,ﬁoznla s Oll reserves will be depleted by 1984. " _In freshman

.

polltlcal science class this statement may count as '%rown nos1ng", in colleglate
. 1

debate as fgamesmanship", in a sorority discussion as "one;;gmanshlp", and in an

.

14

. »

oral examination as "competence".

It is the centrgl contension of this position paper that the 1cgi;§ZEESEIZied

-

with the theory "Coordlnated Management of Meaning". (hereafter CMM) can serve as " the
davice ' .

analytlcalAfor explorlng the processes by- wh;ch people give reasons, justlfy actlons,

and attempt to persuade others, Space does notapermlt a detailed review OF the

\

theory of Coordinated Management of Meaning. Extended discusSion of the theory is
.

» . ’

,available elsewhere (Pearce, 1976, ?earce, Cronen, and Conklin, 1977; Cronen

and fearce, 1978; Harris and Cronen, 1978 and Cronen, {Pearce, and Harris, forth-
. explain’

coming). However it is necessary,toAcertaln key- elements of the theory to facili-

tate the discussion of argumentation which will follow.

“\ ’ ‘ - ‘ ’ A}
d? THE COORDINATED MANAGEMENT OF MEAJING: ESSENTIAL FEATURES
Wy M . - N

[ “

CMM theory sets forth: , 1) a set of propositions ‘about the nature of

. v

coﬁmpnication and human behavior, 2) a hierarchical model of actors' meanings
. . “ ) - . :
which is derived from those propositioﬁs, 3) structural models of constitutive

. s

and regulatlve rules wh1ch 1ntegrate the hierarchy and organize meanlngs into

guides for actlon, 4) differentia for comparlng Tule structﬁres, and 5) an o

. phases of those. processes. The four propositions below summarize somé of this

. —t 2 #
account of how logic of"conversation is produced by contalnlng_actors rules.

» - -

. 4 ¢

Fouys Propositions Concerning Human Communication:

The research literatiure from a variety of disciplines demonstrates the-

.

complexity of communication processes and provides descriptions of various

w

P
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’ literature. ‘They are the "raw materials" for a model of actors' meanings. \
r 1. Normal adult humans are at :least sométimes purposeful actofs, not

_ . 4 !
Qgssive‘{eactors to stimull. The concept of puipose has undergone a renaissance
~ , .

In scientific thought durlng the past 20 years. This may be traced to the

cybernetic revolution and the/aevelopment qf machlnes that exhlblted purpose- .

-

like behavior (Bosenblueth! Winer, and Bigelow,1;943). Later, Delaney's

s

(1962) hypothesis theory and reanalysis of prior conditioning studifs (Brewer,

=

1972) support’ the- position that human learnlng is an active process 1n which

M ~

subjects attempt to establlsh meanlngful explanatlons of their situation and
0 N

. = test those explanatlons by acting and then observ1ng the neuro-physiological support f

for this proposition has.been generatedgﬁy the.work of'Priﬁram (1976). Together; '

€

these findings extend the trend descgﬁﬁeq byAKoch (1964) as moving fromp "behaviorism"

> % , .

to "neo-behaviorism'" to "neo-nes-behaviorism' i~ yhich each successive retreat p
r "

reintroduces cognitive or intervening vériables intg the organism.

—— =
5 e ~

»,
2. Meanings are tosonmgdegree 1nd1v1dual TWO claims are lurklng in this

s \ ’ ¥

i proposition: the first is that meanlng re51§es in the perce1v1ng individual and&’

not in the stimulus. The second is thateindividuafj:’;lthln a culture dlg;;¥’§3me-

] L4 k4 .
c .

what 1n their 1nterpret1ve processesa Research in the "eonstructivist" tradition

3 r e $®

I*- ‘established by Kelly (1955) has shown that d;fferences in the content (Kelly, ¢

- s

' 1962° Lifshitz, 1974; Landfield, 1971) as well as"in the number and 1ntegr*at1}on
» i; «1
of personal constructs, (Crockett 1964 Dqlla, 1977‘ Della and Clark, 1977;
.- E) e °
. _ ‘Boynton, 1978) are‘§1gn1f1cantly related to such 1nterpersonal processes as role—'

. [

taklng,.person'processes as role-taking, person perceptlon, and the maintenance of .

<«

therapeutic relationships.

-

- . . & . . . .
3. “Meanings are hierarchically organized in a series of levels of abstraction.

The concept of hierarchical meanings was introduced by Whitehead and Russell (1927) - .
- *' N . ‘ )
as the "Theory of logidaI§T§;§§Q@-and-by Wittgenstein (1961) as the problem of , -

reflexivity. The implicationé of hierarchy for compdnication were first realized by

-—an
" ,
7 .. ?

O -1

L - , . . ol “
o y . s
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and extended in the clinical-wark of the "Palo b

>

Bateson (1954) and his disciples,

E

Alto Group" cited earlier. Hymes (1974) has recognized that variables at several
; o .
levels of abstraction such as inton‘kion, position in an integfactional‘exchahge, and -

%
.

N
social relationships,

-

“

2

¢

i

~ . .
;Studies of person perception have demonstrated that the process is not amenable

to simple averaging or summing operations (Delia, l§76), Rather, the process. seems

~to involve a tacking back-and-forth between specific traits and a holistic image,
such that chan'ge in oné attribute may alter the overall impression which, in turn,

Y .
contextualizes and redefines the meaning of other specific traits (Delia, 1976;

. - .
> - t ‘. N

1970). o N

B

Peabody,
The work of\gommetv1ét and Carswell (1971) and their colleagues shows that

subjects .seem to organize their kndéwledge and assign mean;ngs togmessages,by

referring to a mol -2 unit of meaning such as a cognitive "model"(of a greeting

-

eylsode and match1ng 1nd1v1dual messages to the molar unit of meanlng.

L.

Shank (1975) has shown ‘that the
1nte111g1b111ty of messages is dependent upon commursicators ' sharing an umexpressed

- -

Meanlngs’are ogganrzed temporarily.

script.

3

.

Clarke (1976) has offered data that show subjects ab111ty to predict

- ?

what a message W1ll be is & function of the1r knowledge of the temporal sequence ;

Finally, Rauch (1965° 197&) using multivariate infopmation

s

which precedes it.

)

theory technlques, has found that the ability to predict the next speech act in

el 5.

a sequence is a functlon of both the temporally antecedent act and the molar h

) »a
wmit of analys1s--the s;tuatlon in which the human actors are performlng.

The Hierarchy Moded of Meanings.

Y

‘

Y

The rules which guide action are composed of people's meanings. —We suggest

»

representing the structure of people's meanings as a hierarchical model shown in

‘

Figure 1. : -

. * Figure 1 about here ' .

L A . e
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Level 1. Constructions are the cognitive pfﬁcess by which 1nd1v1duals

4
organize and interpret the world asgperceived° "the creative capacity of the

v

living thing to represent the env1ronme£} and not merely reSpond to it." .The,

-

existence of constructs explains why events do not account for experience, an

Lhsraes

[y
v

interwening.filtering§ interpretive process generates the meanings of experience. ffc'ﬂ&n

Level 2. Construction systems are the beliefs and purposes.produced by
0 b

‘~constructs, organized into clusters which are hierarchically related to partichlar

beliefs. Studies of person perception have demonstrated that perceptions of a
person as a whole are based on perception of his/her attributes, but that once, the-
molar percept is formed, attributes are reinterpreted. y .

Level 3. Speech acts are those things which .one person does to another by «

saying'something, such as "you are beautiful” counts as the speech act "ccmplimenty" 14
There are many communicative events which are better.understood as "performatives'
rgther than "declaratives"l uhose meéhings’are acts rather than referents. Some
theor,t'ists think that all messa'ges invoke meaning on both "content” and "relation-~
shiph levels, with’"relational" meanings comprising speech acts.

) . - [
il - N v ~u

Level 4. Episodes are "communicative routines which {?bmmunicator% view as ,

distinctxwholes, separate from other types of discourse, characterized by special

rules of speech and nonverbal behavior and often distinguished by ¢learly recogni-

zable opening or closing sequences." They appeék;as‘patterned sequences of speech

p"
acts and establish the fields in whioh the rules governing speech acts exist.

) ] L3
Level 5. LJ.fe scripts are patterns of episodes, compr1s1ng the )person's

iexpectations fon the kinds of communicative events which can and probably will

-

occur. | ' . o ',‘

Each of these levels is hierarchically related to the others in this way:
the higher level meaning contextualizes and defines the lower. For example, an
aspect of the "big,. buzzing confusion" may be perceived either-by the construection

"stpong-gentle" or "strong-weak," in which the meaning of "strong is not quite the
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e i

same. The construction actually used depends on the person's organization of
tee -

N - { [
construction systems,.in which "strong-gentle" may be a part of a part of one

cluster and “strong-weak' of another. If the perception of, e.g., the Departmental
" ,Chairmmn shifts from oné construction system to another, the ‘meaning of his perceived
T "strength" will change as a function of -different constructs. Similarly, the mean-
ing of "you S.0.B.!" differs as a function of its 3Ef1n1tlon as the speech act

» .

- "frlendly greeting'" or as "insult," and this determ1nat1on, in turn, depends on
" the location of the statement within an episode_ﬂfriendly chat" or "personnel
evaluation."” In each of these instances, the greater freedom to vary.is at the

',loqer level: given a particular episode, e.g., "friendly chat," there are any

number of ways to perform the speech act "greeting"; but the interpretation of

Theorists in a variety of d1sc1p11nes have suggeéted ‘Mpule" as a descrlptor

-«

of the facts‘that 1) social action exhibits reéﬁlarities even though persons can
3 / '
behave in capr1clous or d1srupt1ve ways,,2) persons crlthue others and are held

accoumtable for their actions in a way 1n wh1ch 1nan1mate objects ‘aré not, and

(X3

[ jD persons pErcelve an "oughtness" or_"expectedness" in their social actlons,

, r

dometimes sSo strongly that they-répo rt——qulte contrary te the facts-v that they
- ~, 7
Mcould not" do other' than they did, or-that they had "no choice". A rule, unllke
b4 - _z

a "nomm", may but need rot be socially shared. Difficulties may arise when:oner

#individual does not know the rules used by another. Conventionally, two types of

] - ‘

rules are differentiated: constitutive.and regulatlye. : R

Constitutive Rules. Constitutive rules specify how meanings at one level of

abstractlon ‘may count as.meanapgful at another level of abstract1on. For example,

-

'wou are beautlfuI“ counts as "compliment." The sens1t1ve reader knows, however,

0 thae:f;pu are beautiful" 1n some eases éounts as sarcasm or 1nsult rather than

} . . s,

0.

eath of these statements is radically changes, if the" episode, is redefined as L.
" Upersonnel eyaluat:-on." ’ ‘ N \\ ;
’ —~ .
Communlcatlon Rules: The Organlzatlon of Meanlngs il ' , .
</ .

ey -
o apa? .
! ) 6
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compliment, thus we note that constitutive rules occur at all leveis of

ot

. hierarchical meaning. For example, in the, episode Playing the Dozens, a game

played by trban Black youths in America, a derogatory comment about Other's T

mother counts as "gamesmanship" rather than’ "1nsult," and to interpret,it as an

L3

insult is to "call off"-the episode. : L

 The primitive form of a constitutive-rule may be algebraicized as-shown in . .

~ . . .o

Figure 2. This primitive form specifies that in a certain‘context, if specific

antecedent conditions are satisfied, then meaning at\gne level of abstraction counts

. as'meaning at .another level of abstraction. ﬂpr example, constitutive Rule 1 in

Figure 2 should be read:‘ In the context of the episode "playing the dozens, if
is the opponent's turn, then an insult to my mother and an insult to my‘father'

both count as 'gamesmanship.'" In "playing the dozens™ beth players must share

- . ,
.

- constitutive riles 1 and 2 among others. : -

s Figure 2 about here

- = N
——— ’

Constitutive rules do not guide behavior. Rather,.they integrate the hierarchy,

showing meaning at one level of abstraction counts as meaning at another level.

" Regulative - Rules. Regulative rules guide sequential action and thus exist

Kl

in only levels 3, u, and 5 of the hierarchy of‘meaning shown in Pigure 1. The

form of a regulative rule may be algebraicized as shown in Pigure 3.

Iy

The primitive form specifies that 1n the context of certain forms of social

action, if given antecedeht conditions obtain, then there exist§ some degree of ,

force for or against® the performance of subsequent actions. The primitive form

—_—

* further indicates that within a context of social action if an’ antecedent condition

N —

. 1s followed by specific action(s), then some consequences will follow. For example,

regulative rule l in Pigure 3 should be read: In the episode of playing the
dozens, if the opponent insults my parent, then it is obligatory to top- his/her -

- last insult in order to avoid the consequence of los1ng the game. Regulative rules

- *

hadiY
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are cognitive reorganizations of constitutive rules. Figure 3 shows how a regu- -
L Re M . N N

lativefrule is built of two constitutive rules. ‘ e

N . * ©
& )

a
Y

Figure 3 about here R

’

- \
v

Differentia for- the Assessment of Rule Structure.

ot

‘Space does not permit-a detailed ‘@igcussion of the structural variations

bR

that _may exist withip the primitive forms described above. However, the following

[

llst indlcates the types of structural variations. , 5

v

l) Temporal extension of rules. While actors can construct eplsodlc ‘units

&

-

of meaning they do not always do so. At times we may act like novice chess players

artlculatlng our acts to immediate antecedents and 1mmed1ate consequences.
£

"2) Range of legitimate action., A specific rule may legitimize a wide range
of action ChOlCeS ‘or,. conversely, obliggte a single spec;flc act.

3) Act-—antecedent llnkage. The antecedent condition may "requ1re" a

(S

specific ﬁ?spons1ve act with varying degrees of3force. For example, a frlend'

) T T

hallway greeting may strongly obligate a reciprocal greeting, legitimate but not
s *» ‘

obligate sports talk,‘and prohibit an intensive self disclosure.

4) Act--consequent linkage. An actor may perform a spec;flc act because

i

he/she feels it it be more or less necessary to bring about consequent act(s).

Of course, not all acts are artifulated to partlcular consequents. Some come, to-

- n

be functlonally autonomous (Allport, 1937) and are performed on therba51s of the .

S » .
amtecedent, episode, and llfescrlpt that’ are salient to the. actor (Cronen and .
Pearce,1978). ) )

Y ~

5) Act--episode linkage, The performance of an episode may require some

acts with greater force than other acts., In rituals the episode exerts an .

[
g
*

‘o
., . obligatory force on almost every‘act. : S -

> . - °

* B) t-1ife-script linkage. An 1nd461dual's conception of "self>1n-act1on

[

"who I am,” may. seem to Tlecessitate Some acts with greater force than otheé

- . . L)
.

. 6'9 .‘ . "
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logics: the Intermeshing of Rules /> S Lt .

The laqgic of a commuhication system is produced by the joining of the rules
i ‘ 1 . ’
of both (or all) of the communicators. The logig works in this way: A message

°

produced by one person is interpreted by’the other's constitutive rules. These
[}

construed meanlngs then functzon as antecek!’t conditions of the interpreter's

3

regulative rules, bringing various amounts. of "logical" and "practical" force

to beat on particular actions. The act selected is expressed in a message /

m~

. /o
cedent condition'of the other person's actions. Depending on the nature of

the rules, the sequence of actions produced by the communicators may appear !

aécording to the constitutive rules and, when interpreted, becomes the ante-

»

"forced" and consist of repetitige patterns (such as greeting rituals of_
all-too-familiar conflict patterns between spouses) or may feel open-ended and

full of opportunities for choice (such as the 2‘berating freedom and ncve \\y/\

4

behavior of a vacation trip). Logic cannot be disassociated from metaphysics’

‘“

)

7y

and eplstemology The loglc of CMM aSSumes a unlvePSe that.ls a hlerarchlcally
K

.

incorporates an eplstemology consistent with the four preceding prop051tlons. The

key conceptlon of hlerarchlcally organlzed meaning 1ntr1ns1c to this loglc is a

>

fundamental departure from arlstoﬁalan logic. @rlstotle s syllogism requires a

“major premise-that is. an aggregatlon of particulars. The generalization "all

< L")

men" in the famous sylloglsm about Socrates in .no way contéktuallzes and redefines

-

the meanlng of an_;nd1v1dual member of . the class. As a hlgher—ordep contextlng,w
&

of molecular unit alters the meanlng of the lower order unlts. Agistotle's

Vd

rejection of hlerarehlcal recontextlng 1s mdde explicit in the PhZSlcs (2255 14-16)
and in his famous dictum "A thing cannot'be both A and not A " The loglc of CMM

is also non-Aristoflian with respect the episode~dependence of its rules. The
rules a family uses for resolving conflict with the children may not resemble

those employed when. argulng the meprits of Jimmy Carter. Thus, the proposed logic
. - )

organized open system as described by Bertalanffy (1968) and Harre (1972). It ¢

Y
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is "field-dependent"” in Toulmins sense‘and also in certain ways not treated by l

Toulmin. Toulmirls "fields", of argument are only defined by content and ighore

relational aspects of context. I would contend that the yules a college student

-

uses for debating the political merits of Carter with h1s/her parents at Thanks-

. giv1ng d1nner will _not necessarily resemble the rules used for the same topic with
his/her roommate: For thls reason I prefer to call the loglc "ep1sode~dependent "
Toulmln’s position is extended in yet another way by the logic of CMM. The rule

structure proposed here can vary within the basic form. Thus, the structtle as

v/

well as the content ;;*;;l logic is context dependent. ' The rules‘used by a good
. salesman, for example, would probably exhibit a range of alternatives for, action

- 3 . - Q .
and strong act-consequent linkages, while the rules employed by two people who

feel "locked in" to an episode of symmetr;cal esculation probably exhlblt low

d

range of alternatlve actions, and functional.autonomy. A f1nal distlngulshlng

. ‘nfeature of this logic is its operators Bebause\E%-is intended to function in

L

. the interpersonal realm of s001al action the operators are not those of ekistence

>

("all A's are B") but of Pouﬁhtness." The particular operators we employ were

orlglnally 1ntroduced by vonwrlght (1951). - ) 2 . )
APPLICATIONS : ARGUMENTATION IN HUMAN COMMUNITIES
Ihé'theory of the ooordinated management of-meaning implies two sets of
' pesearch questions for students argument who wish to study how 1nd1v1duals justify
values :ﬁ? argue about pollc1es. One set of questlons focus on the content of
K

rules and the other on the strucs of rules

Argumentatlbn and the Content of Rules

A

Content refers—to-the meanlngful units at several levels of abstractlon whie¢h
are organized into constitutive and regulative rules. . What follows is not 1ntended
asthoroughsurvey but only‘adamples of the kinds of questlons which: could be add- .-

ressed using CMM asg an agproach to the’ study of argumentatlon. . -

. .
! ‘. .,“ .
Lo . . . - ~ :
K . ~ [y LY
A : 67 .
- KA . I . A .. .
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r - . j .The- Legitimacy and Meanlng of Justlflcatogy Acts. In every dyad, group,

3 ~

\ ~
°  taxonomies of..justifacatory acts that enjoy w1de-spread \acceptance in our

disc‘ipline. Indeed 1t mayrbe that no s1ng1e taxonomy can be developed that can :

< K >\/ ¢ &

be applied across, w1dé‘ cultural differences.. In spite of these problems’a field

.. - .

study was. conducted. last year under the author s dJ,rectJ.on by several of h1s

o hongrs students, The study was des:.gned to investigate these questlons about
'argumentation and persuasg‘.on: (1) Do social collectiv:.tn—.e‘sﬁvary%ln ass1gn1ng
meanlng to justificatpry acts? . (2) Do the meanings of justificatory.‘ acts vary

across eplsodes within a collect1v1ty° 'I‘wm on- campus groups, the debate unlog

and a soromty were chosen for study because they afforded eas;p' access.. As ,

.

4

<

part of "h;.s study observers used a modlflc,atlon of a c1ass1f1cat1on schemen. or

* l

justlflcatory acts based on the work of the Wenzel (1975) and ‘Nowell- Smith (195u)

+ The c1ass1f1catlon schefe is composed of four categ'orles

[ -

7,
1. Appeal to the 1neffab111ty of- experlence (e.giy "I do'1 t know...lt
just seems rJ.ght to me somehow") : )

e, 2. Appeal to social expectatlon (e g., MWe should 11ke it because we re

- " UMass students.") o ) ) N

3. Matoh:.ng to crlterla. ‘(e g. s ‘"Ye should" support h1m because he is »

- ' liberal experlenced and supports- lower fees.") e ",

. . - p :
-0 y, ePro ction of* future effects (e.g. N "A um,pn of undergraduate students

wn.ll produce undesz.rable consequences X and Y.") \

T Bs, part of the pro:;eétfstudent pbservqrs obtalned those constructs wh1ch

’ to- t

- ' . v . LI .
« : .

within the groups. R U - , e

T \
group members used to def1ne ‘the collective self by, employ:.ng the construct .
3 v - ’
- . generatof developed by, Harms and Cronen (1977) and 1dent1f1ed key ep1sode$ .
) . R T s - ; R

. Z
- v .

. them. The klnds of,égtlfmatlons °ad.duced vary t-remendously, and we haVe no .

- N

-“or collect1v1t there are occa51ons for settmg forth assertions and justifying _.

Fud
N
-
A"
. e
W
A
2
4
1
-
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Life script of a good debater

Bbisode of political talk

X

§

any point ~ ' that which ¢ illogical,
in"the, episode- cannot be . = not of any
R s % clearly expressed value

-

L]
Y

Life script of a good debater

Episode of political talk

.. s

any point - failure to ) .
in the = T verbalize - being illogical,

A
episode . & experience . not a debater
A R
_.0 ’ .

R ]
Life script of a good debater

Episode of Jolitical talk

L4 o I3

asked to justify °. (prohibited. (appeal avoid being
candidate prefdrence =. to ineffability of | = cast as not
* -, experience)) belonging

- . )

° ‘

- The most common construct employed b& débateré to define themselves was
this,ohé: "Logica;—i;logical"--with thg'"logiial" pole carrying the positive
valence. To perform acts which couﬂt as ﬁill?gical" is to place the self
outsidé the group. - Thus, experienced debaters ;mploy regulative rules which

proﬁibig{_appgals to the ineffability of experience. Novice debaters who have

o 4

- not- learned this Yule soon learn that experienced debaters have consensual

rules which legitimate various forms of exclusionary behaviors toward those
. . . . ¥ .

who are "illogical™ and those do not "belong." Debaters, as a subculture,
_ insist on the verbalizability of any experience in the political domain. The

vso¥orif§/members also engaged in episodes of political talk. However, appeals

to the ineffabi;ity of experience did not carry the relation implication that
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A,

»
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[

f the gpgaker did not_ "belong" in the group. In the sorority the kinds of

\ . .
* .justificatory speech acts chosen in political episodes did not seem to carry

- cad

;o
L

;

. .
. .
. .

obvious implications for defining the cpllective‘"w N .
The iﬁ;lication of "illogicality" fngm an appeal to the ineffability of
experience did not hold across all episodes for the debaters. In an episode
of dlscusslng social datlng debaters could use this appeal without the nega-
tive implications. What was 1mportant to certify one's "belonglngness was
"being logical" in particular episodes which were seen as closely related to

I~ R . .
the groups self-definition. ¢
s .

LY

Topic Choice. It is not surprising that sorority membérs and debaters

%

‘differed significantly in the frequency with which they discussed various

N .
topics and the duration of talk about topics. The more interesting impli-

cation of this.common phenomenon was brought to my attention by my .colleague.

~

Linda Harris, Harris (1978a) suggests that collectivities will spend more

time in episodes in which members know how to affirm the grouﬁs ideal identity;

and the individual's status within the group. For example, the debaters we
studied clearly knew how to "be lcgdcal" in certain episodes and being logical

was a vitally important aspect of group identity. Debaters know a number of

messages that clearly count as "belng loglcal" for s;gnlflcant others in the ‘-

group--such as citing statlstlcs, quoting technical sources, presenting facts,

=~

etc. But how would debaters act "logically" in the discussion of a value .
questlon where these acts do not clearly entail a claim about a value°‘ In the

statistics, technlcal sources and facts

— - = .

discusslon of abstract value quest10ns7

are not likely to be sufficient. It is hard for a debateér to. know how to talk

- . . . ’ ’ . .
_"logically" on this sort of matter since no consensus on .how to do it exists.

S

e .
In fact there seems to be a real paradox involved. One constitutive rule for

argument calls for "relevant" messages. That is, messages must show connectlons

SR
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w

- historical examples, and authorities--do not bridge the is-ought gap.. The

between suppofting materials @and a claim about the proposition-+the claim
must Seem td %%/somehow entailed or implied stronkly. Debaters, however, are’
SOphisticéfed enough about argumen; to sense strongly the existence of an
is-ought gap when the essential claim must be the affirmation.or rejection of

a value proposition. They seem}tolfurtherzsense that. the kinds of statements

which they take to be evidence of "logicality"--quoting facts and figures,

result is that dealing with a value propositionﬁpéses a paradox if debaters

continue to work within these four firmly established rules:

o
-

argument about a propoéition

-

at any point . essential for
with the ) "logicality" | ——op affirmation of"’
episade ' .

g
*

argument- about a prdposition

group membership

LY

-

:hyupoint (legitimate (facts, -
in the . statistics, expert maintain
episode D testimony, historical " status in the 1 .
_examples)) S community of A
. (prohibited (personal “Mogical" ~
- experience, emotional debaters
© reactions, undocumented ' .
L "statements)) .
t N A

argument about a proposition

any point (prohibﬁted (failure to 1 avoid being ’ ,
in the S show hoW arguments entail illogical, and
episode a stand on the proposition))] 2 thus outside the by
.  community ‘of -de-
i B . - baters
f - - »
- f‘ > - , V'
. y
' argument about proposition ;
‘dny point facté_ insufficient
in the. D statistics 3 for estagiishing
episode historical’ examples one value .over
. authorities any -other
, .. . ‘
. : . ) .
= .7 v S ' 7 1
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' and how to realign to,other episodes if they desire.

’"tactics"), (3) qpnstitufive rules for how|to make inferences from one mean-

LY
«dg

.~

x .

Debaters avoid the paradox by retreating to an Aristotlian world when dealing
with policy propositions. That is;,they as$ume the universality of certain .

American values (e.g., less cost, saving lives, avoiding war) and limit a#gg-

ment to thé best means for achieviﬁg these| ends, not about the ends as values

Kl

(Aristotle, Rhetoric). Thus, debaters limFt their, topic choices fo areas in

which they know how to affirm their "identifies in action #ithout producing

3

~ ’
-paradox. . -

‘Alignment to_éystems of Thought. A npmber of scholars have called atten-

:
.

b several systems of thought--some-

tion to the fact that people have access t

times called cognitive styles. These systéms of thought embrace both content

and rules. Hewitt and Stokes (1975) discugsion of "quasi-theories" is in-

-

structive. When two conversants aligh themselves to\ﬁ shared q

BTN >

accept (l)‘ajgommonhpoot—metéphor (e.g., "politics astgaﬁe"), (2) as

n

constitutive rules for organizing meaning (e.g., policy stands count as

an analogy betweeﬂApblitical behavior and

€

ingful unit to another (e.g.,

some aspects of a sporting contest permits the claim of ‘functional equivalence),

and (4) regula%ive rules for the conduct of talk in an episode based on the

quasi-tﬁeory (e.g., if your candidate who supports your view is insulted, it
is prohibited to show offense, or the consequents wili be to abpear a "sore-

head").}“

Sﬁ&iﬁbin argumént, I contend, requires the abilify to work within the

,

root-metaphor; -organized content, logic, and legitimate speech acts of a sys- ~ {
) ] : ; : ‘

‘ |

|

tem of thought. However, tliis knowledge is not. in itself sufficient, The

.k
_to the intended episode

s

¢onversants must also know the rules. for fhow to align

>

Optimally competent

'coqversénts'would have ‘the ability not only to work within and align t6

»
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existing meanings and rules but also to negotiate new systems: of thought upon

which future epil§oc’1es may be based.-(Harris and Cronen, 1977).

Before leaving the subject of alignments to systems of thought it is

imporfant to underscore the relationship between logic of €MM and conventional
logics. CMM provides a superordinate framework.for observing the orientation
of conversation to particular légics. It is assumed that mankind possesses a

number of logics for organizing meanings (Stewart, 1972) which are appropriate

depending upon the episode and culture. Compare, for exampley these two regu-

lative rules: . o ® . o
episode of profeésional talk among scientists ' .
of the positivistic tradition c K

challenged to " (obligatory (show .satisfy request and

" | show yow your = dedudgtion of ‘hypo- .—  show one's member- .
. prediction was  thesis-from theoryll¥ = ship in the community
derived A : T of positivistic .scien- .

: . tisgs " - ] .
episode of religious talk among fundamentalists ) < -
challenged to (legitimate (draw - .a satisfy request
show” how your = analogy to scriptures)) and show one's * _ .
prediction was (legitimate (appeal to > membership in the ¢ \ ’

- | derived ; personal revelation)) |  community of

fundamentalists

. . -
.

Argumentation and the Structure of Rules

.

Structure.refers to the‘six differentia set forth earlier in this paper.
- Agai}l my purpose is not to survey the range of possibilities, for space a&®not

permit it, bu{‘t -again only to suggest the potential by waoni"' examples. ~ - r

Interpersonal Power .and Temporal Exténsion. We do not assume that all

- o 9 M

\

de level |

conversants have a hierarchical representation of action at the’ epi;
v ’ ' e - {

¢ * . - /// . -
., that is suff'icient to give them power equal to the other memb&r“of the dyad.
- K . ) // ¢ . ” .

", An apt ,a‘ﬁalogy‘may be found in the game of c.hgs's. In chess, for example, ‘the
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the novice player thinks only in terms of small um.ts such as threats to a

I

piece or opportunities for _capture, whife the expert has a whole game punctuated

.

into episodes of opening moves, middle game, and 'closing moves which contextual-‘

ize and give meaning to individual moves. " A descriptive study of door-to-door

sales, techniques suggests that the ability of the salesman to contextualize

actiong in terms of long-range episodes from greeting to sale gives him or
« ’ " .

her,a significant advantage over the cusdtomer who operates with short term

contexts. Two regulative rules functioning for customer and salesman respec-

N

tively are 'thosé shown below:

v » . ’
Customers Regulative Rule: - L
r C
Lo chatting about family topics ) .
[ asked if.w'fe's ' reserve .
time and effort (obligatory (affirm pres -
s . _} o solidarity of
are important to ) her worth and impor . R
e relationship
3 you and wife is . tance of her time with spouse .
Lpresent ' N and effort)) Sl -
: /:’3'. * . ‘ ' - ' \% .
‘ ‘. Salesmans Regulgtive Rule: ' ‘ ) ' .
’ — 9"
B episode of "sales pitch" - v - N\
sub episode of chatting about family’ ) ) '
. L . . \_’ . :'
- g . i - ~
wife is . (legitimate (inquire i husband is obligated ‘
present > of husband about the - to affirm value of her
) . . ‘value of wife's time | D time and effort. His )
’ < . and effort)) affirmation car be .
oo -~ W = used_later to make .
. a 1 - cost of product look" .
‘ . . o ¢ e reasonable \ .

4 -

N -

Note that the salesman must count on ‘two thmgs. (1) the ‘customer must hxd ooe

" the rule that ole.gates affirmations of his w1fe s value and hard work as m

. 'shom} abo:g and (2) the customer must recognize the "family chat" as a

—

SN ) . D

. , e
. . d

A - " '. . Al . |

. i . . 1

D M . .~ ;

. v ‘ . . ‘
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-

separate episode not.as a subroutine of the%hole "pitch" because the afFirma- -

tion may not be obligatory if the customer recognizes the salesman's speech

| .. . ’

- acﬁ as a sales tactic. ) .
| The point of this example, of course, is that power differences can be.

L b - . .

the,product of asymmétry in the temporal representations of the episode.

s
’

v ‘ Unwanted Repetitive Patterns. Many researchers have reported that the

" efforts of individuals to conduct meaningful argumentation often degenerates

” . “a 4

: into conflict splrals or nag-withdrawal cycles, or adv1ce—demure request—

’

advice patterns (WaLton, 1969; Watzlawick, et al., 1967). Hall (1977) reports .

-

- that each culture seems to exhibit "action chains"--or unwanted episodes-- S

. ) - ' ,
that conversants seém to enact over and over again and which they regcrt to

I ' . be out of their control. It is p0551b1e to analyze these unwanted patterns

.

by means of the d1fferent1a for rule structure. Recentiy we completed a study .

. “ . ' C- )
of unwanted repetitive'episodes (Cronen, Pearce, and Snavely, 1978). In this

. . ‘
study it was found that over 50% of the variance in subjects' perceived en-

meshment in " such unwanted repetltlve eplsode could be accounted for by struc- .

\tumal variables and the valence consequent acts. It is hoped that the structunal
é ¢ .,

s . . C s
-

variables will provide aN analytical tool for determining what speechsacts are
likely to trigger unwanted egisodes'and.prévent individuals from enacting .
useful episodes of reason-giving discourse. ' _. .
. ' R o A R
) . . ‘ SUMMARY ' ‘ x .
- ’ \ ‘ .
The logic of the Coordinated Management of Meaning™(CMM).{s an attempt
.- . . ) . v a L ~
to,recognize the commupal, interactive character of, knowledge and knowing. * It <
- recognizes the need, to account for the relationa;.implicatiﬁna of arguments and L0
- communication‘éraxi . The logic presented here”entails the explicit assumpfion -
3 that human»beings can,orient'ggya number of subordinate 1ogics~(syllcgistic; -
;o g < Co i
;}‘}"/,’ . . . M . , ! . ‘. .,;#gi -
“”{ERJ!: . Y ~ '1&AF£7{3 S e T j ’ ' £
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anhloglcal, right-brain pattern recqgnltlon, etc ) each imbedded within a

<

system of thought. . In maklng thq:foFgolng stat:?ent, the loglc of CMM lays

claim to the ‘role, of a.superopdinate heuristic device that cuts across cul:
' T b . :
Finally; it mﬁst be

tural dlfferences. Yeco

+
+ itself an outgrowth oG recent reformulatlons in plstemology and metaphysics.
) .
The "corpuscularian" view ig_implicitly rejecte -in favor of an bpen-systems

= . K3

. perspective, and assesdationisw is rejected in favor of th%_new episfemoloé&

ized that the logic of CMM‘is‘ﬁ

- ’ - I
® ;. . . . PR
_being developed from the work of Bateson and Bruner. ‘ .
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Primative Form of a Constitutive Rule: .

Mey
CR = A:)[Mci+ ucj]] | | ' ) v

. vhere: A = antecedent conditions ‘ ‘
= meaningful construal at abstraction level "i."

wy
’ MC 5. = meaningful construal at abstraction level "j.™ ‘
. ’ uck = meaningful construal at abstraction level "k."
. + . = read "count as."
- = read in the context of . . .

o + o) = read "if ... then" . *

»

Examples of Constitutive Rules: .

cKl = episode: Playing the Dozensv.

opponent's « insult to

' turn . 2 | my mother \
) ' insult to /

* | my father )
— .

~J , ‘

gamesmanship

2

cR, =. episode: Playing the Dozens

' ' opponent top last = o ;
. insulting ) | insult ~———) obligatory ] '
. my parent X

{
- /

¢
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Pri_mative Form

IR =

k4

where IR =

. A
Do

e -

ACTN,

- ACIN
3
c

Examples of Regulat:ive’ Rules: . .

rlﬁ=

. b4

»

Derivation of Regulative Rule From Constitutive Rules:

- ’CR3.=

T T

; 76 ' o ‘

of Regulative Rules: . - -~ .
. ‘ -

ACTIN,
i

[3

antecedent condition

.("3") higher than that of the ACIN component ' .
. consequent conditions . . ‘.

ta,ble soup
= formal dining episode ) ) - ' -
) slobbering  + prohibition.'q unintelligent
e, 3 soup oo lgw. class
X _ l i rude- '
dining' episode . . ,
) 4 P b

L .
[g(no (Acm))1 ]3 cI - . .

4 N

regulative rule
<

deontic operator (obligatory; legitimate; 1rre1evant, prohlblted)

read "if ... then"
read as "action": -a class- term for spec:Lf:Lc speech act(s) or

extended episcde (s)
meam.ngful construction of social act:.on at a 1eve1 of abstraction

episode of Playing the Dozens

opponenf (obligatory (top . . .
insults last insult)) 3 avoid losing

my parent ’

life script of B;ing a brother “

younger _(Legitimate (engage in '
‘other episode of playing the maintain
initiates 3 dozens)) . - D "status in
playing the (legitimate (scoff at the group

dozens - that "kids game"))

"

.

~ -
-

formal dining episode -

g ] -  — - 2 1
D slobbering _ﬁ prohibiticﬂ -

construed as un- '. 4
intelligent, rude 3
and low class -

at - =~ (prohibited (slobber soup)
table - , 3

8') ;'.. . ;

: Regulative Rules

: -

avoid being !
%

£
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Conversational Argixing: - The Transparent
» Structure Of Characterizing, Reasoning,

i SR And Making Sense Of Things In General
L] N - l . . . .

. . \ by Leonard C. Hawes

: -1.0 - ‘gt’roduc.\tion.' The charge-af this seminar is to address: —_

s . 7 o 35 k | .
. the questioﬂ#:dhat are the alternative philosophical groundings LT

;/lfgfdng at argtnnentation as a way of knowing” Way of knowii .

is the provbcative part of that question. What does it mean to .

' ’ assert that argumentation is a way of knowing" Most would agree
- v b ¥
that knowing is experiencable in a variety of ways. Fommost people ’

» e -

most of the time, one knows that one knows. And one knows it. One

Qo

may not be able to recall all that one knows, but one can ‘recognize

-

what one knows. Furtherdore, one knows ome- can recall and recognize.

. <

- °
-

A 1.1 The validiry of our common~sense, f)ractical knowing - °
. e . .
- - ‘gttuates us in a mimeétically valid world.l Mimesis translates, )

° . . -
.

roughly, as. self-imitat{on QX presence-in-motion. Inasmuch as

& is transparent (s ), the performative‘ strueture ovf 'aréuing ‘ -

f L \ , .can be characterized[ as \the transparent structure of conversation. )

i: Arguing. isg inimetically valid ;nsofar as it's perfor&iv'é structure w

’ L ° remains 'preeu;)positional ax}d beyond qﬁestion arxd doubt. ) | ?)
iﬁ ', S L2 I 1ntend by way of know ing an action "in" space/ tize, P

.' - . not an atemporgl, transcendent phenomenon (see 2.3). A way of - - :

know:!.ng 1s. action® whose perﬁormance discloses and repairs doubts
3

L




in the presuppositional foundations of documentary reality (Smith, 19

For many Westerners, arguing is ome such conventional way of knowing,

— 4

it is a way. of identifying errors, correcting mistakes, formulating.

“

‘'The essay unfolds as follows. Imgsmuch as we shall be "

looking "to" argumentation "through', conversation, conceptual def-

initions of selected analytic todls are provided (2.0-2.3). Next,

¢ = :
K

a transcript of a thirteen-turn convergation is provided (3.0). To

% . a

learn how the arguing--displayed through the tronscrip%—-is"atcomp-

>

lished, the analytic tools (2.0-2.3) are used to interrogate’the

id

transcript (3.0). The products of ’G%h interpretive work are pre-

liminary sketches of thirteen fezfures of arguing as co ersatiogally

2

performed in a Ezgica way o (4 0~16 1).

-

. 2,0. - Conceptual definitions., Two 6r.more member talk is

__organized in conversational form. Conversation is defined 4@s at

e

_ take a turn pnesupposes that others will not, or should not, ‘do

4 ——

leasﬁThp members, each -of whom takes a minimum of on& turn, the

9

utterance or non-utterance of which- addresses a specific other(s).

- —‘ ~ 2

- ConVej::jzon, as the performative structure of arguing, is characcéx-"
as

izpd e transparent distribution of space}time opep to acoustic/

By

nesthetic movement.2 Sounds and movements 1nscribe space/time
o t - .

as a turn 8 talk.3 Beginning to talk not only announces an attempt

to take a turn, but is how a turn is pusCained.
’.

’ 2;1 T Conversation:organizeh talk .in accord with turns trans-

» -

parently manifescipg themselves only_in their being—taken. To

-
.




.

-

' oo‘simultaneously. Tf, in beginning a turn, memberd di'scover twa.

,one other prior turn, or the possibility of at least one subsequent

" future. The order and symmetry of that orienting is turn—administered

- e

4 . . [

- 80 .- .

* “ - ) _ ’ . “ ) : ! ..
turns in progress, invariably one member stops talking: thereby
a . . . ’ ’ ‘ .
relinquishing a turn to the other. The orderly sequence of taking . . .
. ‘ . - 0.
turns is, possible oniy to the extent that members- presuppose a . .
4 a ol & . .
covenant of socialitx, Giving a turn obligates getting a turn,

" To give and take turng is the process, presupposition, and product
of sOciality:5 it-is to recollect and see, Without recollection
and seeing, both of which presuppose time, the promise of subsequent

. ' ‘ -
speech would be meaningless. The organizing properties of turn<— \ .

taking would collapse., Conversatiop is constitutive of sociality:

vby taking-place (Gadamer{\l975);—conversation's taking place in

\

, and through the distribution of turns and their constitutive talk .

»

'

and non-talk evidences trust in the very sociality it presupposes.

1 ’ -

To trust is‘!g re-collect a past as grounds for seeing possibilities N
disclosed in a present turn's talking. ) . T
2.2 . Turn, as a noun, is self-reflexive; it is visible only T

; e . ' -
in relation to it's sembl@mce. Td take a turn presupposes at least .

. - - > . : v
turn. Thus, to take a turn is to orient one's p;st and one's s

H

-

0 ’ .

and turn-monitored One's conversational competence evidences

itself in and through the acoustic/kinesthetic performative inscrip- ,}

| Jp—

tion re-collectable as; taking-a-turn. Much as a transparent overlay
;«*'

organizes, without obscuring, ‘that which it covers, turns organize

4

talk, without obscuring that which they distribute.é _From this

" point of view, the purpose of conversation is to.be without' purpose"
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it conceals itseIY therehy makingtroom fgf'tﬁat which takes-i& s !
&7

.
° -

L e LT e g T
. place—-the pparent conteﬁt, substance, or tqpic. s e e

.o -

o . . . (Y M .
s » > .
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e 2. Talking reﬂovés us from'a pre= or non‘linguistic existence .’
- " . . ) v v
S and’ gathers-ds tog&ther in~sociality. By distributing talk among

. ..

.\
-~

M ' . .

. members, conversation organizes the gathering of sociality. In : f -

»

: A\ doigg so, however, conversation presupposes a distantiation, a here

‘of a speaker and a there of a listener.. Furthernore, here and

-

. i . there are not stationary locations; a speaker's body"is a mobile

w™>

-

AR T , locus of intentionality.. Conversationm, then, presupposes both fime ° )

3

(past, present, future) and sgace (here, there). -As conversation

unfolds in time, it's locus of space alternates with speakership

-
v

In it's unfolding time and alternating space, conversation-—as
\\\\%that which inscribes ‘the immanence of sociality-—itself is transparent.'
£ B SRR

- —— [ R ey - 3 Caeten .

3.0, Speciman of a;guing What follows is a transcribed
° R . , N
v ' T sample of audio-recorded two-member conversation. The members are

g

- . two female university students role-playing female university
roommates "working out a complaint™. I shall focus on“how this *

. conversation distributes talk such that it is geard as an

~ . . - ° ’

. argument and it s resolution. ' Q. - ’ . S .
/ NN ' . L. n :

N B (R ycrp—g ey

P

et &

oo Turn # Spesker Line # ' - - Transcribed Talk’

«

1 Well, do you think? . . . , ,
"2, I think' that maybe - + B
3. we should make g ‘couple of compromises with stuff. >
4 You.know how . . |
5 . you know how y 6r Sthf**‘““‘f‘

"1

e

=
v
e

A
.

.
ST
.
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TELoL 2 M e 8 Okay T 'fj . : ' -
: e -H 9 Well, I was wonderi—ng— ' N -
SR ’ : . " 10, do you think you.could just keep your junk . .
e, 11 on your side-of the room?, .
| . 12 (pause) ‘
: ‘ 13 Do you think that's arEalr compromise?
: . 14, -(longer pause)
G 15 Ihat wasn'.tlworded very nicely.
e e BE 16  Why not? o . .
G 17 Well I dpn t know why
18 I don't know=why you think that my ‘stuff is always
v 19 on your side of the room. o
B . 20 ‘Because my ‘bed 1€ fy- side of“Eﬁe\room, you know
J .21 (pause)
. 22 and’ your, your bed is your side of the room
. ~ 23 and ny bed is my side of the room. ' _
24 (pause) . ‘ ) )
‘ .G 25" Okay, T . . . \ )
. 26 I don't really agree
’ .27 but that's all right. .
28, okay . . .
. 29 //Vh -
H 30 7 Well, .w‘rt. . .
v 31 If you don't agree, then we should, talk it a11 out.
, " 10 -6 - 32 No, no, okay, okay. : e v
33 I"1 try to keep my stuff off your bed, ‘
W . 34 but' I don't do it-on purpose. .
B <. 35 "Idontuseyourbedaae...asa...‘
‘ -t v 11 B 36 . Oh, I know.you don't . .
. ‘ 37 It's. just like, you know,’ )
L S ' ) 38 I'11 come in to sit down on my bed
S " T 39 ‘and there will be all this junk om. it.
AR - T 40 (pause) 7o
oL : . 41 - And it's just that I don t know where to put it -
s - i ‘ 452 .'cayse it's not mine
o T L 43 and I don't know where it belongs 80 - o
' .44 (pause) 2 '
‘45 it's, you know BN a »H

46° - (pause) _
47 '1if you could just keep it on ‘your' side of the :oom.

- . ,A_t_

#°12 G .. 48  oOkay; Susan 3 e ,
SR (laughe) . . o <0t S
- 50 - Okay —— : Lt . T
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E_ .o . 3.f . ‘“Where to enter the transcribed conversation is ‘an . - ’
Y e o ~ * ' .
g arbitrary choice. of necéssitp, any portion of the artalysis is .

- A <
. . ~

intérdependent upon both prior and subsequent portions.  The numbered - .
5 ,

. T .

) »paragraphs are to facilitate access to earlier and later analyses "4

" . relevantato the particular point being developed.- Certainly, a

point of.analytic entry influences the sequencing.of component
‘interpretations} it does not necessarily influence the analyses' - T

f collective coherency. We shall enter the transcript at it's very

»
- e
.

" first lines. : ‘ —

* ~ : :

1 ! —_— - -

-t 3.2 ’ H, in [L1], begins formulating a question but {L2] does , .
«aot furnish the missing object of-the verb "think". Instead,,[LZI o T
can be read as an assertion the proposition of which is not yet

apparent (as of [L2]). The proposition emerges in [Lé]; "we should S
make a couple of ‘compromises with 'stuff". 1Is a necessary condition

’ of afguing that at least one utterance’ be hearable as a‘proposition?-

. [N

Can the communicative phenomenon, argging, be constituted in the

. absence of at least one propositifnal utterance? If no speaker .

.

- - PN v

N

asserts or declares, how does an argunent‘begin? What are the °
MW, . s . . .

characteristic features of ‘conversing hearable as arguing? The e_;

following paragraphs assemble,interpretations capable of approaching 1_1'

) " guch questions. ' o -

.~ a ., . . .
. R

" . 4.0 \ 'Characterizing. To characterize is'to locate, situate,
. . e

put in(to) perspective, instruct proper interpretation, add, needed

B ;'j;(";‘“ﬂ.‘:(‘}; et ;vs:';mk?u Ry ;‘é';"-;-;;-m‘@",tzty AR S

+

) emphasis, and diminish‘fhat which is out of perspectivai proportion.w B .

Consider, [L34-6], a. ing is first- characterize% as “stuff" and re- CT L

'characterized as ?junk?. Furthermore, it 4s "always on my bed".
P

. "

' ‘ . L . -

. . Co, L ’ - e - . A
. . “ .

%

o Y, "r“'»b "
S B
X

. ‘
O '"?v\
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. . . : .. .
Read the (pause) of»[L?] ad. evidence that initial characterizingy' N

>
o
'3 ‘ .
.

. . is completed»(see 6. 0) The (puase) at, [L7] and the non“existence

W . 2 .;, .
R of a (pauae) at L}3]\are instructive inasmuch as pauses are 8 most
@pparent transition~releq%nce place at which turn-transfer may h .

E )

L v i, A

) occut. Notice in [,L&,], G self selecta for speakership with a - S

)td . '

minimal post-—peus'e nﬁerance l”Okay “ Re‘ad {L8] as;\gga‘nt;pg . {} RN

- . \ “e . ‘.\' . . "-“, * -

. permission fd;\ﬂ to continue talking. N e A I ;wg U
' ~ b & . * ' - (O B ~:‘. :. ; .,

' . . 4.1 v What are some turn-taking optibns available to G in TZ? ' }'ﬁ’.,

* ' ' TR
+  The repertoire of options open at any turn is an open set, §uppose e

e e e e ———— - - - — . ——— e —— e
- - g

le
G simply is oblivious ‘to clutter‘ she might have said "I don t

v

think I pnderstand".‘ Or, G might have disagreed with H's character-'l
izing of G's "gtuff" as "junk", An appropirate convef'}@ional timel
. gpace to disclose suchsjeserhations might be in the turn immediately ;P L.

adjacent to the turn contaiging the utterance of the problematic A .

soaga

aracterization. But [T2] does not inscribe any of those possibil-
_ 1tiesg. Rather, [TZ] can be read as inviting H to characterize
further. T e ’ o L
S, . " . ) ' L. e
4,2 ¢+ - 1f [Ls4~6] are read as formulating conditiona and '

[y

saccomplishing the characterizing in and through the interrogative
?f . mode, then [Ls9-ll] can be read as explicating the problematic ' ‘ _
nature of the'prior chsracterization of conditions.. Notice that

b3 N .
x .

the problenrié not” apparent in the conditions [Ls4~6] until their .

3 ~prob1ematic—ness is disclosediin [Ls9-ll] The conditions et-up “'

<

the problem, which, in it)s simultaneous turn, indexes the condi- i ;- .

‘. tions capable of being characterized problematicall}
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, S R 7 B The (pause) of [L12] can be read as conversational ) BN

. Jy’ evidence of,G's gparent willingness to allow for either silence

RO ‘ ' s “or H's continued talking. [Ll3] is evidence of H's. self-selecting

. L . to continue developing [T3] Ifloné reads the "that's" of [LlBi

- v

3 ' S asﬂ;ndexing [LsQ-ll]-rand perhaps [Lsé-6] as well althoqgh there - »
. . ~ ‘. }

L L %s_no clear evidence of the latter,interpretation-thenpa very- : T

e . s . "5
2 - - - -

< o ’ ,\clegr instance of characterizing is~apparent. By using a pro- -

o
G

¢ es %07 termetovindex prior utterances,. those priox'utteranceg‘can be
s ’ - ’ . - . . . _. .- . . DN * . - ) b -~

. :charaéterizéd'seﬁsibl§'in.an indefinite number of ways. Arguing, R

‘e —— P \‘,,

from this point of view, As the.simultaneous existence of two or »

-, .o
R more charQZterizings of purportedly the same person, place or .
R - . v ‘ . ﬁm"’"—"——‘ . «» .
thing. . S . WL
.o - r 4 g .
T 44 _ .Corstraints of economy to remain within a epiven collection
w ! - . _ .. .
' ’ of . categories (see 7.0) until further notice (see 12.0) are reinforced

! ¢ - .
by sociolingiistic Constraints. Certain membership categorization

devices (Sacks, 1972) are appropriate to certain speaking registers

..

* and not others. . Thus, characterizing must not only proceed consis-

\\»‘7

tently by remaining within the domain of the gsame device, but it

must be performed in and through the same register.

Y I R

RO

N S
]

- : ’5 " What 1it’is the speakers are in- the piocees of performing

<% 4g firét characterized in’[L3] as "compromise". ,Talking about—~ - - - -

SR i e., " characterizing—-ﬁkgt which is about to happen (in and through

deeh o8

talking) as’ \couq:u:om:!.se"I is never challenged (unless the "That" ’ )
T . -

'— “of - [LlS] is tead as referencing compromise Ve Thus, what they -
R .e:"f.'_ N

>%§_ are dn the*yexy mouement of doing is taken to be ' compromise

Yo

AT
e LAY

,Other‘possible members of the collection of categories of which® : E




compromise’ is a member category might be "bitch", "discuss",/
ﬁérgue ’ complain", and 80 fdfth. Characterizing that which is
about, to happen as comptomise”aconstrains that which is now
possible: ve are acting in the thame 6f one category and not
"anothe¥ (Duncan, 1962' Mills, 1940) By characterizing'what is
. happening, epistemological clarity is purchased at the expense
of ontological possibilit
4, 6 [L42] is an@artfully diplomatic characterization. *
Notige the problematic locus is now" characterized as "'cause it sl
not mine", rather than, "do you think you could just keep your"
junk on your side of the~room?"\ The pronouns re-formnlate‘;he .
the conditions from H's space/time rather than "yours". Notice
also that the conversation can be edited senerely( €8y delete
[Ls20-36]) and still be internally consistent and externally '
coherent. How can a conversation display it's own internal
consistency? As one brief answer, we shall track the natural

°

history'of characterizing (at least partially) in the transcript.

. P . ;
5.0.° Tracking characterizing. Consider [Ls10,11]. Now read

- [L47]) as a more "nicely worded" remformulation or re-characterization
What is "nicer“ about [L47] compared to it's initial formulation
of tLlO,llj?A The most'notablsmdifference is that E}lﬂj'characteriges
problematic-;_ingg‘as djunk“ (read pejoratively) whereas [Lk?]
chatacterizes the problematic things as "it". ﬁsing a conversa-.
- tional conxention for locating pro-term referents (1 €., an:apﬁzgp-

‘rate. pro-term referent is it's nearest immediately prior relevant

““ﬁturn-constructional un;;), tracﬁing the appropriate referent for
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.

the pro-term "yt" of [L47] takes us back to the "it's" of.[L45]. R

e g 1 .
. . - A

o " But the latter is a differeht order of pro-termn The referent of
-~ . .’ . 'M ‘ R . M
"{t's" indexes something more or other than problematic objects;

ry

"1t’can be read as indexing the.entire conversation<as*it’ 1§*coming -

@ »,
. 3

‘ “ " .o be.. The pro-term "it" appears'again ;ﬁ {L43]; here, tread iy e
/ as indexing the same thing(s) as the "it" being tracked. [Ls42&41]

T also contain a varianwf the pro-tem of concern. Read [L39]

=
'

. _‘as the noun the "i&" pro—terms are indexing-"junk". Interestingly

»

. ‘ ~ enough, [L39] contains a pro-term "1t" which is “not .read ‘as indexing

; "junk“. By applying the shme cgpversational convention (see 5. 0),‘
: . © 7 the “itﬁ/df‘T;;;j;indexea the noun "bed" of the immeaiately prior -
" line [L38].: ¥ . X
. f | ‘ k S . ,; : : . .
.. 5.1 Notie the diatance traveled in the‘indexical tracking
- of"pro-tern referents. It’ may be that the more deeply imbedded the
: . " appropriate pro—tergvreffrent_is "§n" ppior talk, the more muted:
! &  it's hearing. The use of prog-terms can also be read as conversa- g
:. ‘ ‘ tioﬂalne;idence,of memorr.?;7. "‘ Lo ] )
T . T A v .. o .
: ’ . 5.2 . ‘G's agreeing to "compromiae"-hithlﬂ, i {L33], characterizesf'
f . the proolenatic thing(s) as "atuff". In [L39), the problematic
| conditions re-formulate G's “stuff" ‘u\ "funk". Given the conversa-
3 tional pro-term convention, B formulates the solution as a reéuest
ig ' o avoiding a characterization 6f the thing(s) which might result -
%’ B Bt in mari turns to adequately characterize the nature of the thing(s),
v ¥ -

v
. ¢

in the process. T o

+

T
>
-

L. . : .

or other persons and/or places that may be formulated or re—formulated ‘
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5.3 7 Prior conversational turhs are necessary, apparently,

.®
~ I3

for sghsequent pro-terms to disclose evéntual cha;acterizings as

aéreement. Inasmuch as tracking difficulties are known to

happen,. however, misunderstandings ‘are- an ever-present resource for

. * b a
.

formulating reasons warranting the undoing’ of thre prior agreement

,

. S s

" and re-opening it through the performative struétures. of arguing.

iRontirue, inadmuch as both gides of the ' compromise dre not yet .

\
Built into the indekical relation of pro-term to referent are the

. e } .
very grounds both for dding ani/pndoing agreement/ ] ;><_

6.0 Pauses. Notice the different conversational displays of

(pauses) : '57 ) .o N iy

1. _the‘absence of.a,pause folfpwing iL3}3~
‘2. the pause of [L71; o |
L 3. the pause of - [L12],

4: the pause of [L14] .- o

P 4

Read [L7]-as a transition—relevénce place. In taking [T2], G

may object to "compromise” as an apt #haracterization of what . .

they‘are doing'so far; it is not yet apparent what H co-promises.

Only G's situation is characterized (1 e., "stuff" 5 "junk“)

o

thus far. It may be that G formulates [®2] ag permission to
LS

[~

v

in evidence. . ) . R i

x - M . ; R : é-\
6.1 Read,the (pause) of [ﬁlZ] as a transition-relevance

place' an approprlate conversat%onal space/time for G to display

understandingvof H's prior-utterancés. Such g turn might also be

.
»

an opportunity to lodge -a‘complaint either about H's characterizing
. A * . R

.

- 4 *
-

of "stuff" as "junk", or about'H's’characterizgnf a one-sided ¢

y €

7\) .

.



. i,:’ 89 .

e ’ ' » A
.

pr0positién as a "compromise" (instead qf,'say, a complaint, favor,
‘e ) . P ‘ ' ’ ‘
K or suggestion). ) o “ .
- I N N R ~ B . k‘ " . ‘.

. « " .
2 . . v
)

6.2 In lel] H stops selecting self for speakership ahd G
- , .
1 .does not self-select., Silence is accomplished. H eventually re-
& .

formulates the prior turns' talk as compromise. H,,by not self-

selecting to continue, thereby displays insistgnce on thé non-’

& speaker selffselecting for next convention of turn-taking. ﬁventually

G does self-select; but [T15]'s utterance remainstproblématic.
.t ~ o~ . , : - . Q‘ o ' N v
6.3 ’ Consider the (pause) of [TlQ]. H, as current speaker,

" ends. [ 11] and apparently waits<ior G to self~select next speaker-
: - ship. However, G does rot engage the non-speaker .self-selects

option, nor does current self-select to continue The recognizable

JI

product of this recursive monitoring is a (pause) rather than it

becoming G's,pre-turn (pause). Discltsed is G's apparent lack '6f

g acknowledging the implicitvproblem of action and condition charac-— .

terized in [Ls38 39], 1In [Ls41-43],.H characterizes the problem
explicitly--such characterizing may be read as reasoning {see 9. O) e

& 7 o

-

A 7.0 Membership categorization dévices. One convenient

analytic tool flor systematically approaching the notion of

Al ’

characterizing is membership Categorization device (MCD). Sackg

-

(1972) defines it as a collection of cad/gories and a set of rules
for their coherent use. “Sacks' concerns are with holving the .
conversatiOn problem of how appropriate Members are located in Coe

utimes of personal trouble. An adequate MCD is capable of categoriz-
. ot - »
\\{ ing every object (i.e., personm, place, thing) of; a sample.into. g

- . 3 . S
' . . ¢ ’ 2., ! * . @ ' 4 - ’
-e v . - - ‘ .
3y . < »* / H ‘ T 4 \
Q . . . . - o
- . ~ ». . ) . . -
. . o -
o » . . 4 ' -
. . Ay , N I - .
. - . -
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.o ' > )
at least one category of at'ieast two different collections of \

[N

categories. . v .
- - 4
» : ‘ .6-' i ) . \_\, . ’
7.1 . . A device constrains how a person, place, or thing.comes '
? ’ ’ [3 '
NN . . oA .
. . to be characterized.. Any characterization must be heard as
’ ¢ . - ) + (Y

"*.  .internally consigtent to be taken seriously (Silverman, 1974a, 1974b).

b

To remain interhally consistent is to characterize in;accord'with ‘
the principle of econoﬁ& (Sacks, 1972); presume charécterizing ]

®

\  develSys in-teérms-of member catégories from the same collections,

« until further notice (see ii.O). . ’ 1’
’ o !
y 8.0 - Membet-analysis. NoW_ye shall.retqrn (from 6.2) to the

problematic referent for the pro-term "That”in [L15]. Perhaps the
conversationalQcopvention that a pro—term'indexes it's nearest

prior -appropriate referent is violated orasuSpended momentarily- -
(see 5.0). What would such a momgntary suspension accomplish?
‘ ) . . ) )

It is one method of doing member-analysis;. commthiné on rather

L3 . >
. . than elaborating the emerging topical talk. The comment abruptly%\

characterizes wbaE's-going-on differently from the historically

 developing characterization. Stated differently, to.comment-on

-

T " ig to locate an unfolding action "in" a different perspectiver
N * . ) .

v

(i:e., characterization). ,

i . o . *
8,1 ' Try reading [L15] as & comment not on it's neatest
y - ,

appropriate prior turn, but as a comment or all that precedes 1t.

& g

Such a conversational accomplishment might itself be characterized
’ o/

as reflecting on} the locus of intentionality is outside the

!& action characterfhableAinytermsﬁof the operative MCD. It is a

g stopping of conversational space/time by standing‘hutside?it and
~N * .

ERIC T 9 | '
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, N -
thereéby being unable to inscribe acoustic/kinesthetic movement

"in" a next expectable turm. Current Speaker has vacated the .
. e expectable next turn; a Q?rmal'tutn is untakable inasmuch ag it

it being taKen from %hé expectabie to the reflective. Language is,

(- . - =
by definit;on, reflexive and igdexicél. To shift focus (or comment- e

on, or reflect on), one ié shifting both indexical and reflexive

v

, . , . . < \
f» foci (see 7.0, 7.1), To reflect is to comment on a collection of

e

] ’ » . .
oo * ' categoriés--rendering the entire’collection ds but an instance
/ of (i.e., mémber category of) a broader MCD-disqlqsed in and through

the comment--rather tham to elaborate any of the member categories -

-

N froufw%}hin the collection. To be methodical and systematic about

reflectihg 1is to be a méﬁber analyst and/or critic. ° p

-~ * -
’

\ . ' d ‘. N 1]
8.2 - On occasion, when appropriate in our everyday practical

¢ ;
affairs, we ana¥yze our own talk and!the(talk of those with whom

. we converse. Such analysis ié instructivé, irrespective of what is

being formulated topically as the talk being-about. <That is,

- ~ .

® ) > -
member analysis--and professional analysis, for that matter--disrupts

the‘!kpgc;qﬁle unfolding of.characterizing:by‘;ttefing-a comment

- whose hearable relation to, what-{s-going-on is no longer transparent
L . (see 2.2). A practi;:al conversation "problem is now apparent.
— : . ) . “
. ' 8.3 Given the interpretational “credit we extend to others,

-

if topic rgleyancé is under suspicion of being violated, clarifica=- 't

. .
et ” - -

S

-

. . . LI S
tion will be sought prior-to a? outright accusation af violating
e . - . ‘ . . 7
topic-relevance conv%ntions'[unless.an-arguement is already in

.
e, . o

progréss and heaf\ed (member term for conversations whose turns

- +

‘ * are short, closely sbaced; frequently overlgbping,°and louqﬂo B
. ‘ . a . . . ‘
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Member*analysis utterances maz be heard as disruptions inasmuch as
they open up a different perspective (i.e Q MCD) and horizon of :
-possiQilities (i.ef, member categories and nequfdiscovered combin-
"ations). by 1t5é1f)(untied in any, agparent day to prioq_turns'
'talk “a member-analysis utterance‘is difficult for a next speaker

.ther make sense of (Munch 1975; Heap, 1976; O' Neill,‘1974)

or to\ignore. Not-to pay attention to or mot to notice ‘apparent

conversation problems is to risk being heard as unreSponsive-and/or

dull, It behooves a non-Speager :o acknowledge a prior turn o
. . .

insofar a3 tg%ic—relevance conventions hold at all normal-times ‘ o

and piaces gor‘ail normal_soeakers. ‘ E )

&~
’
N

© 8.4 é in [TS], is. obliged to re-solve the now spparent
‘conversation problem made apparent by member~ana1ysis. The member-
analysis of [L15] nav be.read as 2 critique oi prior wording

(i.e., how prior‘taik characterized what it was about). But which

sEecific componeht(s) of prior characterizing are being critiqued

¢

- is not apparent. [LlS] evidences only the evaluative conclusion

of the critique. [L16] then becomes evidence for such an interpret’ A

i : L
tation. . ) .

9.0 Reasons. To ask a question is to assert the right to
R

-

obligate a hearer to answer .in accord with relevance expectations.

H's question of [ 16] prequmes the right to ob1igate G to account

ffor (i e., formulate plausible reasons) [L15}. 1If [L15] is

»

heard as member-analysis--specifically, the conclusion of an- unfavor- S
t
able critique of prior characterizingfbthen there must be reasoms. - ‘

for the negative criticism if it'is to be taken seriously‘(Silver—_



<
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, man, 1974a, i974b). The quantity and quality of reasons ore is

expected to develop in jaccounting for-a characterization may be a
constitutive feature of status, power, influente, reverence, ¥espect,
. : .

and so forth. It is plausible to suppose that the more powerful

a member, the fewer the number of embers who. agsert the right to
lm g

* ask-a question (of relevance, or any other kind). Consequently,

few members obligate the Speaker to formulate reasons. and to be \

'accountable. Such: a.member is relatively free bf the responsibility

. :“ ..
of the;obligation'to answer questions of relevance in and through’

. L

the formulation of accounts as reasons. s

9.1 N Read [T6) ‘as a technically correct performance of an

acceptable gecond pairépart to a question/answer adjacency pair,

reasons,

9.2

can be jdentified' to account for the negative criticism [L15].

B
s s
. . - . | .
. ,
.
- . PN ! ¢ .
o . 1 . .
. : “ : O Y ’ '
. b . T v .
B N v -
. .

; dpes not chiaracterize conditions such that plausible reasons

Instead, G asks (pragmatically, not grammaticqlly) H td formulate

reasons for H's characterizings of conditions. G not only does not

9

take advantage of .the right H provides by obligating G to answer,,“

but/%eturps unused the right to H (by asking H for reasons)é’ A

1

defensive interpretatidn of [le7-l9] inay be warranted to the
extent space/time was avallable for inscribing reasons for newly

charactcrizing/conditions. Instead, 9 agks H for H to formulate
Q// . : -

L]

-

-In [T7], H obliges G's interrogative presumpﬂion by

~

formulating a reason., In prior talk (L.e., prior to [L201)," «"ped"

and "side of oot had _been’components of the characterizing of =~ .

- ’ .

conditions as 'gufficiently problematic to warrant a. "compromise".

' ’ ’ .
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. In [L20], H re-solves apparent prior ambiguity as a present ‘reason.
: .t ‘ ~ . " . . \
Conversely, :the present reason- is visibie’onl} ifisofar as it dis- - .
. (. . . » S )
closes the problematic conditions it proposes to affect, ‘
- ( ‘ . . % ! »
., l_'_ +
9.3 . Read [L34] as an instance of reasoning. G characterizes

conditions as not-reasops or not:purposé§: ‘Conversationally, .

[L34] works similarly to a‘set‘gf directib;s‘consisting'of elabpr-
. 't . . . ) ’l . :- r ‘ i ‘
ate--and sometimes intricate-—descriptions of persons, places,'aqd

[ .

things to treat as not televant qt°maan;ngfu1,--They'are directiohs

.

/'. ° N N es.
/ formulated 'in and through the negative fathep:thap'the positive

(Schegloff, 1972). ' v ( )

" N R s - : T
1of6 . Préblematic pro-term. G's [L153], at first reading, sounds

. problematic. The referent for the pronoun "That", in [L15]'s,

"That wasn't worded~§e;y nicely", {s.qnsleér. It may index the °

A k] r e
’

same refe;énté as the "fhat's" of [£13]. If so, ‘the "that's"’of

[L13].1ndexeg (L89-11]. But which portion of [Ls9-11]-—and possibly:

— a

(Ls4~6]--does [L15]'s "That” indeg?

I3

v % . . . . . .
b 10,1 If "That" references the“characterizing transforming o
. N ) .

- "gtuff" [LS] to "sﬁQg" (L6&10], then [L15] is placed inappropriatél&
e -
in ‘the conversation. Like laughter and certain conversational e

reparations, characterizing reparations. must be iodged at the next-

. . ¢ . . _ a

available transition-relevance place. Such an interpretation .=
] - \

. arguestthat"[LlS] mﬁ}"have been located more advantagequsly for G . K
S * at [L8], in place of that turn's "Okay". It may be .incumbent on

. non-speakers to challehge characté;izing inadequacies.aé the next
« : L] s ‘

ava?léble transition-relevance,plac%éL'To yiclate this maxim ig * .

o~ * »

’ * ~

ERICT -« 183~

[4 4 - . 7
~ gk,
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to be vulnerable to subsequent criticism of being a defective ¢&on-
ol versational partner, - ) on ‘

.’

10.2 : If a characterization is formulated and not cha11enged; -

>

it is presuned accurateeand éppropriate.' It is treated as a cor-

rigible proposition (Pollner\ 1974), until further notice (see 11.0).
2
Et may be that the further ‘from a characterization it s complaint
Y , . ,
: ) occurs, the more elabgrate and overt is “the indexing required to
/

* render -it's form understandable and sufficiently precise.for the

practical purpogee at hand(eée 12,0). . From sugh a perspective, '\
° . . Al
. {L15] is at least a nartial violation ‘of that maxim. It .does

not sufficiently index. "That" which it is about (i.e., that which o -

Py

) is ". . . not worded very nicely"). Read [L16] as evidence of

i . ’)that-interpretation. But it is an equivpcal piece “of evidence _
O -

» : . 4

11.0 Further-notice, Read {L15] as constituting further- —

notice. Such further-notice be comes-apparent when the performa-

< \

tive mechanisms of conversation cease being transparent and come —
. ‘td viSibility in the fé/m of practical conversation difficulties.
Specifically, [LlS] constitutes such a practical conversational

,difficd!ty inasmuch as the referent. of "That" is not clear. [L16]

consitutes evidence of [L15]'s problematically imprecise formulation, -

"=
- . PR

¥

o

2

.S 11.1 Further-notices have to be good ones to disclose
mistakes. A further-notice must be both an internally consistent .

and externally coherent sﬂbry, It must also re-solve pfoblematic

-

»

ambiguities thereby laying the groundwork for the inevitaHility ——

£

of subsequent such ambiguities. New qtories become mimetically :

‘valid and old storles get transformed_into.mistakes, errors, and -

N

- “
. N " . - s .
, . ] : 1 .
- . KAl - N
. . . - ‘e °
& N, ) .
. v ) . . .




ge'' remains un-
-

3

1& " faulty reasoning.
ons such that. accountability is a
g

In&ention.
"1 don t use your bed as a

ulated outside [L34]» Purpose and/or intention are ‘formulated
T
]

tion in and through list-

The characteriiing of "purpo

ot e o e = WA

. 12,0
" the characterizing conditi
Read fL35]
f drawers,
£

N -
"in
'-warrantable conclusion
as characterizing inten
for exapmple, laundr¥ hamper, chest o
‘s apparent dif-
lndes

T\ . . e a; a. . e
ing member categories,
bodk shelf,/yaste basket, and 80 Onll. However,
in evidencing a reason in a cbllection.of categories prec
me--the development of a perspective

" this space/ti
oncession; [L25]

ge" can be revealed.

jiculty
G's [T8] appears as ¢

s of [17}4 (L26] apparently

of [L26];

—at least "in

W

<

from vhich "purpo
Eguivocating.
ears as dcceptance of H g reason
‘ y discounts fhe disagreement
roand reparations are
or to.that '

t also_may .

13.0
he laughter s objectr
""Mm

app
. disagrees; fL27] apparentl
tly agrees inasmuch as laughte
Brief statements, of agreemen
y are referenced

13

) (L28} apparen
»  placed immediately snbsequent to t
r yhich reparations repair.
4 immediately that by which the
’ d as indexing the talk of the
pOlnt, [L28]'
iy

need to‘follo
and so on,” may be hear
Given the analysis to this
diate prior [L27] W ich,
ent

. ?;I
ho*, "ya"s
immediately“prior's turn.
may be read as affirming it's imme
sconfirming the lack of agreem

can be read as di
Technically, [T9] is @

hear a transition—relevance
s-apparent.

HOkay"
i{n it's turm,

t

condition. *
Closure and dis-closure.

sational opportunity for H to
such that agreement be come

[ e
f. conyer
i
" ggplace and punctuate (18]
(&) . ’ ' -
. - 105 AN o
-,/
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[T9], however, is étronger evidence for the, contrary interpreta-

- tion. Rather than presupposing closure, [T9] presumes dis-closure.

’

léfl - Consider %ome practical ad antages of H's presupposing
dis-closure rather than closure in\[TSF. Had H presumed closure,

G, in,[T10], may then dis~-close the presumed closure as premature’
."‘ . .( ' "‘.
thereby obligating H to proyide additional reasons. Rather than

N ¢

being conversationally sitpated to ,exploit premature closure by .

(v

¢ "
making visible H's accountahility, G, in [T10], agrees to. "try

to keep my stuff off your bed* EL33]

k4
» .
’

15.0 - +Storifying. Consider [T11] in light of how [IlO] is

terminated. H might have suggested candidate member categories<

to assist G in'listing exemplars, Instead, [T1l] pEfesumes

‘ . .
> . .

knowledge of the collection yet dhspecified and also presumes

- A &

the non—relevance of the as yet incomgletely characterized

"purpose“. Read [Tll]'as~a story. The story is a synthesizing

. ) > {
of prior characterizations of people, places, and things. To the

\extent the story is suféiciently broad to be inclusive of the
faqts as they be cdme—known, the story is the way things really

- were (which, of cou?ﬁf, presupposes the way - things really are),
until further notice (per%aps in the form of some apparent in-‘ ’

‘-consistency) Stories, in‘constituting further-notice, have the

ontological potintial of diQ—closing mistaRES, efrors, defective’

! 3

reasoning, blame, fault, and so on. ) iﬁg £
" / o \ "4 ,
15.1 " [L26] discounts G's nascent characterizing of “purpose'’

'[L34], then from([Ls3Z-4§], H storifies. Read, "It's just like, you

-
’

know", [L37], as conversatibnally similar to "once upon a time"

. ? * .
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-
[

. " pair-parts of an adjacency pair.(such as, suggestion/acknowledge-

X

. - 98 Lt . .
~f5(\‘ L

is read as introducing a story, It announces what is to follow

s . )
‘as an analogue. To be‘a goo ‘story, characterizing must set thet'

scene, formulate conditions such that problems and circumstances ’

‘can be come-apparent and provide for re-solutioniof problematic
circumstances.' [L37] announcés a story;- {L38] describes actiont
& ‘ < ) *

! .
and [L39) explicates conditions, ) r

e

16.0, - Arguing and knowing, Finally, congider how the

conversation begins and ends; there is a boundedness to the . .

'
- AN Fl

argument. Perhaps an argument is bounded by the first and second
h ]

o « N — . .

ment; criticism/acknowledgement; insult/acknowlgdgement; and 86 .

4 ~ /
forth) The arguing 1s that which re-charactenizes the first
t : 4‘7ﬂ.'\
pairzpart such that it's second pair—part can be provided in

. « @ ’ Y
agreement with the. re-characterized first pair-part. Argulng,

from such a perspective becomes the Aggotiated characteriz}ngs

of the, way things were, ate, or will have been--reaIIV° or at

!

v,least‘until further-notice. Of course, further—notice is. characrer-

. izing atgvariance‘witﬁ the way\things are presumed to be. o

3

&

hch_aracteri*zingé.  The mechanics of distributing the unfolding{ \T;,,’

"

s -

16.1 Arguing is .a fundamentally practical inevitable,_ -

ontologic/epistemic ac,ti;vity. Arguing 1s _the storifying of ‘ .

-

T~

of the story's development—bwhen‘two stories are being developed

* \ (’A
Eimulnaneously—-is the perforﬁative structure ‘of arguing. It is

the performative structure of arguing that can be brought to, .’

;nalysis in‘and through interrogating the phenomenon from a

~
] L

v

conversational point of view. : ’ t .
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The three‘volumes of Paideia (Jaeger, 1939 1943, 1944) can be

read as Jaeger's attempt to disclose the mimetic validitx.of
clagsical Greece in terms of the c1vilization, culture, tradition,
_literdture, or education (modern concepts for that yhich is

more than their syntehsis--Paideia);
translation of that Greek.word.

?'

.

1]

.-

body as lived-experience, see Merleau-Ponty (1973).

Pilotta (1978) -

300 e ‘

-

.
]

The three volumes become

For a ﬁhénomenological treatment of kinesthetic movement and ‘
See also ‘

~ Ihde s (1976) provocative treatment of ggund elaborates the

. phenomenon of inscribing.

>

~

4,

a

S

+

. I am using the phrase covénant of soc1alitz»as an admittedly

crude gloss-of Schutz's (1967) work, particularly chapters

three through five; pp. 97;214.

' -

.~

~

- X

. Pollner develops the simultaneous accomplishing of process,

- présupposition, and, product in relation to mundane reasoning ~

as a way of knowing: ’

The .ontologic ard episternic are/undif— -

ferentiatable at this level of analysis.

¢

2

1

6. -

I owe the transparency analogue to Pilotta‘%l978).
|0 B Y
e See ates (1966) discussion of memogx and the growth of --
scientific method, PP 368~389. LN i .

R ‘9" ¢ NS

‘

»
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~ -rhetorical argument, as an ep1stem1c construct1on

N./ | -+~ _RHETORICAL ARGUMENT 'As REDUPLICATION: - ) o

THE EPISTEMIC: CONNECTION

by Thomas B Farrell

Both argu1ng and‘know1nQ, whatever their other connect1ons, in-

volve some or1entat1on of human consciousness. The person who argues oo

A }.,a,r

1s whether intentionally or, not, an ep1stem1c créature--one who' knows

<;
. or would know in some manner. And, argument 1tse1f may be viewed as a

e —— \

)

reflective emb]em'of consciousness. dJoseph Gabel's classic study 3%
reification views certain types of political argument\(reveysa] of/ante-
v cedent and ¢onsequent, for instance) .as revealing a morbid rat?dhb]ism of

* false consciousnéss in the knower. ] Yet, an even stronger ‘claim could

-

be made, and will be explored 1n th1s esSay If epistemo]ogy is. seen as

@ method, it may be that there are as many different ways of know1ng as

‘v‘

there’ are of argu1ng.. . . and no, more. For if a person is.to gnow, { .
consc1ousness must reflect upon itself. There tsﬁho knowledge without
ref]ect1on, and surely no ref]ect1on w1thout argument Rather than :
Jttempt to prove th1s encompass1ng *claim, I assume it here so that three

re]ated matters may be°cons1dered ‘

“first, the pecu11ar réflective (or 'redoubling') chargcter of

3 .
.

]

.0 second the substance of know]edge generated by rhetor1ca1 arguw
ment. '
‘thdfd, some connectiveg,for*extending the epistemic form of .
rhetorical argument.’ o ' - . Co- 'ﬁﬂ@ﬁ%
‘ . R I A



| ﬁ\ . The above matters are approached with some hes1tat1on glven the
T magn1tude of drff1cu]ty confrontlng fiends of ep1stemo]ogy and arghmenx ) "f
» tation. .As the dut11ne of Tou1m1n and Rieke we]] ewdences,3 the: d1s- )
I " Jjunction.of ep1steme and techne tends to ‘estr]ct ‘knowledge to the q"th1ngs" : \
Q;*‘*§§;§§;§§§gi}the world, while return1ng argument to contemp]ate e1ther the 1nterna] >

—

cons1stency"of~1tsvpnem1sses or ‘the desirata of syntact1cs. Under such a
"rubric, both\substancesand form are‘reified. ée]ie?, too,’?s’diSp]acedl. ,
it becomes either another phenomenon to, be operat1ona112ed ‘or an instru-
mental adJunct to*the "merest" of rhetor1c§ In beg1nn1ng with the d1§~ “
cursive construct1ons of rhetoric, we m1ght g1ve prom1;;nce to neg]ected ‘
matters of conv1ct1on and conduct while pursu?hg the. distinct know]edge ‘:'.1
. ”embod1ed by rhetor1ca] argument First, I turn to ;he assumptions imposed

upon the wor]d by v1ew1ng rhetor1ca] argument ep1stem1ca]1y .

) . "

i) ‘Rhetorical Argument as'Ep1stem1c D1scourse

"

The™ 1scourse of rhetor1ca1 argument does not beg1n in an:attempt
to represent or dep1ct an orderly acces§1b1e wor]d " Unlike the m1met1c

impulse of the c1ass1ca] product1ve arts, the initial 1mpetus For_rhetoric’

is a disruption,-a sharp d1scont1nu1ty in the wor]d %f our 9cqua1ntance
» -
and interest. 4 Whether such d1scourse is v1ewed fnstrumentally; as
. ) .G 8 e
prob]em -solviny, or mag1ca11y3 as animate apprec1at1on, rhetorical pract1ce
'

cont1nua]}y moves beyond jtself. It seeks the prospect of 1ts own exten- :

lad

£

sion in the conviction and action of self and aud1ence. Such  a contep- *

“t1on of rhetor1c adds to the contemplat1ve view of know1ng on¢ that is ' (
-y ,‘,' > ' i s A . . P
both“active and communicative as well. . ) .

.
. ey N . > -4 >

Rhetor1ca1 argument as an active mode of d1scourse, is also a

type of communicative utterance. Yet here, too, a qualification must be _
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-

. h noted. For rhetorica]‘argument is a,specia]ltype of utterance. Although
such argument requires, like all communicatﬁon, at ﬂeast the implication”.
of a hearer, rhetor?E does not sipply appear, dn‘seria] form, as the
d1screte tempora] successor to a prev1ous conversat1ona] fragment. Unlike,

let us say, the answer to a question or an acknbw]edgement of greet1ng,
. \

B rhetor1ca] argument not only occurs 1n the d1achronous sequence oOf d1s?
. ) course, but would also ‘take "precedence over," or transcend subsequent

d1scourse as well. Ih1s “dual capacity to make h1stor1ca]1y d1screte

c]a1ms, as well as the claim to explain, appropr1ate or accommodate sub-

&

“ sequent and cbntTguous discourse is what I mean by the redup]1cat1ve
' character of rhetorical .argument. Moreover, the mdde of know1ng ~implieg

by such argument f1nds conf1rmat1on ne1ther in external correspondence ner

o

interral cons1stency, but rather 1n the capac1ty to overcome and reconsti-

tute the 1mp]1ed subSequent res1stence of an oth B

Cons1der, as one examp]e of this phenomenon, the rhetor1ca] argu-

. ment from 1nherency A]thou;h there are man views of this argument,5

* one ordinary vers1on offers prem1sses of a c]a1m ttr1but1ng prob]ems to

e midst of this

- " a serious and cont1nuous s ructura] defect. Yet in
d1sc3urse a second and larger claim resounds. No matte what subsequent

,-

‘ attr1but1oﬁs, eXp]anat1ons, or alternative recommendat1ons re. directed
toward thezp\hb]em, these atternatives will all be encompassed by the

" single structural defect lodged 7in.the fn1t1a] claim. Even as ti® argu-/
‘ment turns outward urqﬁng poligy actiony it anticipates and accommodatges
Subsequent res1stance through the duality of its c]a1ms . /’/

-« Now a]though rhetorical arggment/const1tutes an unusual mode of -

d1scourse and commun1cat10n, 1t doEsfnot therefore fo]]ow that argumentat1ve
. o 113 | :

*
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reduplication is found on]y in the traditional rhetor1ca] afenas of coq—
viction and social conduct “ As many systemat1zed conste]]at1on of
o \thought sc1ent1f1c ph1losoph1ca] r religious, must extend 1tse]f.out3'
ward, discourse will redoub]e in the anticipation of forthcom1ng resis-
tance. It is poss1b]e to ]ocate rhetor1ca1 arguments in any number of
places, without thereby extend1ng d1sc1p]1nary jurisdiction to every
,frghtier. As the mediation of knowledge through anticipated audience
thought and'action,-houexer, only rhetorical practice places its entire
cdmp]ex of‘discourse atostake withteach redup]icative extension. of argu;
ment. When the stakes are'this form{dab]eiin science.or re]igign; we
.sh1ft parad1gms or ]ose fa1th Both are rhetorical acts.
: = In the pos1t1on sketched thus far, the d1scurs1ve re]at1onsh1ps
of rhetorjcal argument have been emp]oyed to suggest a d1st1nct type of

—-

ep1stem1c confirmation. W1th1n the ongoing cont1nu1ty of discourse 1tse]f

0ne may yet wonder if such a view dbes not reduce what is known to the
sheer 1ntr1cac1es df verbiage: Even in the C]ass1ca] trad1t1on of course
'substance’ appeared f1rst as a ategorz ‘But if_rhetorical"argument

. is generative of knowTedge,‘ we may 1nqu} e as to the status of the

creation. F Sl

.,

N,

) Ep1stem1c "substanc khetorical Argumefit

*

Aed\as socﬁa] 7

posits and creatgs a type'of 'knowledge' gtipul

’

"« " Social knowledge has sincé been interpreted 5th pr1ma/ attention to its

oo presupppsitiona] anchorings, and with only oc%asionai refe ence to the

/ incipient or potential. character of Ahis know]edge 8 'Yet :hat'1s known
socially can hard]y be - sa1d to "exist" pr1or to and apart from omeone s

‘construction.  That such constructions “are usually products of pa tisan

aea
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) unusua].or strfk1ng particular may be deliberated.

, science. .Yet these premisses, however general, may-be said to acquire
. - .- S &
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interest should not invalidate theh, or remove them from our careful

consideération. Central to any suqh<consideration,df'Eou7se, is the

format1ve role of rhetor1ca1 argument. ' -

Even if we were to hegin w1th the most concrete ob3ect1f1cat1on

v

of noematic realms--some comb1nat10n of Peircean "secondness" and Bitzer's

»

“rhetorical satuat1on9--we have yet to_identify anything that 1§‘"known

aa

lrhetorica]]y. To so identify rhetorieal "substance" (and qualify its

meaning), we must introduce’ the interentia] movement of argument as the

active,. commun1cat1ve discourse descr1bed earlier. An exigence, a brute

:

actua11ty, an extreme _urgency, all seem totrequ1re the. horizon of tacit
and subs1d1ary soc1a1 norms and principles in order to provtde inifial

impetus” and fact1g1ty- (i.e. semblance of fact) to a rhetorical encounter.\

Yet social know]edge.w0u1d remain subsidiary and tacit, were it not for,

.

the transformat1ona1 capacity of rhetor1ca1 argument. Such argument

actua11zes soc1a1 know]edge prem1sses by reqU1r1ng the1r conscious. app11-

) cat1on to genera11zed human 1nterests. The movement I am describing is

+ .

not uniike Pevrce S concept of abduction; that inferential movement de-

mands the art1culat1on of prev1ous]y unspoken premisses so that the

10 v

Regu]ar1t1es of

' fntehest, norms” of- conduct, principles of duty and obligation cannot be

P

considered-substantive in a sense analogous to the materials of normal

v

"substance" through their propriety or pertinencé to the ongoing evo]d-

L)

tion.of reasoning consciousness. There may be more specific field-

debendent determinants of 'expertise on conjectura¥5i§éues of arguments;
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but the substance of rhetorical argument may appea] to no more decisive

arb1ter than the 1nterest—dependent relations of an h1stor1ca1—communa43#—————-——

o ’ v

The mere allegation of such a warrant, however forcefu], could

.

never count as proof were it.not for the similar fide]ity expressed by

vy 1

argument itse]fn Whether ant1c1pat1ng resistance, or pos1t1ng an en-

-

1arged and unknown agreement rhetor1ca1 argument does, not wa1t for the

historical ver1f1cat1on of its ep1stem1c product Rather argument -

” N

assumes the actuality of its knowledge in the very act of positing ‘some
norm or rule of pertinent interest. My own earlier example of rhetorical.
- ’ R * h .

controversy is ample i]]ustration.]] l

In-the exp]oraﬁiongofasociai .
knowledge, I employed the traditional construct of stasis as @ periodic

juncture of rest for consensus attributed by rhetorical discoursebin

" social controversy. Upon later and,]ess morbid refiection;‘howerer, the .’

_structure of controversy appears to be anticipated by the initial moment

-

? »
[

PR

when argument articu]ates.the premisses of "knowledge." As we have seen,

. *

this moment is reduplicative.- In'giving'focus to conjectura] def1n1-

tional, qualitative issues, I d1rect an attr1buted consensus to prem1sses

Y ]

support1ng my concerns and s1mu1taneous1x_regard these prem1sses as a. -

Y

‘substantive foundat1on for further argument.” whether the 1mp11ed se-

quence ofgsubsequent argumentation conforms “to "rea]]ty," will bg-deterf

‘mined-by the deticate interpfay of'arguers themseivesi)awe\may yet ofter .

somg ass1stance to this process, however, by more“c]ose]y-attending to .

pY

_ those dev1ces a1loW1ng for the extens1on of argumentat1ve "knOW1ng" i v

» -
»

the social arena. o ' -

.

S -~ .

1;\"\ Y . -t N
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111) Some Ep1stem1c Connect1ves - .

*‘“"“‘““‘**Eariﬁer’rnﬂth+s—s%atement,.I,expressed concern at the apparent

disjynction of argument and know]edge Perhaps surpr1s1ng]y, thesg\

11tt1e evidence of such segmentat1on in the c]aschal trad1t1on wh11e

4

Ar1stot1e s 0rganon for 1nstance, js-an.enlarged compendium of arqument '

s

types, it ds a]so a d1scurs1ve chron1c1e for the various ways of "Know-

ing,” assemb11ng mater1als, 1nterre1at1ng ‘thém, ' extendfng them, and so
12

~ forth.

v

-~

' It may be that Neoc]assicism appropriated an-unneceSsan11y

restr1cted sense of Jogos s from the anc1ents and, rep]aced the1r modes of

tonstruct1on'W1th the constructs themse]ves as a pr1or1ty for 1nqu1ry "

~=’

. By return1ng to the classical or1g1ns of argument, we may sense again

»

the compass of its epistemic vision, wh1]e SKetch1ng some directiofs for

-y

applying this vision to a more fragmented soc1a] worid.

-

E of argument, " . . . a]] kinds of ca]cu]at1on

extension, McKeon writes:

In a’ sweep1ng and suggest1ve study ent1tJed "Symbols, Myths,

and Arguments,“ RLchard McKeon includes w1th1n the traditional concept1on .

t
"]3 And, #n a provocat1ve

‘/ . -l

"It is a mistake to suppose that - myths or, the accounts -

.on the use and suggestion of causes to ri4ate the incidents

of happenings ‘deal_with part1cu1ars in a peculiar sense

distinct from. the genera11ty of arguments ' that is, of
discursive inferences from prem1sses . .. . The construc- .
tion of an argument concerning part1cu1ars depends on- the ‘
establishment of premisses from causally related particu-

13r instances, the construction of a likely story depends

,

or” the parts of the farrative plausibtly

'Here may be an 1mp11ed d1reqt1ve for the epistemic concerns of argumenta-

tion theer/ McKeon makes the expected-1inkages between Platonic dfa-

°

1ogues’ h1stor1ca1 d1a1ect1cs and the "likely stor1es" of mythic argument.

2 But then he 'adds: ""Myths are narratives which construct particulars in

P

- 17

e

K
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d1scourse--persons, 1nst1tut1onsz events--by ‘méans of sequences and truc— e

s g
tures wh1ch mix‘have the un1versa11ty of recogn1zed necessity or, proba-

bility. "15 The scope “of this def1n1t1on--term1no1o§y notw1thstand1ng--
(- )
should be fam111ar to students of rhetor1c The structux;,of ﬁythi’
. \ argued rhetor1ca1ly, could p;ar1de one conceptua] avenue from the‘"flow ¥

sheet" to the world of h15tor1ca1 events. Bu; how m1ght these enlarged -
- . - . / . -

i [

"soc1a1 ca]cu]ations" be argued?
\1” .

Let us suppose that an 1deo1ogy, rather than being-a forma1 pattern _ -

of arguments, or a psycho]og1ca1 cond1t1on, is a 1oose constebTat1on of . .

$°

5

discursive connect1€ns Moreover, 1n the 1nterests of stab111ty, these . e :

e

1deo1ogqes, as systems of discourse, str{ve for cont1nu1ty in the~on- hfd,
go1ng flow of time. They must reduplicate themse]ves - If these suppo-- . -

s1t10ns are grantea then the rhetor1ca1 argument of 1deo]o?y is apt.to.

~

cons1st in a ser1es Qf - "11ke1y stories," rather ‘than the forma]]y o

‘b
' “ ¥

exp11c1t reconstruction of inferential patterns Moreover, if these

g discursive constellatiens are to redup11cate themse]Ves; thenvit may be ¢ . .

-

poss1b1e to formu]ate--w1th1n argumentat1ongtheory--rule-11ke deV1cesL * "““,;
allowing for the appropr1at1on and reconstitutidn of sub%equent d1scourse

One f\ﬁNtful source devices of redupt1catnon.1s the Ar1stote11an

top1c, accident // def1n1t1on In McKeon's reconstruction this is a »

16

¢

" range of conceptua] assoc1at1ons Qﬂhere terms an;\\deasimay be comb1hed
) Yet I have noticed recently that much of what we might ca11 "rev1sron1st"

oiscourse (from.conspiracy theory to the interventionist critioue of
foreign oolicy).includes devices for anticipatjng dikcrete barticu1ar5for
SN . \ .

éﬁ& E exééptiona1_"accidentSUhiofthat these may.he recons tituted as an ongoing C

r .ot ~
part of the tikely story.. According to one interventionist critique
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offered by Noaﬁ%n Pgdhoretz, for instance, the resignation of Richard.

Nixon was the'result of a liberal, isolationist assauTt gh the power of

prs

the Pres1denc --an assault, moreover, which resulted from'McCarthy1sm in

-«

the fifties and wh1ch is assoc1ated (in a 1ater qrt1c]e) with everything

]
17 what has happened, in d1scourse such’ as

from drugs to homosexualwty
"th1s, xgkthat the‘pyrely categor1ca1 relationships of the Ar1stote11an .

topic are,?horigonta]ized" se as‘to appropriate and dccommodate tem-

poral}y sequehtjé] events. > The actualf“unpacking" of redup]icatire
devtees in operation is an impertant, but«as yet ‘uncharted project., Thus

far, I have found Foucault's four devices of similitude (convenientd,."
- ( . . . " .

4
AR

”~.aemulatib, analogy, and sjhpathy, in The Order of Things) and also Burke's

||]8

' "casuistic stretching to be he]e}u] reconstruct1ve 1n§truments Even

such potentially incompat1b]e paths as these must 1nr1te our carefHF
" attention. - : , >

The preliminary implication of this statement may@e to raise
N %

ot

-unsettling questions. To name but one, our radical removal from worldly

realism underlines the preblem of judgment ih’aréument and the spectre

of a fragmented social world repeated 1tse1f end]ess]y Yet the'epistemic

view sketched here requires at ]east that the d1scourse of others be heard
”fnd‘apprec1ated before 1t is approprrated ]9 An arena in wh1ch such

mutua11ty is possible rema1ns, in theory, at least, the best defense

-~
A

against cr1%]cal 1nterrupt1ons.
L )

\

: i
[

L
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Joseph Gabel, False (onsciousness; an essay on reification,
.‘ trans. Margaret A. Thompson {Mew York: .Harper & Row, 1978), pp. 108-10.

’ °

2The concept of "reduplication" recurs throughout the .work of 8
Michel Foucault, most specifically in Language, Counter-Memory, Practice, .
.trans. Donald Boychard and-Sherry Simon.(Ithaca: Cornell University ’
Press, 1977), pp.:53-67. Although Foucault does not restrict reduplica-" - * _
tion to.rhetorica] practice, and no such restriction is claimed «in the __
present statement; I do confine my attention to rhetorical argument for- -
. thega’urpgses of Lﬂustration. . . - .

-

< “see, "Problem Statement & TeAtative Agenda," by Stephen Toulmin:. -
€ and Richard Rieke. . e -
4The reference *here is not only to the breakdown of the classical
‘ontology, but also to the discontinuities marking theories of contemporary
rhetoric. Bitzer's. rhetorical situation begins with an imperfection - - .
marked by urgency. Burke seeks -identification for rhetoric precisely
begause there is division. - :

5A1ternat1‘ve views of the argument from -inhé€rency are given cogent
summary and critique in David Rarefsky, "The Role of Causal Argument in
Policyp€ontroversies," Journal of the American Forensic Association, XIII
Lo (1977Y, pp. :184-6. . ; ' g
) L, - ) Al . v ) s . . \
6Aristot]e, Categoriae, 4la 25-30. . : N

[y

. 7THomd§*Bf/%aﬁre11, "Knowledge, Consensus, and Rhetorical Theory,"
_Quarteriy Journal of- Speech, 62 (1976), esp. pp. 8-10. .

”8Cf. Walter M. Car]etoﬁ, "What is Rhetorical Knowledge?" OQuarterly
Journal of Speech, "Colloquy," 64 (1978). R

9L]oyd Bitzer, "The Rheto?iﬁ%ﬁ Situation," Philosophy and Rhetoric,

Vol. I, No. 1, 1968~ Such situations as Bitzer describes would ground the-
reality -of ' their "factual condition," in the realm of being Peirce terms., .

“ “"secondness." Charles S. Peirees "The=Principles of Phenomenology," in
Philosophical Writings of Peirce, ed. Justus Buchler {New York: - -Dover
PubTications, Inc., 1955, pp. 75-6. L ) B

. ]OChar1es 6. Peirce, "Abduction and Induction;" Philosophical -
Writings, Ibid., p. 151.~It should be noted that, while abductidn has,_
never been considered a valid form in reconstructéd logic, Peircé's device

would 'sgem to describe a means whereby both’norms and striking partictulars -
cou]d‘zg‘t0ﬂ$((gif.through their mutual proprietytij, - :
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Farre]], op. c1t ,'p. 10.

12 Richard MbKeon “ed. The Bas1c WOrks of Aristotle (New York:
Random;House 1941), "Introduct1on " pp. xviii-xix.

]3R1chard McKeon, *"Symbols, Myths, and Arguments," froﬁ Symbols "
and Values; an Initial- Stu;x}Conference on Science; Philosophy, and

-

- Religion in Their Reélation to the Democratic Way-of Life; Sympos1um 13th

(Ney York, 1954; Distributed | by Harper) p. 18.
14

McKeon, pP.. 18-9. o . — o~

- ]sMcKeon p. 21 ' , ’ .

e

]6R1chard McKeon, unpublished commeritary, "Ar1stot1e and the
Development of Logic," Hum. 277, Ideasand Methods, 277,/University of -
Chicago, December, 1970. - -

]7From a‘series of such articles, I have drawn the followipng two:
Norman Podhoretz, "Making the World Safe for Communism,® Commentary, 61,
Apr11 %976, pp. 31-42; and Norman Rodhoretz, "The Culture of Appeasement "
Harper's, 255, October, 1977, pp. «25-33, ‘

18M1che1 Foucault, The Order af Things; the Archeo]ogx of the Human
Sciences (New York: Vintage Books, 1973), pp. 17-27. ﬁenneth Burke,
Attitudes Toward Hqstory {Boston: Beacon Press, 1961), pp. 229-32.

rd

!

,( ]gThe suggestion here is that all argumentatlve discourse” may be
assessed according to its capacity to continue itself -in a world where -
many others are simultaneously talking. Reduplication is not possible
without the inclusion of others, The.alternatives are forceful exclusion *

‘ (terror1sm) or silence.. Some ev1dence that the discourse of interven-’

tionist critique may ‘be’ approaching an"¥end" was a recent editorial in the

Wall Street Journal, (August 23, 1978, p. 2@} -attacking "isolationist"
GeorgecMcGovern's suggestion’ that Amer1ca somehow intervene to halt
"genocide" in Cambodia. A?ter the expected amusement at this irony, the
Journal wrote; in part: “One of the.few gp#d things to come out of the
sordid end of our Indochina tampaign Was a periog of relative silence

: from the, peoplie who took us through @11 its painful contortions. They

should have the grace to ‘maintain their quiet for at. least a- wh11e 1onqer
However "1ikely" the story told by interventionisgts may be, .a'mode .of dis-

- course that exc]udes even-its recent,"converts" from the.right” to speak

1nv1tes a rather forbod1ng future.
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. q A PHILOSOPHICAL GRQUND FOR UNDERSTANDING THE ROLES -
al " OF ARGUING IN KNoun\u . .
\ ‘ , by Richdrd E. Crab]e P ‘,
.o o 2 o - ‘tf

‘ W o - .
a t Pl

| ) . oy

. less nd less frequently do contemporary theorists_and philoso-

r

)

phez‘s phs1t inductive or ?eductiue ideals as epistemclogj.cal mo‘dels

L

’.

)
which ‘are obviqus @ls\e]ji‘-evident. To-argue against these ideals

/
seems tant«mount to flailing already dy&ng perspectives with an all-too-

Ldeadly arsenal of ass,embled arguments. . In contrast, - notlon that\
knowledge ¢a be best understood-within ﬁhe h:.stor;cal franework of

‘P' h ]
human inqulry and creatlvity seems to be enjoying 1ncreasing accep-

2

/
- tance. Yore exaetly, one of, the ﬁost appealing ep1stemolog1ca1
assumptions is that knowledcre is somehow gired, born, and nurtured
" within the context of speciflc d1sc1p11nes, the study of knowleuge,

then, is asstudy in the evolutien, of ideas, concepts, and cla:ms-to-

. o~

.t know. y | ‘ . —_— . | '\ -

One of the 'problems with the tevolutionary" perspective on*

- I
. o N \\

knowing is that there i5 ho such thing as "the" evolutionary perspecw-
tives 'there are ‘seueral. Moreover, and relatedly, the iSotenti’al '
role of argumentatlon in evolutlonary views of knowing may well vary
&vp.th the particular 1nterpretation of "evolution.!' What seems

0

>

analog:.c,1 rather than a philosophical, role in, describlng the ‘a’dvance
h’of.‘ kndwledge. In this .essay, I shall"%)ttempt, first, to discnm;\.nate

among-various evolutionary perspectives; second, % outligne brieﬂ a
- -’philosophica.l perspecti:ve from which to understand the role- of -

. -valu.ing in purpos'ive" knouing. and, finally to specify the systematic

functions of anguing values in px-pos:we Jmowinge - T
' ' ? ' R : : PP

<, \' P A - . . ',. N

Y obviously the. ca:% %hat the "evoi‘ntlone'ry" perspect:We serves an -

- o~
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.. Js. " "Alternative “Evolutionary" Perspectivesl

~

. on Knowledger . N

First, it is important to survey briefly the sense in which there
are several evolutionary perspectives on knowledgee Pre-Darw1nian
theories of biological evolution--traditionally traced to the botanist

Iamarck-served as a’ ground for Garly perspectives on “the, growth of

r"knowledge.z Just as these evolutionistic3 theories of biblogy 4

enphasized -the controlling poaer of the Cosnos, evolutionistic‘

perspectives on knowledge interpreted the growth of knowledge as the h

unraveling of a'Cosmic plan. The advance of knowledge was assumed-to
be 4t the. behest of Divwine purpose. With the adyvent of the Darw1n1an
terms of "saﬁiction“ and "survival of the fittest," m1S1nterDreters

of Darwin misapplied the principles to the growth'of knowleuge.u, lp

their. view, what we might qall claims~to-know became knowledge because

) l~n@f their survival value 25 simply because they survived. The purpose

of advancing knowledge was. to ensure the survival of knowledge--and
p;rhaps‘mankind--in its best forme. One of the problems with this L3
perspectiVb is that the universal value of survival c;me to be treated
as -the chular counterpart of God's Will.5 |
) ~ The *easOn.for these misinterpretations, as Toulmin and others s
have argued, is that they omitted the criticaI issue of Darwin's
populatiohal analysis.6 The pOpulational factor makes clear that _
evolution-in'biology or knowledge=~-can. oceur in differehtudirections .

according to»local variations and selection. Kuhn. even ¥hen he

’ retracted his much attacked ‘theory of revolutionary knowledge advances,
;o still remained igndrant of the inggrtance of local variatioh and

-
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selection: he aligned h%mself with an_évolutionary,perspective, but

argued that tHe growth of knowledge was irreversible and unidirectional.7

' Toulpin. in critiquing such views, says that Your own descriptions of

5 .
v conceptual change as 'evolutionary' have implied only that the changes

N , ’ from one temporal cross-section tq the gext involve selective perpetu=

» ation of conceptual variants ¢ o o o without, he adds,any notion of
8

4

long-term, unidirectional change or 2 larger Cosmic purpose.
.r4When this contemporary interpretation.of evolution isﬁyse?‘as'
. ' ‘an analogue to the evolution of knoﬁiedge, the notions of_bosmic
\ " purpose or survival-as-purpoSe are happily lost, Still,.even in this
éontemporary interpretation. there is danger in pushing the biologically
o evolutiondry model past:its merits. The focus upon the populational
s analysis still_treats animals as animals and plants as plants. I
assume it safe to assert that neither plants /nor lower aninmals exhibit -
high degrees of purposive behavior in their variation and selection.
. R The.same asserti%%hcannot be made of nan's questigor hnowledge.' Man -
plays a role in the attempteo variations in knowledge and in the .
selectién of those conceptual nutants. In discussing the creation of' ' .
knowledge, Hendel puts the matter succinctly:' "Khowledge.is the . - N
‘ outcone of o o o complex rapports'and _processes. But there is a g

special emphasis upon the forwardness, or better. the responsibility \

Al
N Q

. . . - of man in the > whole affair."9 *
A qpncern for various manifestations of himan purposiveness in the
. . evolution of knowledge stimulates , concern for a philosophical groundk A

o . &

for understanding purposive variations in human kpowledge. Such a
&
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“‘philosophical ground may be provided by the thgeorizing of 'eco_non;ist s
Y . )
and social critic Kenneth Bouldinge.

: V_ Eiconology and Disciplinary Images
) In several of his works, but most notably in The Inazé. Eoulding
. has propounded the basis for a theory which he calle "eiconics."19
The new theory involves "images," rather than tmth or knowledge
directly. ‘But, to Boulding, the image is not mereiy an apperition |
or an illusion; "¢hat T am talking about," he says, "s what I beheve
to be true; wy subjective 1<rxcm1ec1ge.,"1.1 Boulding's jidea of the image

does not imply a concern for tyalidjty" or "'truth."12 bpt.‘ on the

other hand, he is not highly susceptible ‘to the charge of solipsism.” .

He does not seem ‘l',a. be concerned so mich with what we right callx°
purely tprivate" fhages or pure subjectivism. Rather, his netion of
" the image is based upon .feedbeck in the form of symbolic messages ’
from ourselves--and others, Moreover, the imaée. partly because of
the feedback, is a public image--a public belief about what is true 13
Eiconology--&s I shall call the philosophical view implicit in !
Boulding's works--possesses thtee valuable attributes may aid
the understanding of the ,role of ‘argumentation in kno ‘First. .
BouIding's perspective involves a conceptually neat’ fusion amphg
ontology, jxiology. and epistémology. As I ux; rstand the position.
man's sense of being arises from the complex interplay of h.is valuing
and -knowing, Human “imageé" of what "13" are inextricably bound with

“already intertwining "facts" and"values. In writing of. eiconics,

Bgulding argues that it 15 "distinctly \mfriendly to the position that f

A
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“the verb form "know" may compel our attention tov:ard "valuing

_making of (without his consultation) variations_,among types of images.

117 .

SRy .

facts and values are quite distinct, that factsare a proper ;ubject'

for scientific study, whereas values are not, that facts are objective

and values are subjective o ¢ o I would argue strongly," he says,

&
"that these two processes, though there may e some differences

between them, are gssentially similar. L '- N )
Bowdding's- particular stress upon the relatedness of. #facts,"
"values," and what, seems "to be," however. maly not be as 1mportant a‘
contribution as,secend, that "facts" and "values" may be seen as
"processes, " Perhaps without knowing it, he iséechoing the words of
i’lato in the beginning of Theaetetus: i’hstead of ‘conce'ntratin& upon
"knowledge, " 1et us look at what it is "to know “15And, a concern for

. n16

a process which may help explain the human purpos:.veness in variation

and .selection in the evolution of knowledge, é \/, o . oe s
Third and finally, Boulding' slgoncept of eiconics allows the

Although Boulding speaks of public images, ~perhapsswe can\conceive of-
personal images being 1ess‘ﬁlblic and less sanctioned by feedback from
others."8 Then,- too, perhaps we can conceive oi‘ discipiinagx imdges
which are shared and confirmed by‘disciplines as a whole--what Toulmin
night call the rolévant Court of Rcason. 9‘ If public images are what
one bclieves to be the case, personal images might~be what one thinks
might be the case, and disciplinary images might be what is (Said to be)
pg the case.zo These proffered kinds of images may be a way
of describing the relative amount and kind of support grantetd A |

particular c1aim.21

b . .

o
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Taken together, these infe retations of the implications oi' -

'Boulding s theorizing may sey/e as ground for understanding variation

J Perpaps the best method of explaining the eyolution of knowledge . -
0 - ‘

" frem the eiconological perspective 3s to assume the existence of a

"known " Whatever is considered known has beén granted that status © >

by one. or more relevant disciplines.zz‘ Something tﬁllapis known is

+

assumed by the discipline' to‘enjoy‘ the very best possible justification;
. Ms_a;ication has been accepted by what Perelman would call the

"universal audience"--that body of rational’ people most con'“etent to
»Judge the 1dea' 3 the: j tii‘ication has beent accerted by what Toulm.n
might eall the Court o Reason. " In either case, the idea is considered
"knovm" s:.mply beca e it is no long,er cohs:.dered to be vulnerable to
further argument ive challenge.zl'" From this perspective, the known

is .a disciplinary age: a bel:.ef valued so highly that it enjoys what

a debater would 'all the’ ”presumption. In this sense, knowledge

is enshrouded what Rossiter would call "philosoPhical conservatisms®’ 25

the "burden £ proof " i‘alls squarely upon tl~e shoulders of anyone

challehgin the disciplinary image.,

" Thérg are: times, however, when a researcher's personalsimage

differs from the disciplinary image, when what someone think’differs

from what is regarded as known, When such a coni‘lict e>d.sts, the v

stage is set for the introduction of purposive- Aconceptual variations, , ’

*
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N © These vanations, from an eiconological perspective, are neither e,

€

-

divinely inspired,qnor the casual participants in a battle for survival,
The;variations may be motivated by any force that can expldin any '
other human action. 4s humans will have their purposes in action
° genorally,26 they will have their purposes for presenting personal
’ 5 ~, images which ‘conflict with the ‘discipfinary image. - 1 .
’ The decision to present a’ éonflicting personal image, we oan
assume, is the result of 1ntrapersonal proceSS1ng--and argumentation-
about which we need to know more.2 But&whatever 1ntrapersonal
proéesses are 1mportant, they are QEE-lCltIW overshadowed by the | .
de nds. of the 1nte“personal and group argunentatwon vhich are required
in presenting a case. against the cisciplinary/image' a challenging
- . claimeto~know mst always "be argued w1thin the context both of the
* specific discipline and of the particular "knoan.
. This claim-to-know, for example, must be Justaiied by the kinds

and - amounts of ev1dence valued by the discipline. A claim in thermo-
b dynamics, it is clear,.will not be- supportable by the same kind of 4
evidence required in, theology or aesthetics. "To justify a challenge
to the disciplinary image, then. one claiming-to-know must utilize the

justification valued by the specific disciplinary Court.

Fe

/
The method of arguing that Justification introduces another /
role of‘arguing-and another instance of the intertwining of valning

.. ond knowing: the justification must meot the standards valued by
! e

~ the discipline for. epistemological advance.28 The valued standards
might be’predlctive pcwer, inclusiveness of explanation, coherence
. with the rest of “what is “kncwn"..or some other standard. The role

_—— .
*

. - . -
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within its context. )

120

of argument here is to defend the personal image as being better than

the disciplinary image when judged by the valued standards. .
Beyond arguing the merits of a claim-tosknow vis a vis Justifica-

tions and standards, the conflicting personal image must be argued

as being consistent with the philosonhical framework valued by the

discipline at the present time-~or (and this is‘ﬁore4diff1cult) it
mast be argued as being consistent with a superior philosoohical
frametork. Whatever the discxplinary image, it will be grounded in
sorie sort of DhilOSODhlcal bias and a competing 1mage rust be argued.

’

If it is the case. that the claim-to-knowfis defended successﬁully

" in terms of the Justification, stardards, and philosophy of the ¢

discipline,\then the personal image may well becomeithe new discie
plinary image through the process of disciplinary argumentations At
that point,/the formerly encased image gives way to the new, and
knowledge [is seen to "evolve." If so, it is not .the case that the

«

o0ld image\has been proven false, it is simply that’ the new image has

been’ successfully argued as superior for whatever the disciplinary .

standards and purposes have been. What has happened is that a °
purposive variation has been presented and disciplinary selection has_

occurred.d The purposive matant has become the purposive survivor o o 0.
29 -

for a time. : ' ) L

L3

Eiconology and Arguing in Knowing . \3 -

an eiconological perspcctive, rationality“ is a uniquely

human attribute. The maker of a claim-to.know demonstrates his

e,
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rationa]:ﬁ,; by consistently arguing his personal jmage—trthe context

6f #he disciplinary image; or,‘ as Aaron has Sald. rationality in .

reasoning is'the checking, judginé. or testing of tlzought in light of o
' o what is lm;vz—nTjO The disc:.pline, on the other h?nd. demonstrates

3ts rationality, as Toulmin has suggested, both by its'appro;ﬁ)riateness

and modifiability in res;;onding to what I have call:e? the challenge of .

the personal imege to the disciplinary i.mage.B'1 The eiconological )

perspective p:gvides a ground for understandiné how argumentaiion abogt

32

» -
o valuing results in knowing--and the evolution of human knowledge. .

3
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Relevant is Hawes' comgent that "Analogies, then, are the '

¢ embod{ment of; implicit qqesh&ns, prim arily questions of structure

anc}/function. See Leonard C. Hawes, Pragmatics of Anzloguingz:

-5
Theory and Model Constructicn in Comrrunication (Reading, ha.. Addison-

'

o

Wesley, 1975).. Po Te B ' / -

2 ' . ) »
“For discussions of the following ideas, see Stephen Toulmin,

Human deers’ser*dwn;, vol., I (Pnnceton, Nedot Pri‘hcoton Univ. Press,

© 1972), eSp. chap. 5, Kenneth Eoulding, 4 Primer on Social Dmenics: ¢ .

»

\
History as ma'l.ec‘t;:v.és and T\evelor«*ent (New York: The Free Press,
& t -

N
1970), chs. 1,2, and 4; and Ernst Cassirer, The Pr Preblem of Kr»owledgg.

Philosophv, Science, and Hi story. Sinde He gel, trans. ’t'zy William H.

Wog]om and Charles W, Hendel (New Haven: Yale Unive Press, 1970),

ch. 9. . = *

~ - MBvolutionistic” is. the dormoh term for denoting the pre=-
Darwinian, "progressivistic”" view of evolution.

In ‘fairness to what I label "mi sinterpreters,” it must be

acknowledged that Darwin himself only later outgrew the bias of the
continuing providentialj.st doctrine implicit in early views of
' evolution. Cassirer sayss “One may, always regard it as the peculiar
nerit of Dariinism that it ciWied through a strictly unitary gausal.

explanation, with no assumption of any special type o.f; causaiity equal

or euperior to the physiochemical." See Cassirer, The Problem of
Knm:ledaie? p. 166, To%_ speaks ‘of Darwin's cieBartu;‘e from

= a

.
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, teleological explanations even more suécinctl{\\ "It is to.revert to *
' an earlier, pro:ientialist view of evoluti.on, whichkj.t was Dan'in's

. chief merit to -have ogtgrown. See Toulmin, Hurnan Underst’andi ng, . .
‘ Po 323, , Y " . ” -
.ot R i . . :
] * ‘ ’ - 3 o \ N ) -
5 | : 3 P
Cassirer, for example, translates Os{kar Hertwig as a.raué_ng. - F

‘ "that the "disciples" of Darwin who pr:.ded Ll;hemsel\res in overthrow:.ng . ’
-» t’he bias of teleology were "the grea‘best teleologlsts of all," See Lo« -

Cassirer, The Preblem of Knowledee, Pe 167,

o ( . e

g ‘1:0ulinin, Humag Understaqding: Pe 354 ffes and Bould:.ng, Social

<«

", w8\

< i
-

e

Dvnamics, pe 10 ff, € “ - ‘ . :
e — . “4 r./ - .‘

- >

ae

<

7 : . .
Thomas S. Kuhn, "Reflections on my Critics," in Criticism and the-

/ Growth of Knowledee, ed. by I. Lakatos and K. Musgrave (Capbridge, Eng.:
L™ - k3 “ >

@ .

by A

Univ. of Cambridge Press, 1970),-p. 264, ) -5 T
8 - ‘ CoE s ©
Toulm.n. Hum} Undérstandlng. Pe 3230 t . ¢ n
R : £ 2 -
. 9 - - : A
o Hendel's comment is meant to be a restatement of a Kantian R
position, See, Marles W, Hendel, "Introduction” to Ernst Cassirer, : I
. . . . § . LA : C
The Philosophy of Symbolic Forms, vol. I: * language, transi by Ralph ‘ -
¥anheim (New Faven: Yale Univ Press, 1953), pe U« | ' |
10 .- ) . .
s, Kennéth Eoﬂdﬁg. The Tnage: Knowledre in Life and Society RN
(Ann Arbor- Iniv. of Michigan Press, 1969) N : “ C
\ € [ -
/ "Ibid ‘ 5 6. - .
’ 101de, pp° - . R ' ‘. ® ! ? =% - —*
. . LT L \/
12 . s « . b .
. . : -, <

lb_ig_u PPe, 16“‘01720‘
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", _Qi_c_l_., Pe 166, a v, .
AL ’ . . L .
o Ibid., e 1/3 .
15 e - ’ N

The Works oi‘ Plato, ed. by Irw:.n Fdman (New York: The Modern

-

’ ‘y-brar.‘fo 1928)9 PPo'u’81r577o ) o

16
’ T See Ib.chard E. Crabﬁs, "mlstemology as a Rhetonkal Study, .

o -

paper presen’ced at-An Interdlsczpllnary Conference on the Theory of
Rhetonc, tmiver51ty of ln_n’ota, Minneapolis, Minnes ota, Nay" 5-6, 1978.

. 17
, I wish to make it clearthat these dehneatipﬁs are m‘ﬁ
\ 3
interpretations of potentials ..ugges’oed in "Proi‘essor Boul s W}K
18 ' '

Bysrffpé‘rsonal i.mage, I mean to imply those 'images not strictly
. — - speaking eltner public or purely pr:.vate and purely subJectlvistlc.
The persondl image wotld be still based .upon i‘eedbac!\i‘rom others to '
\ some limited ex’c,ent., { ‘ _ :
BTN

Poulming B Huxg?: Ungerstanding, Do 854 :

20 _ .
relevant Kant-influenced discussion occurs in "Richard I. P

‘ A
- Aax’on}&?mwinz and the Function of Reason (0:d‘ord:, Clarendin Press, .

1971), 'p.l175 £f. - .

. 21
In contrast to\posszble other in’cerpretations, I, wish to make

‘ « clear that I am not attempting to disti.ngm.sh between types of
~"meatalistic processes;" I dlstmiuish ‘the terms-on the basis of the
s ‘ -+

.‘ \Ri'nds end degrees of justificatior for an idea. . .

.
s
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22 - o , .
In some cases, obviously, disciplinary boundaries do no® S .

-

indicate the limits of a \*’known." -0 : Y]

- . 23 o , ‘
’ ' * For understandir}g of the concrete implic¢ations of the €,

”universal audience,”SI an indebted to discussions mth "Professor
~

' ) Cham Pereln@.n of Brussels at various times, | \; : 1

"2l ' 5
Mueh of, this. anal;)i: was origmally presented *Rlchard Eoe: ° .
hi

Crable, "Rhetoric as Ar ctom.c° Burke, Perelman, and Toulmin on

Valmm° and Knowmv," unpublished doctoral d:.sser’catlon, The Ohio Sta@\e

Um.versﬂy, 1973.
% ) N * . ) v
: 25 - \
Clinton R0551ter, Conservatisn m Ame : The Thankless / .

- Persues:.on, 2nd. reve eds ( ﬁw York: Vintage Books, 1962)“ PP 9-10. P

‘26A suggestive study is Richard E. Crable and John J. l‘"akay, ‘
- "Kenneth Burke's Concept of Motives in Rhetorical Theory,"' Today!s L
) Speech, 20 (Winter 1972{ 1118, = | . . '@\ .
27 . e

See for example, Richard ‘E. Crable, Using COmunicatiof?_“(Bost,eq:' 4
Allyn and Bacon, 1979), ch. 7.

28 4 . , .
. In a very important sense, the standards function as Mrarrants®

foz'the argumentation involving the acceptability of the claim. For

- a discussion, see Richard E, crabk r mrentatlon as_Cormunication:

> -

‘Reasoning with Recelvers {Columbus, Oh,: Charles E, »Yarrilzl., 1976),

che 5. When the dlsciplinary standards are used in arguing the
merits of a claim-to-knowg thé drgument 1s "warrant-using; " when the ."

maker of a claim-to-lmow additionally must provide novel warrants

~ -~

N YhaL
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: disguise of a statement of fact.” See, Gustav Berg'mann, Ideolo ro 61

..)~ \" ..~:.' . ]:26c

for ‘his argument, the argufnent must include other az’gumentatlon aimed .

. ‘:".at ”establ:.s’hing" warrants. . See the di.,tinction in Stephen Toulmin,

. The USes of. Arrrument (Cambridge" Cambridge Univ. Pres’s, 1969), pp. 120 i‘i‘.

. \ Y .
,wr . K \,N IS

29 Yo |
Toulmin conments, for e ie, that ”No judgement on l"an' L -
success in ‘the rational orgam.zation "\}Bs e:fperience is eVer fi’-nal, :

‘ ®

.om irmune to reconsideration." Hyper  Un rstard__g. P. 50*0 .

' Aaron, Kno ring and tbe ﬂ\mction o*‘ P.eas n, ppe 176=77. - . -

Toulmm argues, R oo e rationallty is an attr:.but o o o

" 'specifically of the procedures by which ‘the concepts, judgrr-ents, and

formal systems currently accepted in those en'corpnses are ctiticized

and chanc'ed." Human Under tanding, P 133,/

N

The perspectiv‘e

o«

tlined here is distinctly inconsistent with .

Bergmann's view of "facts n and "alues" when ‘he claims that "The motive'

4

powerwof‘*a value judgment is often~ greatly :mcreased when it-appears

o.e o not under its proper logical flag as a value :)udgment but in the

. ‘ N

«(1951), 205-18. For a dii‘ferent view of ideology.--and one conS1stent

with that implied here-see, William R. Brom, "Ideology as Communicétibn
»

Process, " Quarterly-Journal of %eech, 64 (April 1978), 121—’-&0. Rhe_‘/ ‘

perspective here which sees the advance of. knowledge as claims advanced

_gd_ defended vis a'vi$ the discipline and’ the accepted known denies the
easy bifurcation of what Kaplan calls "discovery" and "justi.f:.cation;i

seq Abraham Kaplan, ;The- Conduct of Tnnuirv' Yethodology ‘for Behava oral

Science (Scranton, Pa,s Chandler Publishing, ‘196l4); chs 1o There are

-~
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” also 1mplica‘t;ions_ B cohtfastj.pg_r‘ules £ "justification" and" - =

"guidance; " see Gidon Goftlieb, The-logic of Choice (Iief“{ Yorks -
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s ’ ARGUMENT AS EPISTEMOLOGICAL METHOD . ’

by Wayne,Brockmede .

In th1s essay I 1ntend to foc05 spec1fica1]y on one of the

- quest1ons 1mp]1ed by the. t1t]e of this seminar: To what extent is one

H

ent1t1ed to construe argument-as a way of know1ng’ In doing so, I sha]]
. advance two claims: (1) A]thoughspersons may look, at argument_profitably

as. a product to make or*as%w process to use, they may see it also as a

g 1
methdd of kndW1ng (2) If persons character1ze argument as a way of

cop1ng w:th uncertainty and regard knowing as determ1ned neither by

systemic\formaj ana]ysis nor systemic empirical observation, they may

a

4

' VviEy'argument as the_epjstemoiogdcal method. ., - I

! ° ’ . P
. .
: . s / . T . 3
- . § . . ‘ -
“ 3 )
- - \‘

s Trad1t1ona11y, students of the subject have regarded .argument as

a grbduc s a set of statements providing a rat1ona1e for a proposrtlon of

sgm* judgment-or po]]cy, a proaect1ve or retrospect1ve Justif1cation for a

s e

..

: conc]usion._ Treatises on argumentat1on from Aristotle through Whately

A} C

S
to most writers of th1s century have,d1s¢ussed the product1on of reason-

S -

‘ 'giv1ng discourse. -Most persons have approached argument as a un1dimen-
15‘51ona1 ent-prise dea11ng w1th substantlve statements with ru1es and

proceduhes of formal log1c as Judged by cr1ter1a of internal cons1stency .
. Qr correspondence with’ rga]ity?'more recently, some persons have proposed

"an 1nforma1 logic that takes 1nto account a]so the role:of persons,‘1deas,

FEy
[
f
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P and situations. Nith either group of persons aroument is someth1ng’

4 -
. o

. persens produce about ideas in a s1tuation .

) Sti]l more recent]y, persons from somewhat different theoretica]
or. phi]osophiqa] perspectiVes have argued for a focus on argument’ as a
grocess, the act1on/1nteraction/transact1on of persons as they reasoﬁ

their way proaect1ve1y or retrospectively to judgments or dec1s1ons. 1

-

-?nterpret many of the participants o:{ihis semipar as participants or

~ applauders of such a movemenf. Dan+&l J..0'Keefe expressed. the distinc-

S : , tion.as'ong between argument] and argumentz, the former focusing on a
noun, on a product made, the latter on a verb, on a process persons
pursue.]' Interpreting argument as a process implies mu]tfdimensionality

with/an exp]icit concern for interpersonal and situational variables

and for onto]og1ca] assumpt1ons about the nature of persons and reality.

*

T ' The thrust of “this sem1nar,§"1ook1ng at argumentqﬂhon as a way
E 2 -

of,knowing:’implies argument3, a focus on method. Argument3, functioning

at a meta-]ﬁvei, js concerned with theoretical judgmentssabout alterna-

{

tive exp]ahations or with‘philosophical‘judgments about comoeting hre-

N

. subpositions.' This perspect1ve on. argument assumes that rat1ona1 Judg-

ments tkthis 1eve1 are poss1b1e. 0ur agreement to. participate in this_
S sl it

sem1;fr may 1mply such an assumption. John Kekes has .argued convincingly

thatjrational Judgments dod occur at the meta- physnca] as well as-at the

A W uld not be.made by some conception of argument\\‘G1yen a partrcu]ar

/aracterfag:1on of argument and a particular view of epistemology, how-
’i .k i ' ' ’.-l
ver, one may be éntitled to say that argument is the way of knowing. .

.
Y
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This claim may be pursued By de]ineating‘a‘view of argument3, a ‘'
. view of epistemo]ogy, and an interaction between the two. E]sewhere I
. 3

‘haye discussed six characteristics of argumént,” and in my exchange w1th

0"Keefe 1 have written of th1s def1n1t1on ”as const1tut1ng a gestalt one

‘= - .can focus on in st ‘ways. 4 Although I believe a]] s1x ch acter1st1cs

9

relate to a concept1on of argument as method, three are especially S1gn1-
, ficant: an inferential leap, a xho1ce among compet1ng claims, and a

negulat1on of uncertainty. These character1st1cs 1mp1y that argument

T

deals with ifiportant problematic situations. ~Persons’ need not usé the

°

S

. method of argument for what is trivial or nonp?ob]ematic. When a theo--

" retical or ph11osoph1ca1 question cannot be resoTved with certainty, when

/- ’
a choice among competing expTanat1ons or presuppos1t1ons must be made,

‘ and when persons cannot justify cbnc]us1ons rat1ona11y wi thout making

Ve 1nferent1a1 leaps, the- ptimal ep1stemo1og1ca1 method 1s angument

persons "reason their way “from one Set of prob]emat1c jdeas to the choice
oy of anothelr‘,"5 o o :

L

-

:The epTstemological position fon which argument is the method

. par exceT]ence must be'constructed by presuming a dia]ecticaf~tension

%

’

between two po]ar system1c pos1t1ons taken h1stor1ca11y by epistemolo-
. . ) .o
S . gists. One system emphas1zes nouema, form, 1deas, cons/ructs° a priori

. presupp031t1ons, fie]d 1nuar1ant pr1nc1p1es, and genera] topei extended

d eTegant]y to high Tevels “of abstract1on -The other resses phenomena,’ .

empirical data, behaviors, the relativisms of tj /p]ace]cu]ture/disci-' £




3cho1ce of regulating uncerta1nty. i .
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un1queness of concrete'gxperience. Stephen Toulm1n%buts a version of
; {7 - (Y
th1s distinct1on sharp]y " \ gg /

* The absogutist treats the act&a] divers1%y of men's con-
cepts and beliefs as a superficial matter, behind which
the philosopher must find fixed and enduring principles
of rationality, reflecting-the pure, idealized forms of
concepts. By contrasts the relativist takes the historico- .-
cultural variety of concepts too serieusly. Instead of
, .ignoring the diversity- of comceptual: sysiems he yields
entirely to it, abandons the attempt to. SJudge impartially
\ /between different cultures or epoghs,, and treats the notion
f "rationality" as having no more than & lécal, temporary
app11dataon 6 ; )

A S f

Tou]min argueS'we11 the'?naquuacy of these positions and points to a.
L

shared prob]em, the requirement thatvpersons "g1¥e f1na1 inteTlectual

author1ty to one or another log1ca1 system e1ther an ax16mat1c system
v, &
of propositions or a presuppos1t1ona1 system of concepts.
. A promising way out of this pred1cament is to deny the ut111ty

of an.adherence to -either system as an exc]ys1ve:way of knowirg. Such

-, a solutton involves coping with the dia]ectipal‘gensﬁon between the
“]egitimate demands qf both formal constructs- and: empirical phenomena and
) \ .

'arguing one's way§{n context through an inferential leap to the‘obtima]
1n comtext . _ 1

’

- 3 s

I shall try to illustrate the d‘st1nct1oh between a system1c

Pa—

.and a contextua] approach to epigtemology by means of a model set forth

in the early 1960s by,ﬁobert Lev1ne, an economxst who used it to study ..

.pol1cy options regard1ng*d1sarmament.8 Imagi e a cont1nuum ,shaped 11ke
ia horseshoe and bisected by vertical and horizonta] line#. Represerited

‘@ either side of the vertical line.is;an emﬁhasis on one or another of |
\ A

rd

two values sa11ent to a Judgment or pol1cy. In LeV1ne s analys1s of the

controversy over d1sarmament one of the values was av01d1ng war and the




. othetr wa¥ anticommunism. Underneath the -horizontal line is posited a

systemic commitment to one idedlogy to the virtual exclusion of the
. other. Levine'put at one prong of the horseshoe,persons systemically
v ) determined to .avoid war, “virtually ignoring thé'co]d-war value of'de-:

. feat1ng communism. He put at the other prong persons system1ca]1y
s 4 determtned to ro]] back communasm even 1f do1ng o) resu]ted in war-

i

‘& Above the hor1zonta] line, along the arch of the horseshoe,

f

- .
]

“\;\ « Levine’ p]aced marg1na115ts (I sha]] call them contextualists), persons
. who recogn1zed and used both values when mak1ng Judgments in the context
of, concrete c1rcumstances 9 Lev1ne 111ustrated the contextualistic ‘
. p051t1on w1th John F “kennedy's preference for the value of anti- : ~\\¥!

- communism during the Cuban_missi]e crisis--although he hoped to avoid |

war, and his preference for avoiding war in a speech six months later:-
i

. *although he st11] saw communism as a threat.

L)

£ E Al

Lev1ne s mode] may he]p d1st1ngu1sh opt1ons in ep1stemo]ogy '
Located at one prong are abso]ut1sts comm1tted system1ca11y ‘to some
endur1ng un1versa] constructs to the virtual EXC]US10R of the wor1d of

phenomenal experience and h1stor1co-cu]tura] diversity. Located at the

other prong are relativists committed systemica]iy'to diverse phenonena],

. 173 .
s . —_ )

experience to the virtual exclusion of the world of ideal form. An -

S 1nterest1ng feature of Levine's model is that the ends of h1s continuum

bend toward one anotﬁég polar extrem1sts approach one another, angT:2//,~—~\\ )

’
,the mode] ref]ects a s1m11ar1ty in styles of thinking -between opposimg

systemic’ pos1t1ons Although abso]ut1sts and re]at1v1sts base their //
system1c ep1stemo]og1es’on very d1fferent ways of def1n1ng know]edge,

theyushare a reliance on one systemic definition.

-

. - .
. . . . . . .
. . < . .
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A third,ktnd of episteMOLpgiSt, Tocated above Levine's‘hortzonta1

axis, accepts both absolutistic and relativistic values, copes with the

14

tensions between d1a1ect1ca11y oppesed va1ues and recognizes that re-
. Tiable and rat1ona1 know1edge resu1ts from an 1nteract1on between the two.

Such a person, a. contextua11st, takes*1nto account what can be observed

.

and described within a particular context (defined by time; p1ace, culture,
. < . . ~ . ) .
persons, and situations) and more enduring formal paradigms (such as -

® e
theory, presuppos1t1ons, recunr1ng patterns genera11zat1ons or other
»

'pr1nc1p1es) useful for structur1ng and 1nterpret1ng the data.. , .
For the contextua11styno formu]ary system exists for making judg-

ments analytically (by absoiut}éh) or emp1r1ca11y (by relatavism). Judg-

ments in context can be made only by a.kind of argument that 1nvo1ves- o

inferentia1 leaps, rat/bna1fcho1ces, and optimal regulatiqn of uncer-
tainty. In such a context argﬁbrs«emp]oy the one énd "the many" related

symb1ot1ca11y as they pursue the process of ‘epistemological evo1ut1on.

. »

S
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’ logic and they are not typlcally analyzed formally either."
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. IN SEARCH OF NEW THEORIES
: OF - ARGUMENTATION

by . Dé@id A. Thomas

Y

\. o ' 0 ,\

-

In their "Pr lem Statement and Teritative Agenda." Rieke

" and Toulmln observed that there have been important changes
"in the theor1es governlng the d1sclplxnes which have tradi-

, tlonally constltuted the foundatlons for the study of argd-

mentation. Also, attention is 1ncreas1 gly belng paid to

rd1nary d1scourse in such setthgs as olitics. bysiness,

%

and cdnversa@gon. where it is clear'that "the arguments

used are not structured accordlng to the rules .of formal

) The commori .thredd runnlqg through these va;}ous<sh1fts
in theoretical assumptions and subjects for study is a 7
growing d1segchantment with formalism - particularly w1th
an exclusive,’ 11m1ted type of formalism which transforms

(some would say "dlstorts ) cdmplex problems into s1mp1e'

. ones leading to 51ngle sollitions der1ved by "calculi.or = -

¢

algorithms," i.e. mathematical tests. Contemporary expan-

sions seem to'run towards encompassing more humanistic as- -

s i _
sumptions into .our theories of how conflicts arise, and how

they are disposedmof by both .the disputants and those to <
.5 .

.

whom dlsputes are directed: for ultlmate 3udgment. .

K In view of this growing. disenchantment with formalism
in argumentatzon. our focus in Seminar IV has been proposed:
“What are the alternative phrlosophical ground{ngs for dook-

z. . . ’, B’ X S

2

P
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"o~ ing at -argumentation as.a %ay of knowing?" oz, "what does SN

argument look llke if it is not tied to formal log1c°"‘ It

» . - -
2 R SRS
- .

) appears to*me that these questlons represent.a good general.“*

) ~ rs J

- .. ',
D basls for our geminar, especially in connectlon with the S e

~x N o
v ..

1nterests of the individual members of our g/oup for.. re- B ;;5 i;;

< »
& PRI
Jate [

' searﬁh and/or appllcatlon. The:varlous perspectives fromrd'

" .
«. which we each V1ew the problem w1ll lead to llvely dlSCUS-'

n"

y

gion at least, and possxbly some clérlflcaxlon qf the role
f argumentatlon in generﬁ%lng or establlshlgg knowledge.

\’(x

Turning to the proposed tentatlve agenda. the questlons
’:“
':::::>‘posed by the Semlnar.IV Corchafrmen are - stlmulatlng and

provocatlve. Any of them‘shodld arouse a prolonged, llvely.'u

.and (hopefully) productlve d1scuss10n w;thln ‘our group.' As

—

>
.

a matter of passlng 1nterest to me, Questlon 2 refers to

theﬂarguments,employed ﬂn sellrhg«cars. As it happens. my

. ' wffe and I bought a oar recentlp. ‘We were: comparlslon shop—J
‘pers. F1rst’We cons1dered our needsy and des1res. to settle
on a generaB type and prlce range. thén we visited the locai ke
dealers to f1nd ‘the. best available deal. In thé end. how- } :

. ever, we boughf a\car from the dealer we llked the best.

In partrcular, we were g0 turned off by one dealer s "hard
. sell," we agreed we’ wouldn t hav‘”hought from ‘him nQ matfer
what klnd\pf deal he would Have eventually offered' Ne

M ¥

“tried to use ratlonal argumentatlon in deeiding on a gen--

eral type of car, but we substituted a more ethds-orlgnted “a

\s, A
€.

decision method qben it came down to purchaslng a partlcular

‘Care Cawe T, T .o S | I 2 D “
. N . . . - ’

.



»
:
.
”»
.
Lal

AR o .

B : 137 N I
:'”~:I . el . - 'y I » |l
. T #hen I read and re-xead the questlons 11sted 1n our ten-
tatlve agenda I frnd 1t dlsquietlng to 1nterpret "argument"
. g
’ flrst as argdhentland again as argumentg. The uestlons re-=-

maln comprehensible in both sensesy but the

' ferent dlrectlons when dlfferent senses term are em-
NN ployed. For instance, Questlon 2 asks. tent are '
i argnments advanced by schoxars - sclent % Phil ophgrs;

people 1n ordlnary da11y buSLness -- Writ
) -

criti , etcs == s1m11ar to or different t
copy. selllng ‘cars, dlscusslng polltlcs, £

ann ng b S1ness -

i

ST ventures, and the like?" If the sense of a;gumentl is used,

&

_ I can,envisj on a foous oﬁ’the selfwcontalned un;ts or mes-

pR s
1) - ¥

N ‘sages produced by peoplgaln thegééyarylng r&ies, poss1b1y
5=
using the Toulmln layouv/}ovetﬁé puipose. On the other

S - % 7 ,g . ¥ @
~ hand, 1f the sense of argumentz is ﬁseda\leean énv1s1on al’
i B ) /'C,

focus on the phenomena of ongoing contr%§ers betwee’

K} o . 2 e

. & anglysls S1m11ar to that of Mart1n Joos in The Flve; o

o .

S 'Glocks comes to mlnd. whereln matters of style. prepara-'

3 oty
e [ % ' .

tion timew opportunltles for interaction, and mutual ex-

- » ‘.? e

. o v
pectatlons “become paramount.l . s - ‘

e

S
i

S}nce each of the suggested questlons on the tentat1va
agenda is s1m11ar1y susceptlble to this potentxal ambigutty,

e e per aps Question 5 should be the flrst one we should raisey

y_._, \

- ) %
- "What re the charac erlstlcs or const1tuents—ot—arguments? -
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. How do we know amn:argument when we see one?" ‘ég any rate,
) s/‘ .

{° without. implying that we need to stipulate any given sense

of "argument," to the exciusion'of other senses oI the

~

) word, at least when we are discussing a question we should . -

Al

make our intended meaning clear in each context as we go. . |

Persistent Questions.Abdht{the Meaning of Argument..

\_  The domain -of argumentation studies has broadened in
1, ; ’ :
the pdst several years. We are moving from the formal

analysls of the log1c of Speech texts, through recognltlon

‘and approval of emotional and att1tud1na1 materlals lﬁ the
/

text and the context of argument. untll today we hear
1nt1mat10ns of the primary 1mportance of extra-llngulsth.
\" intrapersondl . symbolic act1v1ty. At the least. it can be

said that scholars no longer relegate arguments to mere form,

leaﬁlng more 1nterest1ng .and relevant. aspects of persua310n

ta 6thers.‘ Most of our Semlnar members ‘have Tecently wrlt-

L

ten of argument in terms of huian communlcatlon. not. simply
of iaglcal forms. . For 1nstance. Rleke and’ Slllars' text-

book refers to the process of argumentatlon as "that on»'

Al RPN

g01ng transactlon of advan01ng claams with approprlate sup-j

-Ejport. the mutual crltlcism of -them, ‘and thp grantlng Qf ad- e N

be clted, attempts to prOV1de a synthe51s ‘of. approachns

, LI

k aklowing for a more 1nclusrve understan@ing of what is in-

volved in.argument& At the s;me‘time. it suggests questlons - -
' whlch mxght approprlately be addressed byrour Seminar wlth

N

‘. a V1ew towards 1ncreasing clarif1catlon. 2
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1,. How cgntral is the notion of competing claims tor
- the definition of argufent? Traditional theory“is-charac-'.
terized by an analytical approach to verbal messages in g;

2 b 3

‘,' confrontatlonal contexts, Typical settlnvs include legls-
. ig latlve debate. courtroom trials, adm1n1strat1ve hearlngs; '
and negotzations. However argumentaxlon\is also’ studied-
in s1tuat1ons where a claim which is advanced and supported
with reasons neets no apparent‘opaectlon. yet analysls of -
-0 the resultant messages by formal methods iS'possibier
'Rhetoricalfcriticism~sometimes takes this approach to the
study of‘speechmaking'by public figures.3 of coursej the

potential for disagreement exists anytime a claim is ad-’

vanced; but if thds type of qualifi%gtion is appendedqto
the definition of argument. then any and all claims must be
con51dered as arguments. Do we wish tp imply that the study

of argumentatlon suosumes all instances of communlcatlon?
2. - Who is. to Judgemsmmhe sample deflgltlon mentions

e ] . e )
"the granting of adherence to one" of the claims advanced.

~

What/is the so‘iﬁt’ f the grant.of adherence? Is such ac ‘

. definition meant to 1nc1ude aﬁherence by the disputants |
themselves. as cOnsensus within an 1n1tially divided group?
Some studies suggest that the achlevement of consensus is

"+ based on.a _compromise process’ which deemphas1zes substan-' -
htive.aspects of conflict in favor of mora personally orien- :

jted. less argumentatlve hases o% agreement. If .s0, can 1t

’be said that knowledge is enhanc:d; on degraded? There is j‘r

. also the possibllity that no agreement .can ‘be reached by
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confllctang parties: in the event, does the definition

require tﬁet some decis1on be arbltrated by some thrd party N

1///such as the audlence. judge. or federal mediator? And 1f
we should stlpulate that ultimately no aéreement or de-
cision;is really a‘requlrement fo¥ a deflnlplon of argument..
then to. what other purposes.may argumentation be aimed?
' neturn"to our Seminar IV\proﬁlem. ZWhat are theaélternative
‘philosophical grounQings for lobking at argumentation as a
way of knowing?" Whose knowledge ere we concerned with -
the advocate, the opponent, or some thira oarty who‘isﬁa-
'specta‘tor" o & " ; I
3.. Upon. what basis i§ adherence granted? Assuming that

a dec1s1on is needed or des1rab1e. the criteria for decision
A 4
Leff pointed out that it 1s poss;ble foférlval arguments o
’ 1nterprei materlal in dlfferent ways (1 s present dlffer—
ent v1ews ‘of reallty) If both systems exhlblt 1nﬁernal
coherence, then’ there are: no purely fOrmal me%ns of demon-
~strat1ng the superlorlty of one syste@ over the other. Leff

cites Edwin Black’s position that style alone determines

whlch of two equally coherent syntheses w1ll be ‘most per-~

suasive’ Q£em1nlscent again of Joos' The Five Clocksg or per-
haps Osborn’s theory of archetypal metaphors)," but ‘other .

\
uthan that, no one has ye% offered a direct and detajled an-

sgwer to this i.ssue.l"P cL 5

Recentlf"gs we have seen. there has been a shift ;way
i

?rom the- formal analysis of messages asqxhe primary mode of

becomes the heart of our concern. In a ‘recent essay, Mlchaef

e
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argumentation study. Our seminar lo engaged in exploring
some of the pos91ble alternatives to the formalistlc ap-

proach to’ the study of argumentation. Although traditional
~ {
N argumentation theory may still be a fruitful and 1ns1ghtfu1

. e—"
. foundation for the analysis and evaluation of verbal mes--
sages in certain contexts; our Seminar commission is to try

5 ﬁ%o broaden the perspective away*from the limits imposed by

»
.

traditional theory--limits which tend toaminimize)or exclude

such aspects of argumentation as monVerbal and extralinguis-

n

tic modes of communication.‘ Such a eomm1s31on 1mplies that
Cor

.
-

serious attention be paid to other alternatives.

¢ The Argumentation of Intrapersonal Sources”f’K‘owledgg.
e Philosophy offers a wide range of epistemological sys-

[y
-

, tems which may be arranged on a.continuum anchored by

NS 2

: Rationalism at onevend. and Empiricism at the othér. Cor-
respondingly. each epistemology i's related to a metaphys1cal

‘- system. which may simifarly be arranged on a continuum an-

'-:;chored by Idealisrﬁ at one ‘end, and Matenalism at the other.5

’ aTraditional argumentation theory seems’ to be\located at the
4
ﬁationalism and Idealism ends of” their‘reSpective continuums

f possible approaches to knowledge and reality. 81noe both
of‘them make common dssumptions of the primacy of mind, rea-
" son, and.dbduction. Yet scholars of communication haye k.
,.pointed to the 1mp0rtance of psychological and s001olog1ca1

:"‘processes”in human understanding. S0 that any stydy of argu- R

mentatidn 1imited‘to rational. 1dealistic assumptions ri-‘
A

o garding humam thought are’, seen Nob only as being arbitrary.
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- . . but also:exﬁremely 80 in light of other poss1b111t1esuon o ;1
S ;\—jhe contlnuims: . On the other extremes of the‘contlnuums.wf; ” |
. .9 ;.,—;‘[ an epistemologyiof'Emplnlclsm » and a metaphy51cs of” _ -ﬂ~<
) .“ ' Materlallsm.both share common assumptlons of .the primacy . . .
‘ . .,r .of matter. objects. the°senses. phenomenal evidence, and .

. o, 1nduct1qn. In ‘the extreme. such a p031t10n 1s .also llmlted@
.in that!abstractlon. ethical purpose. esthetics, and ratlon-

ality {in the tradltlonal sense) are m1n1m1zed or excluded. )
’ . -
. ) o Fowever.'tq the extent that: thedrles of.argumentatlon can

°

be svnthes1zed from eplstemology(les) and metaphy51cal ass ; -

» . : Sumptrons between these extremes. ‘we' have the posslblllty

-

of maxlng progress towards alternative frames wh1ch 1nclude

.

\ 1ntrapersonal thought processes as they appear to ex1st 1n" I

"people. ‘
, A commltment to try “to. 1ncorporate 1ntrapersonal pro- ' .
B . cesses into argumentatlon/xheory clearly Prlngs 1n6the | ‘ -
. o relevance of construct1v1st interactionism (both per . 1 -

K

construct and SOClal construct appllcatlons) and of phenom- / |
enologlcal methods of communication analy81s. It also ’ }
'opens ‘other doors. It is lmportant to remaln cautlous of
" some p0551ble outcomes of these approaches whlch traditional -
theaQry warns aga1nsta elevatlon of demogoguery; uncritical
acceptance of questloﬁable arguments having ‘congtituencies

. i "* - within some interest groups (the rhetoric of the insane

- " asylum); and’ the loweringlof resistance to the next Hitler. .
- Also.,as Frééman has suggested in his,description of the 3

enlarged scope of contemporary intrapersonal studies, we : .

<
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paranormal (ESP) modes of. cmmmunication, and the serious\

A 3

study of. al eged out-of-body experience--s1nce all of these

stem from reported 1ntrapersonal phenomena.6 - . )

’

Finally. an argumentation of 1ntraper$onal sources -of

[ 8

knowledge could bear some relevance to the argumentation ' ‘

g ,A.; of public communications in.a Variety of settings. Mass\

1

\
i ”

\ /

- M media of cmmmunication are now analy%/g_in berms of

: M .ind1v1dual 1ntrapersonal reception, " since 1nd1v1duals make

) up the mass audience and. typically use radio, telev1s1on,

PR i} 4
\

/‘ ) ' recorded nus1c. books, etc.. in solitary attent1Veness. N ;

o

' /“ Intrapersonal processes relate to haw the med1a arouse human’
; ' vresponses through Visual and auditory 1magery. and thereby o
| i generate attitudinal and hehav1oral 1nfluences in adver- X

. ° -

,' .

7"" ) t1s1ng, electioneering. news (both agenda setting andtstory o

, a
e~ \»preSentation). and more. Rather than strike agreement on

verbal conclusions, the media could be explained as func-
;o tiqning to striﬁeka'”responsive chord."?, Clearly, this type'.
| of approach de-emphasizes the formal verbal’ content of mgs~ '_ :
W sages presented vianmedia. and emphas1zes 1ntrap\rsonal . ‘*f*,
activity. . L : ) L.

VAN
—

‘é‘:’ Q@Fﬁ@’

Aanntroductibn..Npt a Conclusion.

This gaper draws no conclus10n My purpose is to 'en-
s courage the exploration of alternat ve approaches to argu-
. :y - mentation as a source of knowledge, drawing on the spec1al

competencie;;and expertise represented among the,Seminar
. . . . -

. .
.. .

. .
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144 ,
partrc:.pants. My conce a is s1mply to channel our col<
lectlve efforts toward new deflnltlons and new 1mp11catlons

. of those areas for argumentatlon. so that eventually our S

results wi ll bear fruits for appllcatlon./ Our format is

‘experimental.~designed to encourage our interaction on a

-~ .

: - : , ' .
. . deep and sustained, level. and I hdve no doubt that such will
}9 4 3 ‘~t
occur. If sQ, perhaps our proceed:mgs can also strike a
3 13
, respons:.ve chord or 'éwo. beyond our 1mmed1ate _group.
. ‘ ‘»
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ARGUMENTATION AS A WAY OF KNOWING . "
%,SQh Seminar IV (;978) ‘
/ P \\\hinneapolls . . . ¢
o - Transcript af Clgsed Discussion .
’ T - — _ edited by : _
e N . . David &. Thomas .
d T Participant/Observer . L
¢ f .- ’ - > . . Q
< o oan R
- ’ Y N C . [
° ‘INTRODUCTION
A . »

. . .

. . £ o -
Wt f_’ ~ . - N R -
A

The following transcript represents one of the'tWO end

# l‘

% products of Seminar'IV, the other be1ng the collection of

¢ L]
original essays prepared by the members during the year,ﬁ -

'''''
,,,,,

* . prior to this d1scusslon§ The stated purpose of the dis-

" v
cussion was to . perpit the members to respond to each other s

° ' contributions catdidly and in~depth, without having té ob-
A " 3 » . 4

serve the constrqintsch brief program. time slots, or of *
.adapting t the presence of anaaudience of. conventidn- oers. \
All of ‘the ‘merbers ‘of the Sem1nar partic1pated in the dais="r

cussion except for Preof. Leonard Hawes, who ‘had an unaVOid-
@ ° RN !
abiexconflict in another Clty.' The discussion lasted for

Y

b nearly four hours and was tape-record a_By On—the Spot

Company, whlch hasﬁcassettes@availabie for sale.
— Ky 92

‘ . This transcript is ‘not a verbatim version of the tape
recorded discussion. My guiding principle was to produce

AR ) a faithful rendition of the ideas exchanged, rather than .the

»
~

literal conversations which transpired. Each -of the

I Y

. ‘. ’ . ., o * /’ . . :
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* b - ‘I' - .~ s
rparticipants was invited to examPne the/preliminary rough
' e \
transcription of the discussion with-a wiew towards correc- .-

¥

‘tion, deletion, or addition of materials. Many took advantage
of the oppbrtunity. ‘For rZadabllity,_I translated ghe'oral ’

. | “style into a more formal essay ‘style. ) a X
. : In addition, ag editor of . the trahscript, I'freely cut

passages which seemed redundant or'irrelevangﬁ- Furthermore,

/ B .\ ‘}.‘ )
occasionally I disregarded the actual chronoidgical sequenges
’ ' #
N » .
of comments as given in order -to re-arrange céertain materials

e . for greater organizational clarity. For these editorial

<
1

[ R \ ' / N 4 »
" actions, I must cautien thle feader that tHis® transcrlpt as
. , aadive

"editeq‘is several steps removed from the actual dlscu551on

E

., we held. - ( S : L

I4
v 0

'ﬁlthough all members were encouraged'to contrfbute freely
to the d1SCu551on,(and generally speaklng, they did so), it ~

should be noted that the bulk of the group leadershlp func-
\

_tion was-‘shouldered by.-Pxof. Rleke, who ‘was the - Co-Chairman

"~ of.the Semlnar. The membershlp con51sted of "senior scholars" v

and junlor scholars," but these roles were not ¥formally . v i
ass1gne&‘ As—partlclpant/observer, I 1dent1f1ed myself very

- definitely ambng the ‘latter sub-group, I made very few verbal

A\
contr1butlons to the discussion.

Clearly,\one of the mdst frequent speakers was Prof.

~ .

Stebhen Toulmln, as was intended. Prof. .Toulmin was de51g-

’e

/ nated Co—Chalrman of the Seminar; and throughout the even1ng 's

“- . .
& . ‘ — " - . ¢
. .

ie)
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" discussion, many comments, qﬁestions,4a%g-rejoinders were SN
. . % ’ . . \
. &\‘t . A
directed towards him. Often, what seemed”to be productlve Lo m
s
exchanges’ developed between Prof. Toulmin and other members
. ' i -
of the Seniinar. In partlcular, ‘sharp distinctions were seen -

. between Prof. Cronen and Prof. Toulmln. For these and other-
\ ' N 'lu
- exchanges, the reader can Judge how productlve they were,

and to what extent the differences were identified and re- . -

. » - N ‘.

solved. ’ ‘ ‘ . ~
. .

s As an aid to locating specific passages, I have ‘arbi-
. . N ‘
trarlly 1nserted headlngs into the.runnlng transcrlpt to

i
-

3

signify the toplc %n&er discussion at that p01nt. \ ;

N ¢

e N ‘ . »
Y - Z" . . .

Yy
e
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Transcrlpt of Closed Dlscu551on
-edited by. N

David A. Thomas, %o, o

Participant/Observer , ‘

-

A

*
~

Members Present:

'Stephen.E. Toulmin and
; %

"Richard D, Rieke,
"Co~-Chairhen;

Richard E.
Vernon Cronen,

’ Thomas B. Farrell.
Robert Hopper,
Charles' Arthur Willard
and David A. Thomas
(Participant~Observer)

Page

! “ \
e T

Topic' & Speakers -
N &

General Deflnltlons of Argument .
Rieke; Brockriede;—TFoulmin, .
Cronen, Crable, Hopper, FarreIl -

P

Argument Occurs in Context

Touwlmin, Cronen, Hopper, - i
’ g qa
. . -

Wlllard Rxeke, Rarrell

A
.
~

The Eplsode ‘as Context° .

- ¥

Argument as Inference?
Toulmln, Hopper, Farrell, Rleke

5., One Party vs. Two Party Argumentatlon .« e e v e
Cnable, Willard, Cronen
S .

Are There Any, Essential Characterlstlcs

L

‘6.
of Argument°
Rieke, Willard, Brockrled
. Thomas, Crable, Hopper

Wayne Brockrlede, 2
-Crable’ ’ - NL//
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A

Standpoints .for Argumentation . -« . .
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L ., . “.general Definitions of Argument A% o
RN v " o ok
+ . e - B . . ? N - N '
. .2 Rieke: Let’”s address ourselves to the topic. s

Y~ ‘ -
Py <
~ € .

e {Brockriédei As I read the papers, I sensed a danger that we

B “might go off into our own directions and. interests and fail
. _ : X T o N _ >, -
e to lotate issues that areﬁébneral concerns., I'd like to -

’ c tr . . ™ > ! .:,._ C s
heéf}ﬁs discuss our commonalities. - : T

S . AN B

& : . » . .

’ . v ' Ao )
Rieke: Do we agree that there is siuch & phenomenon<that can

LAl e
,

R be called argument? What are the conditions of grgumeﬁt?

L3

wﬂ!t are the‘differences between the various‘kinds:(or .
léGEls, or meaning%) of argument as some 6§;p§ have talked
about? Are'wewsatisfied that_there s a kind of discourse

" : ‘ L] ) : L] l' )
$: which can ‘be uniquely identified as arggmen% exists?
&.- - -

Toulmin: It's not cléar what it would be to disbelieve it.

< - Could we make it go away? ). o s 1, 4 ;.

Cronen: One could make it go away if one t%qkbthe pgsition

that, you couldn't 1dent1fy anythlng that wésn t aEg ent.

-In tha€ case, it would be.a common, absolutely tr1v1al term.‘

AN . \'

vAs it's' frequently defined, it becomes trivial°ized. If }me

) takes the position that aqy assertion with any 'implication

of support comes as argument, such that "Hi, nice day," is

an "argument” (in a sense that one can adduce a éqntlngent"

.
. - b

FRIC S L T . ‘ ‘
. . o . --.A~- L. " ¢ ) . :

N |
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t about the day with some supportlgg observatlonal ma'l:erlal),~

[ 1 4 would be a meénlngless concept and wduld have no partlcu—

.ré” ° ' .

lar'ﬂse. So, thThk that the notlon, ”What dod.”lt take,to'j

’
deny it?" is an extremely cogent one. ’

‘ . g,n.(. /

s R1eke , So h?w[gﬁuld you‘characterlze 1tg 1f you thlnk 1t %

% should be disti ngulshed from ordlnary dlscourse“, { .

. N ] N l v . s e .

e Crohen{Q;I don‘t“think it should.°iﬁ think it's aﬁw' of
. 7

looking at some aspects of ordlnary discourse.~% wbuld

<

argue that 1t 1s useful”to look at the dlstlnctlon between

'efforts at making truth’ clalms* as in contrast to what Von
a ‘ . ' .
Wright calls "dedntics," or logics of conyérsation..

" R S oL

"~

a "Egulgin:Q'Yes, but we are rupning this.ﬁistinctign bf'toow
fast. I~think what you were- saying is absolutely right,

nameiy that whenever you have any k1nd of verbal exchange,‘ J
g o gj P *
you don t necessarlly have an argument. We are dlslncllnéd

v

to use the word "argument" unless thgre 1s Some element of

ot {dlspute resolution 1nv91ved, If two people don't arque ‘

i

ahout something, there_isn't4an argument. From one p01nt Y
- . ] N
. of view, th1s is one way we could go.- E ..

P .
o L% .
? -

- Another way we could examine’ the questlon is” as a

\ ¥

matter of pragmatlgg. What has to go'on’betWeen 4 number
of people in order for us to-say'that didn't just excha¥ge

the time,of'day,)but they actually engaged in an argument?

%}ternatively,QWeJcould do it in kind  of an evaluative way,

o« . . .
.
R S . .
. !




v

»

,“

> F . §o, I am suggestlng two th;ngs.» Flrst, *we, can 1ook

' ";" . \ / -’ i) i - 155, - . ‘ . " ! '
. K . : s . §

»

and ask What,klnds of égpralsaiﬂare tgzre to whlch a stream‘

of dlscourse has to be accessible 1n order for us to say it

wasn.t Just Chlt chat, there Was some k1nd of an argument

v 3
»

there whlch we could cr1t1c1ze9 Now, to race stralght on

u ~e

to deontlc 1og1c‘and so on séemg\to meﬂto be begglng a ldt
of 1ntermed1ate questlons. I would favor g01ng slowly and

keepfng déontlc loglc on thé horkzon. R , oy .

v

)

£
A} v

at 1t ln terms of the klnds of appralsal.to wh1ch we expect
-;I’

¥

.a blt of dlscourse to’ stand up in order for us to say, . -

tHere is an argument whlch has s/@e pretens1ve strength of ..

. - \, »

e
‘some Kind- or another. It ueed only be, "Well thepe really.
° i 4

was some kind of an argument there~' 1t doésn t hé%e to(g

"ﬂ%at was- a h1ghly ratloﬁal persuas1ve exposltlon. I

thlnk that what you‘we;e saylng about "Hl, nlce day,"

#
[

that there is noth1ng there that .pne could appralse\ /

-

Alternatlvely, *therefls the behav:.oral aspect of it. Wl’\at < '
— == \ . ‘

&

are the cr1ter1a by wﬁlch/we are led to Say‘ here was ‘a \\} )

Lf\ -

i uy

1nvolved were argu1ng9
9

. e g

for people\yho are 1h such A behav;oral 1nterchange but
C e ‘. (

~ hd e R

they re not_thé. sa*e
N !

Crable-/ Some . 5% us t§
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” ;“.' . : ;-than'argumentgsimpl; because Izthink it ixg%défproblems.'. Y L

l Any.statement has the poteﬁtialtfor being challengeable. | '
»"~‘ _ That would. put argument Lnto a category of all things. Any’ o
gﬁb ‘; ’ statement can‘potentlally be challenged We(can't prove - .
f;- , . otherW1se, so we have ta aCcept it that w ,:. ;. B
- "jg Wha; I m concerned about when I tXlk- about argumenta- o 1
- ; . . . e 2
%§r4~ . tlon is a response that an 1nd1v1dua1 makes to ‘a statement o

, N that has been advanced,_that the person is’ w1111ng 6 defend ’
|.. . " .
b .. and ‘begins to defenda At the p01n§;when the statement is
] challenged, 1t,becomes a clalm. - At the point where we”get

Cr a defense or a support of a claim, then we have argumenta- P

°

tlon. It-makes\sense\for me‘to _think -that two people'can

I3 -

SN .. be- engaged an d1scourse, one of‘whom would be conv1nced “that
‘ “ N § -
" \, T they were hav1ng an argume t, and the other person not per- ' ’
T 3ﬂ . \ce1v1ng an argument at all. That makes sense to me because <
,o < . ’ :’Q\ ‘ .\ 8 -
o = Ihm concerned about how those statements functlon for\each :
Vi, I E N AN + g - .
e s "‘find1v1daa1. Argumentatlon transplres when individuals .~ T
AR W 'ﬁ&hlblt the klnds of behavrors that” say, “Yes, I've advanced L f
5 ¢ , a statement anSTI 1nterpret 1t as being challenged. . To- o '5”°;
S : P « * . '-" . i,.
o <t prov1de support for a challenged statementvmeans that in . ey
a . i that person s m;nd, argumentatlon is occurrlng. . P N i ’
A g - ‘ Y CLe e - . R
_\’_ . . ‘ q. -\'\— ) o i N . n - : .:’ ..-.. . ..;' .
e et _Hopper & is- your_p051tlon reduced then to this: it's-an® -
-+ LS e Tt ! _—
X o . argpment if g statement 1s made, challenged/(and defended?
" L Faaid o 9
FRUTR - A SRS . : o - - * T .
2 - - Crable: I think it's possible for a statement to be made -
e T, w7 S TAT L y S . ’ N
e%+ .0 * . which funCtions potentially as-evidence. If if'ilffi'. e Ty
7 . ctL o e . - o . .- e ;1
2 - . ar . <
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N °
1

chalfabged the?~1 use. a, functlonal definition of evidence

®

as belng somethlng that 1s not challenged . “To the extent

N . . - .
- ~n.’ BT

that it becomes challenged then it functlons as a cla1m. . T

\ .. a A = .-
; : i , \

Farrell: To assért the notioﬁ’of defending and challenging;

. a. cla1m‘1eaves unclear what it is ‘to defend or challenge.

3
: e ~

There may be somethlng spec1al about argument that' is d1f~ P

ferent from the simple serial occurrence of the statements,

"Hello," "How are YOU?"ﬂiFOI instancef'I»can defend or

challenge a claim by sapng,"No.? I don't think saying- "no’

is an argument. We have te mean somethlng special by defend

or chillenge that takes a statement away from-51mply belng

%
[}

. a serial occurrence, I Hope.

~ .

. N . Arqument Occurs in Context
N . o . - ) - , -

Toulmin:'ﬂI am a bit worried with the way Prof. Crable was

‘ presentlng 1t becauseg w1thout a fuller story about the con--

* ‘0

text, it may not be clear whether there has been a challenge

7 .

that’ calls for a’ defense. In.lawg'we can't ‘say, "No case

.
° .

to answer," unless we know what kind of, court we aré in. .

. -~
c ] . : - - ’ ©

. Cronen: “Am l:interpret!hg you correctly ‘as eaying that a set

) . .'

~ of messages becomes an argnment at the point when someone

.disagrees or potentlally disagrees? I have trouble with the

retf%did'ivé'implication'that you don't know it's*an argu-
ment until later.
LAY \ e

.~ - : ' -

e
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Toulmin: Well, why should that matter? We find .ourselves
in.a situation.in which things arelsaia;in rétrospect. How
are we to say. whether it was an’argument or not? It depends,

) Hopper:

.aéked'about\ﬁhat the other @id;-says,'"Well,

s

-

on' the .cbntext in which the question arises whether we're

3 5 . . - .
14 R M

to label it an argument or not. T

. [

v - ~ ©

I agree ‘with the- notlon that context is the key to .

this, that the larger context will contextuallze our defihl—

-

Cronen:

tion of the mo}ecular happenings. That }eads to one other

point where I need clarification.

a

From Whose perspective

L.

are we operatlng when we say the larger context teﬁls us -

whether somethlng ls an argument or not; the outslde ob=-

servers, or the individual participants? o A
X » - —”

‘Situations often arise in which you've got two

'

Toulmin:

peéple who are caught up in~éi§course; and each of them, when,

I was ‘producing

oo - - B
a real argument, but he was.just blathering." Each of themnt

may. be presuming a different framework. For example, one -
of them is talking,laug the other is talking psychiatry.

< . . .
That kind of'intuitibe‘disginctiqn is a djfficult

’

.

base beéause it is Equivalent to somebodj’saying, "I was
gpeaklng Engllsh but- this other. person was speaklng some’

This would\be a 51tuat10n to Wthh most ITH-

-

o

guists would be unfriendly. I_would be afraid to trust

"the ordinary person}é intuition a?put what an argument was.

.’ I
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Toulmin://;ﬁnas only resnending to Prbf.:Cronenz§ originaI: .
. position. He was pursuing the idea that we miéht he-stuek
with ‘a situation in which there was no way;pf saying defini-

tively whether it was an arguable context.. Of course, taken

out of all context, then there may well be no way'to say' e
3 5 . ’ ’
. //Whether‘it'was an argument or not. - . |
WilYard: Therein lies the signal difference between how we
—_— . N )
define actors" perspectives and how we want to define argu- -
oo & I 2 '

S -
ment. Criticism is an act-of perspective-taking. A better

S

way to study argument is to look at "normal"-people rather

than trained debaters--ﬁeople dealingbwith one.another in

» - . - -

' -

<\; taverns and what have you--to see how they act when they

. think tm%y"are argulng. ‘Th1s is the only way’ to dlStlngUlSh

-

between %he effects of argument per se.and the personal

abilities, accommodatlons, and allegrgncgs of the arguers.

It's posslble that argument ‘has- no eplstemlc effects--lt S

1

just the attr1butes of the’ people whom we have- usually chosen

to study. Their " arguments ‘are 1nte111gent and 1nslghtful

[

because they are themselves intelligent and 1n51ghtful If

t

‘argument per se is a way' of knowing, it should be so for

people who are untutored in argumentatlon._‘Thls does not 4/€

~

deny pedagogic values, but argument may. have ep1s 1c im-

-

v ‘
pllcatlons heretofore unsuspected, thanks to normatlve —

i standards of academlc debaté) . . o

P
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tion without conviction.: , L,
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Rleke- Are you going to say that thliere is a difference * 5

between the argument that occurs in ordlnary discourse and»

thestralned argument of a professional? -

v ' 1Y

-

1 © . -

Willard: ‘If th@&e is no dlfference, that would surely be

,sigﬂificant._,Butﬁ I've got two'recorded conversational

samples. In one, a very inexpert argument is tak}ng place
in a bar with Dolly Parton records in the background A .,

few gentlemen are arguing about abortlon% and they negotiate
the movement of the idea of abortlon from one frame of

reference to another. During the course of the argument,

’

thef‘have no strategi¢c sense at all. I've/got another'tape ,

recording of some trained debaters having an’ argument and

. it's almost exclusively strategic. They're much less con-

-+

2
cerned with the great truths that ey're propounding. ‘They

. . . e . * /, . R
have a different framework for locking at:their dwn dctivity.
They are willing to give more ground. They make strategic
dec151ons to abandon part of an argument and carry it on

later élsewhere. CX? ple in the bar do not have this

‘sense. They are "naive soclal actors" who belleve they are

deallng w1th the fundaments of the world. They’won§t~abandon_

-
~
. - .
s —

R : ) .
Farrell:  It's like conviction without direction, and direc-
o ! LN ' .8 N

* S
v

L 3

e T, !
. '

HoEEer:' I'm not ‘sure what you're_saying, .Prof. willard.” "~ - &

: : a .
_Are you spleaking in response to .what I said before about not

P - . . N
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. wanting ordinary communicators.to define.when they'were .

doing arguments? I wanted our~definition of what was in _

»

. the domain of argument to be a cure. for that. But once we

vo

have settled on the aomain of* what's ap argument and what's

not an argument, then I would agree with what you've just

®
4

said. ' ” '
. - \ ‘
‘willard I'm questioning what's .the most elegant or useful

.definition of argumentative domain.. . ‘o -

"Toulmin: The idea 6f an argﬁnent in which there is nothing
{

ﬂconstituting a cha%lenge i% empty. - There‘has to be a chal-
. lenge ‘in order for-there to be anythind to be resolved. 1If

two people are of the same mind, take your pub again, if

-

two peogle are'both of the sameomind as they clap each other
on the back and say, '"Let's drink tq)that," nothing is ad-

vanced. -There is no challenge. thhing;s advanced'to meet

the challenge. There's no resolution.* ’ '

ﬂ T 2
e Rieke- I think that whenever you share an idea gn a communi— \
' Y

I B cative ‘sense, you do so in the antiCipatiQn that:it is . o

R . : .
\ oo /” . challengeeble. Before making the statement, you -have ponderéd

) : v g6 M
what.is the possible fate of that statepent when it. becomes

¢ . . v . ¢ N
« * 8

pdblic. And in fact{ you mey have'rehearséd)ar@uments in its’
§ - béhalf to see whether or not, should the challenge come, . yau

would be happy to live With lt qu:then utter the statement, . -

o f;depending on how 1mportant itwwgs to yous To-utter it is to

9 N O
. N . 4 \ . 1A -
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maKe it fair to challenge it, to invite the challenge, and

v L Q . .
L]

. : 4
in a way to suggest, "I am-prepared to some extent to engage

in the challenge and discuss it."

The Episode as Context? .,

¢

- Cronen: Could I suggest another way of looking at this?

. Conversants are attempt}ng to bring about a coherent episode

Y

of talk. One conversant identifies the episode as a serious
*discussion. The other conversant says the,folépwing: "Al1l

chickens like feed, I like chickene, so I like feed.“’ The

©

-

first conversant takes these words ?o constitute the speech
. s es . f ! . '
- act of justifying a claim and he aneyers the remark. Howf,,;a

N -

s

) N, . . -

ever, suppose that the person wfp uttered .these words did

not thrnk this was a FermouSrdlsgl551on, bu rather ap epi-
¢, " i X

. sode of" frienddy ban&er. The wokds about 1ckens and feed

were intended to constitute the 'speech act|"3joke&," not a
. justfficationlef a claim. What cbznts as an drgument nas
» to do with identifying what the sp ech act level df‘meaniné
> . . -

' is, an identification which may be made differently by par~

ticipan® arnd observers. ' . ' -
1 - . ’.. .-’ . 'a,
. ¢ .L * . ’ N \ .
Rieke: What data does one need in order to know that you
o LI .!1
have argument under 1nvest1gatlon? For irr&tance, do you need

the words?~ .Do you need the non-verbal’ Do you, need to know

) ' .
what's in the ginds of those engaglng in discourse? ‘Do YOu
need to kan'what'happened'before or éfter? What are the

st e - . " ’ !

-
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data that you redquire as an analet to know that you are .

dealing with argument? .
3! :

. L] *

Cronen:’ The data is rather straightforward, from my point

e of view. You could scale it. For example, E/would set for-
- . ] J :
ward a Likert style item to which someone would indicate e

the1r agreement w1th a" statement, such ‘as, "This individual

' i wasxser}ously trying to justify claim Y.” Oor, "In Eplsode
. . .
i - A, message X counts as a joke." ’ o .
‘ . A \ ) ' .' s 1
. ; Argument as Inference?
¢ b ‘ PR : :
. Toulmin: It is npt'clear'to me that we are .talking about

inference at all, not as I understand the way the word is
Lsed in logic books. What part 1nference has to play in

arguing is very. pgoblematlc. If I'm talkrng about argument, »

I am concerned with the appraisalj of argument, whether or

. not' some arguments are stronger thdn others, or in better .
\ . ’ . . \

taste than others. Itnremains qu&te open to\questlon—how

. i { L. Lt .-,.-""'

. far’ the nature of  arguing w1ll lend itself ‘to analysls in

e . * |

— k- R

3 terms of ‘an 1nference pattern of any kind. . . - N
) i o /- . « . [ -
- ) » , ! . . , .3 ‘ . . . .. . ..:
Hopper:" ©One can have an arguméht without any .inférénte? - . "
. - ' g . ool . C . Rt
Toulmin: I don't know whﬁtglnference is. :I understand'what P
. ~ . T
arguxng is. cIf I say 1ntu1t1ve,QI don't mean, the 1ncogn1~ !J,_,

zant, and Zneffability of experlencem I mean doeng thlngsfu

. “whigh we léarn to\goJ,Which we.dearn to give some kind of .
o articulate -statément of. S , T - e
T _ - “ .y . s . R Y- N »
,' K . - Q ’ = b
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L. Farrell I understand the notion that e.has to be some
‘-idea of a challenge; but in the dlSCééSlOn in Human Under-

standing, in the growth and g‘:eratlon and -extension of dis- s

ciplines, a lot of these challenges aren't active ones. If

v
-

";f41 deduce a concIu51on from a number of premises or a body of .

wﬁggecepts, I m not necessarlly respondlng to an actlve challenge,

‘If T can lay;out an analytlc argument a deductive argument,

. it is an argument even though I'm not responding to a dlrect
\ 0
. challenge. Am I anticipating one? - ) ‘. . ;-

>
.

. -
.

. . . ®

Toulmin: .. Prof. Farrell implied’ariother “issue in a way which
I'want to question, not to chdllénge. The moment you start

2 .
~talking about deducing things, ferring, construal, and so .

"on,. you are really shlftlng away friom argumentat;on to inner

' questlons about, shall we say, calculations. Inferences are

I

not necessarily arguments; calculations are not necessarily
. . _ N o . .
. ~ arguménts. ‘Sometimes I do -a calculaftion and there is simply
- V- Lt .
ent about it. : ~ . B "

no ar
: ' .,

:. IS that diffe‘reﬂ,i\oin -annogng:ing publicly that you
;;’k %subscripe.tq a position? =~ b . - |

. . P B v -
ii" Toulmin: Do we have-a proof .of Pythagoras's thecrem? I'd I S
———— : . - .’ . .-oo ; ¢ . ) . .
¢ . say, "Yes, I can show you how.we'é prove -it." T :
-‘.'a. - . . . " L * T "_ ) .' R
oge - oo, v ~
- / HoEEeri' If“you prove somethlng, say Euclld“s theorems in

._geometry, and you can t challenge 1t tnen you have. a’ proof;. -

L] [
S .M 3 . - .
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but if you have something that you're a little-more worried

-

about, say a positidn' ’'in’social science or. moral. philosophy, *
. ° 7/ . . -

then you have an argument. ’ _ .. : - 2
. - e 2 - - e . .'
. 4% -Farrell: I think that is where I wandered off. I quoted
McKeon in my paper on all kinds of calculatlon. Clear}y — ‘

& -

we7are not ta1k1ng about all kinds of calculatlon4 We are

’ talking'about probable inferenoes of one k1nd or another.

(_. ... e . ’ - .
~ . N ‘ .
¢ ' N\ One Party vs. Two Party Argumentation 28 -

v -

v v

. trable- I 11ke to talk about a d1st1nctlon between somethlng ° .
that functlons to someone}as an argument (or argumentatlon)
as opposﬁd to something. that 1s 1ntended as argument but o
might or might not ever function that way. For example, the o .
kind of thing you were talking abogt, Prof. Farréll, where ‘ -
you érect a categorlcal sylloglsm might iq mlghtbnot ever - ‘ N
be a part of argumentatlon. It depends’ on what kind of = ;

responge ‘it gets. If’it's "Oh, yes," than I doE't see argu-

Ll

'~ . npentation occurring, regardless of its form, because I.am
. . . 0 .\ ) " " a .- - T
‘not concerned about the form at all. L. . ' .

-

LY

. . I think the issue of two party versus qne party argu-‘ .

mentatlon is cruc;al because .the one, person, unless The one L -

person is s1mply trying,to - sit down and ar%TS with himself, A
* is literally presenting and we1gh1ng the evidence. I under- ;:"
stand argument¥tion as occurring when tﬁereD;§ a\ﬁespgnse, T

., and somehow.or_another.it's challenged and questioned. .In © a

“4‘ Q ' * 0, e ‘e » LK) »
some way there has been a desiand for some kind- of justification.

i
D3
N
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T Willard: ZIf“nothing'else, I’would firsty ask people what they

‘thoughtftheﬁ’Were doing. I've noticed in the past comuple of
’ « s . . ~ . .l
exchanges a movement to very difEereﬁt senses of the word’

=

-

A B 1 .
argument, When Prof, Cronen spoke &' moment ago, he was P
~ * N <t

speaking'of'somethin close 'to serial predication. Prof o

Toulmln spoke-about somethlng two people might do. Prof.
Crable spoke about somethlng two people m1ght do posslbly

rat10¢1natlon. ¥et Prof. Farrell mentloned something one

»

persqn might, do. There-is a confuslo here between some t °

.
W« - N

. klnd of predication, some kind of s eech llnklng, what t%

people think they are d01ng w1th eath other." It's important

’J *
to, arrive at some clear d1st1nctlon. Many.of'us address

N
that issue 1n Bur~papers here. Some recentgpapers in JAEA,

: e
'esgec1ally Q' Keefe s’ "Two Senses of Argument " “have addressed

- L]

' 'the task of breaklng down the senses Qf argument I suspect

-~ “

‘that some of the real d1sagreéments between us may come out
. \ ‘. -
in trylng to pip down what we mean, ‘and where we stand on

o > . PN . ¢ ~ ~ N
14 . M A M
B - N -
thls. ., . _-.’ . . - » -
> hd .

* : . .

- -
R . ‘ -8 -

Cronén, Ty just want to \he clear ab‘o\“t\c?ne thlng. 1 used XE
Cronen

Lo

. ‘ .
that 6ld chickeh as a funh ample. I'nv not cla1m1ng ghat

\‘ - e > "

you must have serlal pred ion. ,Rather, regardless of‘

whether the form of justﬁ! tlon for a clalm is a formallzed"»

deductlon, an,analog} oxr 81mply a statement of intultlve
‘i >

feellng, the messagé»could count as 'a very dlfferent kind™

b

of speech.act in an alternatlvé eplsodlc context..

—..-'- t. . » . ‘ ’ LS ¥ € ..
- - - . -

: ,.,, \ PR ST e

& ¢ l." . * R -

«
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Are There Any Essential Characteristics
© of Argument? - .

- -

Rieke: Can you judge whether you have an argument by looking.
° . Y
ata bit of discourse alone? You don't‘need to know who said ',

it,.to‘whom, under what circumstances? T .

- .
? 9 ) * [

i A3 ; . .
willard: I don't think so at all. Discourse cannot, "stand

2

. 8 . . .
alone,m as it were. However, I perce1ve another dlfﬁerence,,
[ 2NN Y

in some of our positlons, with an’ underlylng value Judgment.

I invite -Prof. Brockriede to reply to th1s. Cons1der the

idea that he and I m1ght say we re hav1ng an argument and - P
3 .

we re. g01ng to flght it out. .Now, perhaps thls;descends to

the leyel of a squabble. We re@stlll hav1ng an argument

-

o’

I noticed in several of your papers the idea that-somehow .
N <

¢
)

an argument neéds to eventuate 1n somethlng good (V1z ) -
. -5 o
some thiing "ratlonal" or - "critical"). -For me, th1s is not an
\ l’ ’ ) P . . -y s

absolutely essential crite}fSn. I read in Profa Bnockrlede s~
. ".; ‘ e . N . . . . -
work the idea that he wants to distinguish between g mer®

shouting match ‘a mere dlsagreementf*and an argument Am

(%3 B
- < a
1

Pbcorrect° ) . N o T . T
‘\° N . s * & 1 « -
‘.-‘ - I ' .. -
Brockriede: Yes, but I'd not be, happy" w1th the V1ew.that we * .
“ . od e
~should define "argument" by its ne¢essary and sufficient .

chdltlons 1'd preger our p01nt1ng olit the family resem- '
1 » o~ & / . q 7 N =
- blances of argument, whether viewed as a product or as a .
[{ o

process . Although thls group may not want to focus on, the ,g

2
- »

characterlstlcs I dlscussed 1n several papers, we mlght be‘ -
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4 >
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.
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‘ thlnk we've already stanted d01ng this. Some'of

. n A ~ .
b

. s have said argument is qharacterlzed by a chalieﬁgeahle

)]

' cr1t1c1zab¥$ statemenE T 1nterpret what Prof Farrell was .

¢ :o * ¢ ® .
Saylng that if what 1s said is challengeable, it 1s poten—‘

. ',vt

) tially‘an argument.‘ If somebody, “in, fact,,does chaﬁlenge an C.
, .

‘® ' -

® argument Prof Farre11 hag Erodnced, then he and the other

‘1.:" . .

perSon are engaging In the process .of argnlng abodt 1t~ ’$he

3

° ,\
0y

N
) 1dea that argulng 1nvolves the justlflcat;on of a,clalm-may -

E% a characterrstlc. Probabll;ty may be a character1st1c of:

ok

¥ ‘ Voo . " - ¥ . B, ;
' argument or arguingﬁ Perhaps we could draw up a list of : ,
> features that generally\Qharacterlze,what we mean when we - "L

. x
) hink of produblng an argument or engaglng in‘the process of

-4
)

agguing.. . e R
~ ‘ - - @ C s . . o N ' h

. L3 '%“.3 \‘u" L ., . e . Y . v . . \a
* Thomas: " A 1ot of our discusgion has been whether’ hav1ng a . o

. 4 y, °e’ - ‘ S )

characterlstlc or“trait is essent1a1 tqo a deflnltlon of dis-

’ R
‘ - - . R .
e

course ‘as argument " At the-same t1me, it apparently does not

1‘ ! - % *
1mply that not.hav1ng such-anavso traai ellmlnates the dlS— P q?
. , . ,.s‘ ' '
. course from the realm of»argument. Some "Of -these areas are -
whether to reqnlfe a coneLnslon Jby* an outs1de party or not ' .

2 0 . ‘- EIN
!. ¢ S wo

- whether- "2 de0151on, 6r an award of a dec1s1on, must be made,

- roce . ‘ . . o,

qs in a debate- whethef an 1nference must be made upon the -

re

bd”ls of some formal structurefor not. These thlngs might *
a::_
. be present in a.d1scourse and we would cagl 1t an. argument-

-
v

but would we, dlsquallfy a d1scourse as an argument because .

Q/ s

(" ' “they're not there? N > Toey e
e .- : i =) T . .J R
. . . - 4 i i .

o [Arutex: provided by ERic
3¢

Ve P .
- Lo 5
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* willard:, Unless.T am badly mlstaken, we have 4on1y had "a / 7o

[] .
e couple of - "arguments at thls table SO far, and they have N

: t?nded to die down ra@her rapldly We have engaged(ln ser1al° A *SE

2 N ’ .
f° prediaatlve speech, and we: have{\cteﬁ in many respects as ; //é/
5 i 3 “. * ? ‘ u-,
if the spectre of argument loomed large, but we haven t B .

a . . .
4y 5 v - al © PRI

* T really gotten down.to 55 argument. An exp11c1t attrrbutlon,

S ‘ 7 g N
"we are argulng, hasfnot ueen sustalned We have not expli*~: .~ f

- * . 1a-
* o .\"".

c1tly recognlzeduplear drssensus,,qlear d1sagreement, and

_d._i__—-

»

P ) HE
~ . >

\
we have not gotten to the stage yet where I say "You' re L ’

- -'u ~

~

\yrong, I m right,. let' go at it,” because 1t seems#manlﬁé’,«nw >

. e

. . . t',"":-

~ » hd LY
5, that many ef the thlngs you say occur/1n argument also . T . .-
d @
occurnmg\many oth&r kinds of?talk--normal copversation and .
, .. 50 on. sPhese elements .cannot; therefore, be defining char- - ©e

N W °
. ° = - ¢ .

’ acteristi s of arqument. I have trouble with defining argu-
« ; < s < » - s

. ,ment by re erences té a rlgr assumptlons about serlai\ﬁi?dl—
. . s ¢

IS .

) catlon, Iwwould prefer to focus OE&FQW peopr behave when ° ~

. gthey thlnk they are th1hg ‘a dlsagreemenx For exampl€ they
. Lsurely acdt as if challenges have been,made.’ Phé nature of

i B S S

/. the challekges’, I thlnk resldes not "{h the talk" butﬁ\n

. . (F"* N

re

the deflnltlons made-by the amguefs. \We*areit%lklng-about . .
%

' o’

"7 . v . . . 5 L . " N 'x.-.
dlssensus make. possible. - e T, i , L

- > : SS1DLE. - B ‘ .
“ - " ® i . . .. .

~ " 4 - . , . .
Lo re

“Brockriede: . There must be somethlng in the notlon of justi- . 1.

~ \1

. .
A > 'Q .

flcation. The;e has to be some ratlonale\exchanged by the IR

parties. .We could belleve that we were hav1ng d1sagreement,,” -
7 v .

2. - R - LA o
‘\: v ) “ . Yo . K e o "' LS , R €, e
. . . N R '

\)4 P - I ’ ‘%; ‘ 178 : " « 4 - . : > -
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) P . .
et e andee could flght over 1t* but unless e exchange ratlonales
,'-for~our.positions, I'd not characterize what we were doing - -
AN R . v ‘. ' . - N
) as‘arguing. ' ) < - ,, . : R
. r’.' N ° ’ . o, ’ . . ’ a . . . IS
A ¢ S N s i a : = 4 . - o« .
' o e o . . T .
i . . ' o .
. . : ] . i -
) ‘ Wlllard When peop{e think ‘they re.arguing, they do pre
L B T o - - . . -
SR c1se1y that. . They are comparing'thelr individual construct
.. ° ? - by .
.‘° - -~%s§stems. If we’ were tp have - alscu551on in which :we were
Q 9
ek trying.to figure some comﬁlexity out, we were coop 't1ng

."

) ) as much as we pOSSIbly could there£%Ou1d be no real dls-’//’

~ °

. : égreement between us,. We wouid just be trying’to hash tﬁis

“ M
-0

. out. _We might also engage in argument .abgut our clalms to 7
S . R o T X ;:a .

'5'3 ’ justify them, to test them. That could mean'ﬁhat;we hehave ',1

.t S as if we were having an argument, although if anyone were .
- . E— - . 1 4

.

L]

3 .x . to ask us, we would say, "NS, we aren't having an argument.”
3 __\ a - - . ; -

Lo ' I don't deny that any of those thingshhapéen in arguments,
e .. -I just.question whether they're reallyée&ining chgracteris- , "

" - ) o . .o . o _ R
, S tics. ie N ] . " )

. o - . . .

B : Ty .
. . . * ’ \. 0 * / ’ : ’ .
e e T erable.“ We\ye talked abour argumentation or argument gsng’

W
H L4

X i o erally, rather than talking; about argumentatlon as.- a way of ) N
nh’;' ' l know1ng or’ in. terms of eplstemology For the sake of the : ? .

- semlnar, I would like us to stay/awaz “from what happens down -

] \ o/

ﬁ‘ ~" T, at the corner bar,’ and deal mére dlrectly with the business .

.oy + . ;'"‘ 2 -~ » )

- * .0 . . e " 7

.

_ ‘ . . ‘ L
. of%knowlngq :‘ . *5 ) S5 ‘- ‘. . .
. . ¢

|

‘. Vesy. L '

§ a suggestlon that may:léad us toward the "~ - ; i:

Here'
A RO

'"kndw1ng i ssues eejeode and ferum as=appL}ed(to sq}ence 4 .




171 . "L

. . .
bring to attention th& importance in those settings of the - v

:storz as a form of proof Whether it be a case law or qhether

/'
it be researches in arts and sc1ence, whether it be ep1sodes,

~

I would\sa? a stogy is a major way of knOW1ng and arguing.

.

e \ .
Appralsal and Justlflcatlon as Esgsential -
Characteristics of Arqgument

~

ﬂaTQulmin: fRight, the beglnnlng I sald there seemed to “me
4 *
to be two independent, but .not separate, routes we could

3 i ] ¢

follow.. '‘One was to seek whdt it is about a verbal inter- 7

change between,people which leads us to-.-say they're really

argulng “The other wds to look at the kinds of appralsal ’
S
wh1ch discourse, or an exchange,,must lend itsel to 1f we're

. to say this is an argument. I said there. are
« 5 v .

ways of going ahead.

I thlnk‘it's imnortant that they gb-exist, hecéuse,
;f course, there are many tYpicaljsi' ations in which both
are relevantcr'ThereQarezmany_tjé;cal situations in which

what gives rise to.the demand;;ér appraisal"is the‘fact'that
there, is a- disagreement 55 one way to solve the dlsagree- ~
ment, we engage in- apprax/al .On the other hand there can

be a dlsagreement, but it may well turn out that the thlngs :
o;—, / ‘

that were sald are. never coherent enough relevant‘eﬁough,

1‘ ° .

or suffzczent;enough in one wgy or another, to-lend.them--
» \ \\
selves to thewrlght klnd of appralsal. ‘Sok\ye can. say that

two peOplﬂ;got 1nto an argument, they fell 1nto an argument,.
i’

but they really dldn t get anywhere. Nelther of them really

‘ .

Ed
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We can say that you and I both agree about something,

—

. B
' but what we '¥e interested in is how we could argue for it,
. & /’ ‘ ¢ -
/If somebody else came along and were to challenge us from

A ‘ some . standp01nt which we could 1dent;fy Thls is hypothe-

t1ca1--how would we then, if they were to do that, make out

a- case for what we jointly bglieve? So, it is the case that
? \ . . n -

Sometimes we say, "They presented an argument," even where
there'wasn t an 1n1t1al dlsagreement We somet1mes have a » -

> 51tuatlon in wh1ch there is a d1%agreement and therefore
i

v

an argument rﬂ the behav1ora1 sense,,even\though ne1ther of

\ "

the parties to the argument actually by producing the -

-8
Lo Y k1nd of dlscourse that we can appralse .

- -~

y * . But, typlcally,‘both conditions are fulfllled .and we _,

: At
i ' ¢an do varlous things. We can say we are g01ng to insist on

4

both cond1tlons belng fulfllled andlﬁay that other kinds of

L N .dlscourse are only called-argqmentstby courtesy, Or we can
[ %

. . .say we céan- see’ how the term comes to be applied-j 11 cases,
and the‘onlyethlng we have to be clear"in our head about

« !

.is wh1ch k1nd of case we're- concernéﬁ/;ith. o ]

.*

oo

. ~ . .: ° I
-

* ’_4: ' - 0 .. [ - ¢ ." . N %

{_\ ' Thomasi :I hear two terms here. “I monld like to hear Prof. .
- \ _ - Brockrlede and Prof Toulmln apply them together§ Profx
gf o \&iy Brockrlede Sa;d earllery and has regeated the quallflcatlon
- :ﬁ:=f '(‘. now, that,an a:dument ds somehcw connected w1th Justlflcatlon
titf'ﬁ;‘ a\\ ‘~a statementawhlch 1s‘made to 1u¥ fy a clalm.) Prot Toqlmln
"42 \:i; .,\yas t;lhing about aostatement whmch ca}rs for appnalgéa v ;.j

@

i
i
\
N
|
w
\
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. ,»- ,\" -, ,,n , ! b C

IERAT |- RNV CT M A

- g e L F Reg :.Qﬁ,n -~ T T P PR Lo L e




173

Toulmin: For me, the virtue of usipg thé'WofdfaEqstifica— °

appraisal.
'assertion?“ ¥ may say, "Yes: that ‘ems,good endﬁghh or I
may say,~"No, I don t thxnk that-s pports what you said."

‘The questlon of whether what you h va'done to g1ve YOJ;/. ‘
C : i;,<:/9r1g1na1 asse&tlon some kind of sé;pért then comes up for \

¢

.,

,.- T Jndgment._ I hat you're d01n9 1s’not preﬁented a$ §ome ‘.?\ : e

- 1

kind Qf justl 1cat1bn for your orlglnal assertlon, then my:

¥

. appralsal, 3ust is not to<the p01nt.. .

k

I

. " _ ;!
L) . R . - A R - : . . :!
. :

]

4
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L) LIS

, Brockriede* Dependlng on conﬁextd justlilcatlon could be

aimed at-one's self,tat one other person"or at a group*of'

,‘r‘ AY Eatn 2N

.. persons ', , . ) . BREE ., :
) \ . ) . 4 ) . .8 . /
. - . . . . A
f' . \l . LY X . .‘ ‘t . /
Toulmin: Surg, It could be aimed at-'a jury., ’ . ,

. . . e
“ . * : . [ g
~ ' / Is

"Brockriede: The appraiSal‘might.be done by one's self, by . \
a person witn.whom’one‘is arguing)“or by amn:outside party)_ B

.
IS . —

> a critic. | , - C

a . . i
. . ,
., . N > ! 20 .
e, €, & e . M t\ ) .

'_/':Toulﬁgﬁ? T spell out what you're sayﬁngp sometimes I have

't

~

to convince the judge, sometimes.I- have to’convince,the

L

Lo jury, but then some newspaper~column1st commentlng on the -
¢ - ° B - I .
trial says the Judge and 3ury or the lawyers 1nvolved reafly U

S bmade\a“hasq_of this trial. There' s'always a var1ety of

e

standpoints~from which another griticism of a piece -of .,
. . (SR S0
. \argiimentation can be perfectly apropos. . : ‘h

- Th1s is why Iv m a little ﬁnhappy about talk1ng in’
<
h1s context about the statements as what you appralsea /}//

was more concerned with the way in wh1ch~the subseq ent/’ v -

.4
statements supported or, failed to support the
«N
) statement. The kind of thing which would 'be open to S d
. 2 , .
appralsal as argumentatlon would typically be presented in .

A4 =

e
a whole strlng of wh1ch one statement could be,ldentlfled

__._./

‘as what was really be1ng clalmed, and some of’the other " ° V

statements could be 1dent1f1ed as what was really being
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¥ A}

' » as what was

claim, ~

’ s
.

v ) ‘ Ungtated Relational Lévels:
oo ~7 . As Arqument? AR
f . . 3. b , N

3 o - . T
. | . y . ‘
+  Cronen: Th1s is van effort at summary from one/yoint of

‘" w view.' ‘We've talkeﬁ on three levels of mean1ng Fi

terms of contéxt, we can identlfy an plsodlo lewel. /? e’ o~

.

episode ‘must be defined in part as ¥ncluding recipro al-l

[N s’

. Lo x . .7 . . > A :
patterns of messages 1n which conv‘nsants act as if they ° :
. - 3
.t - R ’ %, -
/} are making claims, jusZ?ficationsvfand\appraisa,s. . s .
' . .
At the speech act level of meaning, particular:mes-— "o

) 5 \ toe - ’ - ' -
sages are identified as serious claims, justifications,
, 1

- 0

SR .appralsals, etc. ' . , ' ' A

3 ) . At a levié below the speech act, there is meanlng in-

3 V01V1ng various contents and forms of-that content. These .

< .- o ¥
ﬁcould be serlal 1mp11catlons, there could be.analogs about _)ﬁ

eallng in that maﬁérlal They could take any of .a varlety o

of ﬁorms and contents, in the content level of meanlng,

. .
g g PR § N .
r 0
L, s . . LI -
M . - . - i
. .
.

Tou1Min: \hnd/what's‘the“thirq 1evel? o

Tl ‘e . ' -

- . !

nen.<«mhe th&rd level is. a co tent” levei. We r allng

A}

.
.

-t

S < Wi a'pheno enon, but not its relatlonal or, speech act’
Y% a

AT Sgannng.' F r examgle, "Shut' the door, may have,the meaning

¥ % ~J' ) .
.. T Sf d01 59 ethlng w1th the door, puttlng it insa certaln -
- ‘ I : )

T Ul attltude as compared to the wall. But my speech aCt/iEwﬁr\x;:: .
L 4

RIS ‘ &

‘pretatlon of " the statement mlght not be, "It would be good
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to shut the ddor." « It mlght be, "Someone is pulling a one-u;

v'\\move, seeing whether I ‘will obey his request and do a

- service for hlm. In that case, I would not interpret 1t 5
on the speech.act level as being a claim that the~door

should be- shut, but in&teéad an effort-to manipulate our
. o

LY

*®

. ‘status relationghip..
- :

Toulmin:‘ I asked you what the third level’was; and .you 'said
as I understood you, there‘can be all kinds of ambiguity
about the true status of an utterance on the second level

' ¢

*+ The speech act'isn't always what it seems. He may be trying
. - ° ~ - . M ’

tpo pyll one—upmanshlp th1ng en me. But this doesn't tell
_me about the thlrd level. h1s 1s only to tell me the'second

. ® levelfis highlj problematic. _Give me specific example'of
7~

what %gu mean.

Cronen- I thlnk yQu re asking for someth1ng 1mposs1ble, v

-

namely to glve you an utterance,}hat has content meaﬁlng .

o w1thout any speech act meanlng,’ That's 1mposs1ble.' -
. / ‘

- . A 3 >

y roulmin: I was asklng you to make some kind of specific

(] P

‘ example,»not pro@nce a label. Make some spec1f1c comment
R .

about an example whlch would enable me to plck out for my*

\\

"serf the content aspect<of 1t, as’ contrasted with the act
" . . % o .
. ¥ aspect of it. - | S —_— .

. . P PO
‘

LI -

QfCronen‘ "Shut the door." There are'the WOras. The content

level involves an_ 1nd1v:dual g01ng over to that door, and

* o e v,_w
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putting it in a certain attitude With regard .to the wal%; ~ o e
Y

s . .
. ¢

. w1thdut taking accountwof the implrcatipns that .act has for"“’f,q‘
“ >, . 3 M R
. the relationghip between the WO rndiViduals. / .
* . . * — “' * ., 2. , * ;
. . -, ‘: . . . . . ‘ N . -" . . . %
<~ Willard: - Prof. Cronén, you've used the phrase "sp ch‘act" 5
. sex\ral times. Am I correct in essentially equati i youy -
] “ - . ) ’ . ! .. '. ' "
| view of that term to Searle? . g B L
»/ B Q ¢ ' ] . ) - . * ‘ N ’ | e
" 6ronen5 What I mean is the relational aspect of meaning. . e
1, L4 - A - . i '
. 'u . ’”_ . - /~ v ) .
ah ' This Liew is primarily from Searle, along wrth some changes , \
which Pearce,fHarris, and. I have elaborated blsewhere. . . e,
» ’ ‘. l - P ) @;ﬁ ‘ S
< Willard: You're forcing, I think,a triviality. e .
! ) > ’ N] ) : .
/ Cronen: Oh, I don't think so at all. - . -
f * Willard: The work of the people you'vé%ntioned, such as

Segrle, is° not espec1ally clear. “The Jddreayof great differ-

) _ences between the content of my speech and the@mplications -
4 . ’ :

of my. relationship to you is not a distinction that my ex- ' ,

»
- posure to this ,J\iterature ha.s_sh;mn_to ever: gen.erate: a s1g- .\
‘ . nificant;-or ‘an interesting example. " '@.. ° g . A’
Cronen: I'm trying to use a Specific example. There is.a . e
whole literature of interpersonal communicati(cm, spec1fically L

i
° . —

“ ¢

in relational communi‘cation, that refutes that claim t'hat -

* o

~— W, N vy e . ., . :
.there.oj._s nothing interesting about ‘the raational aspect - .
. ' ., °
’ . . -
) of thé message; . - o ®
) o, . . . . )
. .I . ﬁ <
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Willard: -I'm.not denying'Lbat we made relational claims \or

L

%ﬁat?tﬁéy‘%§é‘!mpbrtént. It's the forcing of distinctiops,,
. 2 v, S
somehow thatI feel is unclear. It's the cohtrasting o

. " . ) { . 4 . .
content and acts thfit's troublesome. Intuitivel&, these
. te s _
el ements are bound up,ﬁogethg;, iﬁﬁractébly. I don't deny

¢ . . :
that you. can gerierate examples, of content and speech act

. -

LT, )
dist;nctiéns. They all tend to be “trivial.
. v . N ; ’ . . » ,

. . ’ . .

Cronen: Trivial in regard to what?- If you were to Say to

the doqr!" and I refused to'do;it\ﬁecause Ido -

’

me, "Close

. Tt regard- it trivial in the sense that puts mé in a status
. ]

o~ ¢

relationship with you that,f~do%'t iike, and so I say, "No

— .

I won't, I'm Very'bomfortabfe." It's not trivial in the

-

sénse that our difference of oﬁinion %tems from 'the relational

meanings atfiched to the act{ and really is not related to -
. N L ) *

f:.hiquest}on of temperature. . . .

G . - , R ° ? :
N L J _ “ . "

.

o

Toulmin: We got into this because you sajd you wgfe going
to try to summarize the debate. Now, I understood the whole

.debate;‘but I hqven't undeféébod what/you said. et
Hopper: I think that's what we reglly need to get back to.

. . -
, something about this

Eﬁite agide from what Searle sai

» *

-

Z iQ the speech act, rela-

~

shmm‘ry~fs not working. Episo
{ 'tions -and éontent)éare'ali redl - iéﬁinctioné to make, but

’ ) v, . . . . . - . .
I don't see that we're talkiypg about assertions that can be

b

and make them apply ‘to’

We're trying to set up ...

'
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individual statements or to larget discourses,-and it seems

.

‘.

to me that that's a criterion that applies to a fairly broad
,

G . - . v -
R ground of discourses and also excludes a broad ground of
. gy, N . . -

diScourg%s. I"Would suggest that as a summarj.

- . »

The Nature.of Appraisal

Rieke: Why don't we move on to  another idea? What is the
natur€ of the aporaisal?“ It ‘Séems to me that.that's a cen-
- 1 . . ~ .

+In a formalist systém you've got a set of

tra questlon.

how to appralse. We find that's not d01ng

rules to te}l you

for us what we want. There's somethlng in the concept of

appralsal whlch we think is partlcularly apt\}or the dls—

course argument, and is more than,"any response." “It's
[ ‘ - N

.something else. Presumably we want to/get to the point

where we can say, "That argument.is a,good argument,
: \ .

\
‘What are ‘the routlnes, what are the characterlstlcs, what
can we say. aboutwappraxsal?

. .
. . LY

.When you were. stating this question: I caughttin

1 Or

"That argumént is,a betteé argument than another one."

LY

Toulmin:
—

your partlcular wordlng somethlng that might imply that.

. .
.

thefe 1s a monoton1c:scale, accordlng.to which arguments

. ‘éan be appralsed. Th;s-ls what worrles me about brlnglnq'

.

- up the word probablylty oiematurely. People may have a

scale, a c1a1m is $probable“ or

"#5t probable.” . I ’

\ X - R ', ) . - !

k;nd of 0-1 monotonii 1tris‘

bl
n

.. ‘.‘
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‘ It seems rmportant to:look at the dlfferent ways in o s e
@ .. : ®

[ . .

‘which arguments can be appralsed. There are some times we .

8. . l .

argue, and we ask‘whether an argument is to the p01nt, or

a; whether 1;,s-excessively roundabout, whether-lt' overly B

yre

- A 4

L 8 . .. 3 ‘ M - -
'general, or whethgr it's exeessivei narrow. ‘O.Q,e ~argum nt ;‘_ - ’

o

-
7 N .’ 2

. \ (4 . o .
- is an outllne, another one is excess1vely detalled ~There .H1~'“hi

. -

are all kinds -of merits that arguments can have, or fall b
have. 'All its SOlldlty and shakiness comes in a whole lot . ! e

%,
N\ s /

‘of .different ways. ' . , -

’ i . ) . N t , . ‘ ’
. - Rieke:. If you could come up wkith that monotonic scale,- that

. *

wou;d he great; but I don't think you can. .,

v . . .

Toulmin: I don't know if anybody wants. to defendethe idea
.- 4

a%hat the strength of an argument-léasomethlng you are able o

rd - N -
to appralse on a 0- l scale. , , C
. ] o R . y’ . - ' . , . * Y
- Brockriedé: Not apartffrom thé context. S (ﬁ
o ﬁ o g '- L ’ s
* * Toulmip: ' Even if ybq have the particular context absolute -
‘ :

1

defined, thére’&re still multipie kinds. of appraisal.
. l . -V : e

. Brockrigde: I would pnt within .the contekt.more than the.
v

~subject matter whlch is belng d13cussed and more than. the

- plac’e «in wh:Lch :Lt is dlscussed* I thlnk\that Prof. Crbse\s

L\

A

-~

«comment is qulte relevant, that .the relatlonshlp between AR

the people who are 601ng the argulng also makes a dlfference.‘
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Toulmin: Insofar as 1t helps ﬂé deflne the standp01nt from i ) e

>
* \ ~3 . . Lo
.oa e s

which the arqument is beéing appraised. .. ] o ¢t
< q.° Appra1sa1 in the Context of Argumentatlon ’ v,
N ’ < t e . - ~ ' .‘:'. Y "' ~.
. "‘3\ & .‘ g .o ‘oa Ak ':
%rockr1ede* This 1s what the dyad the group, the communlty >

presumably wauld do In reference tb whatever norms 1t had or

o Y K

$

2

.. ~cou1d Bevelop Altho h,We can 't get anythlng llke .
prec1s1on~of a scale on any.coﬁtekt, we could develop general ;h

> .

pr1nc1ples of appralsal‘that would be usefuI 'H é'contéxt— f4 '

dependent,appralsal of an angument. Ultlmately, the part1- .
. c1pants or observers 1nterestea in crltlclzlng an a%ghment B

' would need to deterylne standards for appra1sa1 They also

-

mlght need sto appralse the criteria used in establlshlng

.. such stanoards. T ,‘—*’,‘ . e
Farrgllq How not. to misappro riate a term. Do you mean by

*
>}

context something approximatind\field? : .

- : ' .
. - . N Y
Brockriedé: I take the -examples in Usés of Argument as )

, : ’ 7 ) - .
charaéterizfng:field'by subject matter. By context, I mean

V . n
' to 1nc1ude\thls feafure along W1th otherS° a relationship
: i

o between or among the people who are doing the arguing;

1

aspects-of the 31tuatlon and the norms that relate to the .

A

. argu1ng s:tuatlon, dlmens1ons of t1me, pla7e, culﬁure, e

fﬁlstory. WALLE" of- these thlngs come . .into ptay when establlsh- T

lng\gtandards for appralsal or when~apply1ng‘su¢h standards - .~
"',.:j__ Q.n af%partlculap mstance of argumg. T ' .
AT '.9" e a".*': . : :
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L, v Toulmih-‘ But at a certa1n p01nt we,have to spell thlS out.
—_

I meary you ve ngeﬂ us a' very general formula for saylng,

o

) "It may be. cultur 1t may be. tlme, 1t may\be hlstory.
. s . : ’
-‘In a partlcular case,.how would one spell these thlngs out? «

« : » ¢ ‘ N4 s

What source dd. We look to’ Ain the relatlonshlps between the

Eal - [0}

Fod
<

L from whlch-the justlflcatlon 1s beln%?evaluated therefore,

< PR

the crrterla that are relevant'> When ‘may one conclude,‘t?he *

.&g. @ =

n h duée se tled. ttep?"® o
argument e pro uded rE“Tiy ttle the matter? . )

»

. .
i .“. . ., . CAEN
N i [ \ ﬁ ~ L R Y r °
.

o 'Brockriede:' I am not, preggred t&,answer that question. But

S . ‘
’ oqe mnst consider the issue you ralsed in yQ! fr dlsCu551on of

‘: .

.

~absqutlsm\and relativism in Humah Understandlng. 2 Some

¢ " & . /

/ standards of appralsal are cross cultural cross- hlstorlcal

- <

in- that they are, relatlvely geneqallzed prlnc1ples, but

o . their applioatiorrﬁeéds\to take account of the,contex% of an
oL v . . . ¢

argument. Admittedly, puttiné the oontextfiﬁyériant and the
.. . Co e e - : .

context-dependent dimensions.together is}%ﬁry,diffioult.
’ - " \ : P . ' ' ' L 1 - B
= Parrell. Can I pose a question here? Built ‘into :your notion’

of .context, 1s there some notlon of supervenlng contexts’

<0 . -

' 5,
° In other words, thaﬁ we know more about a pr&ylous contextr

LY Pa—

L}

so-we're therefore able to..make some further appraisal?
* - ) 1] -

M e
[y LN
3

Brockrlede. One brings into any éontexﬁ his or her indi—

S vrégal and collecthe hlstory of contexts, any one of Wthh

,
’ N .
-t - A

. -
e ~ . Wiy e s
I Y 1 JRSM S LE

;( . .» R Q.

/ 5
. K3 ‘, 7 L e v N /
' - partles to ap argument in order to determiné\ the standp01nt .

3 ' . -
. .
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into a subseqUent”51milar ddntext I see an 1nteraction be- S

.

D tween princ1p1es that evolve“as standard% for appraising c .,

a;gumEnts,generally‘ an@ therappraisal of any particular

-

. @ N4 i
argument; S 4 U A "W

3 -, © s o .
Farrell: Theré is something that saves us from relati@éém,

~
. a

. , o & :
for this*context or bad for that contexti . ! Lo

. “
. N N . Ay
™~

. .“: 4 ' - - 2 ! . .‘s” Vs
Brockrie@e: I would not want to say that ateall..r . -
L L P
Cronens There is seme Qang 6%f staying entirely episode- :

-_—7

A N — b
%*,dependent and the danger has" to do»w1th the utility of 1t

N

.Even 1f you could spell gut the relevanf standards for any.‘

’

group or any dyad g an episode at a partict[:la?t.ime, you'll

-

& runm into the problem that gge anth;opologists ran. 1nto. ~

\ ,

' Even»if you could descrfhe a cubture completely, there is,

an infinite amount of“change over time. All you wou d be \_i
' Qn)@ o N - . , ,IP‘[/’/
wable to do 1s retrodictive. ‘{f last' week they—did argue, it?

¢ '!l

{

this way, you could say,,}Yes, they did it well by all the

’ then-ex1sting standards'for dbing that episode 1n that ménner

3 - ‘e
. prd ' ;’ - : -
. . . ~ . i - . et
Precedentsfand/or Predictionsg ../
T~ e“ — "a ﬁc&
b a h ¥

& ¢
- = N - .

-

'Toulmin‘, But you see this is: prec1sely the p01nt that is
Ll 1 , 4
- met and ovegﬁﬁme by the use of precedent casés ip law. .- All

! I3 ¢ ,4 v &

" % argumgpt 1s argument by precedent All argument derives ﬂegg

a

.\"

muchmof.its force from preceﬁent in this sense. \So ybu ﬁﬁn‘f ;

- . . + »
0 - . » \ v . .. - . "
- - ¢ . e Ty .. .
. . S ; : . .o '
- - o A
- b i T A .\ = [y
7 ’ . v - o N - . N
, / -, o \ IS
. - -
~ " k)
kg 192 - “\ ) .
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*

. . . \ . . »
/ know, I'm puzzled that you sproduce this as an objection.

You say al)l we can do is retrodict. For Heaven's sake what
' . ) (l L4 .
else‘could we do?, , .

i
’

Cronen: Well, you .can predict.

.- ')F .
Toulmin: I don't like the -term retrodictive. We're talking

.

about justification. ' The quegtlon is: What can we adducé'J

wh1ch is ultimately relevant to the present atppralsal'> We

’ v

N\ can't produce'future appraisals.. What else could we produce,

* I 4

whlch is ultlmately relevant to the present appraasals except

- .

s the outtome of past appralsals3 What’ about the ant1c1patlon

@
-~

of future appraisals? . . »
N pprais

Farrell: -That seems to be an extension of even the precedent

- -~
¢

argument. You have a- pr1nc1ple of continuity bullt into the

~

1nterpretaflon. it takes a prev1dﬁs precedent and it makes
<

law and extends law In an argument you have 'to improvise,
L

you have to ant1c1pate without the 1nst1tut10nal context

! 1 agree yith Prof. Cronen to the extent that oné test might

t i
)

y
Bé the anticipatory power ‘ofs the future.

4 - - .

Cronen: I want to be clear about my posltlon.v‘Based on mx

paper, I m surely not saylng, "Don t use ep1sode acéounts."

[N

I say you can go *‘beyond past’examples. If you can go beyond

slmply descrlblng what was,done at one t1me, and build #£n-
. stead 'an account of the tradltlon of change within a -
. : ; _ ,

’ -, Ak, L.
’ [ eyt
- . b %ii “ \

N

—

s
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v

community, then you can use episodit accounts to go beyord,
x .« PR

simply. fa recounting of what was. That is predictive.

-
~

e "ThJ,Forums for Argumentation .

' .
Toulmin: I really have been playing some @f my cards too

L3

close to-r the chest. If I could spend a moment or two to

{ ' ' R ‘o

"tilt my hand at.this point, I think really-what. I taré about

is the now. This disa't in the Uses of hrgument% a good‘dea}

of it'is in our new book An Introduction to Reasoning. What

Py =

"I care about most is that one should indeed deVelop some

&

kind of systematic way for differentiating between kinds of

1

episode and kinds of contextf and so on, and get to‘the
pOint where we can see how the criteria for the? evaluation
of arguments grow out of the character of different sorts

of context as so taxonomizeg. My only worry about looking

. A

at a pub conversation, it temds to-be.rather less clear

what's an issue between people in pub conversations. Any
A
account that we give must be capableg of covering the pub

conyersations, bqt it does seem to me that the virtue of

, ’ é bl .
starting with Taw, science,- art criticism, management, and

sao on, is that in these cases there ré a job 'going on which

» -

the various participants in an.argument &re drawn into. We
don t just say there is a dyad, and the evaluation of the

argument depends upon the character of the episode in which
¢

they are dyadically involved. ' We say, I'm g01ng to the

court, or diagnosing an illness, or campaigning for office.

a

oy

" ) ‘ I
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" gument than anything else, 'is an underst nd1ng of the char-

.forum within which-the argument is going on, a lot of

186 - »
The. momént you start specmfylng the forum in th1s respect,

o
and thls is a word whlch we use a lot in the new book which
£2 »
wasn't in the Uses of Argumentf.the moment we specify the

. . . ' L]

w .
specificity comes in. -, .
’ - . ‘

What does more to fix the character of the criteria .

. >
s b4 ’p

which are g01ng to be more relevant to the evaluatior of ar- .

>

acter of the forum which is either explitit or-presumed.

This determines the Standpoint from whiich- people look at
: X , .

the argument, and again determines the presumptions that

_they bring to fheir evaluation of the a

. 2 ~ ) w . N .
argument breaks out in g. ub, it may be possible to say that
£g|  orea L a p 1a

, Joe Jones and Bill Smith are at cross. purposes because Joe's .

arguing about whether something is illegal, and Bill's

. oo
~ .e
arguing about whether it's immdral. Of course they're not Cf:;;:%>

]

" going to agree. -Each of them coming to the same question,

bit from a different standpoint. .

I want to 'say the people in a culture get into various
i : . ’

- 3

i [y

‘Enterorises togethér, like trying to sét up'some kind of a

Jegal, system, some kznd of a 3ud1c1ai system, or trylng to _ )

&

ngureaout What's g01ng on in the world of nature, or try-

-~ .

) 1ng_to develop some way of comparing reactions to beautiFful

N . . R . e - 7 3
“landscape. . ‘ ‘
“g} N o M . ) ) ) ’ \ . (
st . ,

" Ho ,er: I want .to ask yoﬂ'to see if I can peek, at your hand o

» ¢

a little longer. How far canxwe get, or~how far have we.

K o B
. - 195 o S '

P
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gotten already in thlnklng in terms of sketching out the

- . _various kidds of forums;\ -

’ : . . ) ‘ M ! » h ) ;
Toulmin: : The problem is to sge how general one's account of
ioulmin € prob F g

. . . ,
N the criticism of an- argument can,be. There is a limit to
\ . , . . A
> i the account that one can say ofia completely general kind.

x . , 3 .
4 For instande, there is apoint ih the evaluation of legal
= .

\

arguments where one has to raise the guestion, on whats condi-
¢ , s " \ ‘

tion is .the standard oﬁ,proof required: "beYond a reasonable

«

ddubt," again, under what‘condltlon is the standard of arqu-

. ment requivred: "the preponderence of the ev1dence supports

the view that." There are three or four dlfferent sgandards-———

of proof,-and the theory of rhetoric by itself cannot say

L

o . wkich of these ‘standards of proof is ‘appropriate in what

klnds of case. It really is a matter of jurisprudence and

°

even of judicial practlce and tradltlon. o
"« - -t N

t

Rleke Interestlngly enough because you choose that example,

A . :

~

there was a convention paper this mornlng which tested the

-~ s

'\ difference between a reasonable donbt, nd a reasonable de-

gree of certainty. The same case 'was resented with instruc—'

and*one using neither. They found in\the one where they said

"reasonable doubt " Ehey got a large number of convictioms.
N ]

. When they said’ "a\reasonable degree of certainty," nd “convic-

-

tions. You wonder what that says to naiva subjécts (they,

7



.t {
—_— LT
4

w re‘colleée studenﬁs)? Tha€'s the only'diffétence. In one

4

‘¢

. . t
- clase they were given "reasonable doubt," the other "a reason-

~
# . ’

-able degree of certainty," and it made a difference in the

¢

. way they appraised the argument.

N

Brockriede:” We start with the premise tha£ we’don:t want Eo
_. - .

try‘to get up standards of appraisihg argumeﬁts taken gener-
ally. | . | - ‘
2 ’ I T

Toulmin: .Qh, weé want to, the only guestion is how far this
. ambition can be‘carried\withodt tripping over ourselves.

\ 2 - : - *
. TN
Brockriede: Well, I'm not sure I want to, because I'm not.*
N . .
sure it can be-done. A more modest attempt would be to take
. /.

» R / .
a more_generic approach by slicing into/the context in -

—
<« 7

varying ways. Forum is one way. Rel§£ionships among people
. o o - :{ ' v
may be ancther. _ The forum has the«advantdge of being a

ﬁélag}vély structured situation with a history of rules’
. :
that often are applied 4in appraising argumébt; within it.~ »
[ ’ ~
But also- we might want to appraise arguments in less struc-

tured situations. 'In othe;twords, the context is cémposed‘

.of half a dozeh or more constituents, of which foru@ may 5e
~ one. I'm not sure any pérson interested in exploring one

e Aimensibn of context 6ugé{ to:rule out any other person's

. . .interest in exploring another way of cutting into the con-

text of an argument. . " '

@ . o ., 197 _ -




- of being'produced in that kind of situation.

. 189
s

Toulmin: The only reason-I pfoduced forum at this particular

’ , - 4 . ® .
point is that I think that a lot of the relevant features of

the rélétionships between the.participants in an argument

- s

are. very often conveniently defined relative, to the foruﬁ.

-

If you're the Jjudge, he's the prosecutor}il!m the attorney
) . ) . . P
for the defense, that's a relationship which determines, what

kind of appraisals to empioy.
?:!; ' .

The Scientific Arena as a Forumg
for Argumentation )

s,
/ : : ‘

\ ) A -~ N
Willard: - Would &ou-sarg to Tephrase the position you just
N S~ ) - . %
expounded? All through this discussion your examples have |

come\mbstky from Law. I wonder if you would care to cast -

the same position in terms of science? I had runhing !

5. .

through my head-a notion of normal science while you were

-talking, and I had a feeling.that I was reading all sorts )

'Ef_things intp if that possibly yoa would beé uphappygyith.

. ’ Y
Would you{llke to cast.the same position into the language

¥
. . (3 —

¢ * +
v B

Toulmin: .The reason why I talk about legal examples, and'

» ~
-

this is obviously why I found the juTisprudential-model use-
, ' R v

ful in-tgf Usés of Argument, is because. there is rarely any.
. » R - Y -

serious ambiguity about what kinds of arguments are capable

| ‘ »

-

In the scientific case, there is commonly- what one ' -

s s o : h s ¥ .
could ‘call the current opinion in the profession. Therefore,
- (l . ) y .

<198 N

iolo&y of science?, Stick with idea of forum. ®

¥
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S ) . \ . ;
N “sogebedy who writds a scientific paper, puts forward 'a new
. co8 A ‘ . . '

hypbthesis,@or-reportstpg’an egpériment and interprets the

relevance of the regults'df this experiment, is presenting =~ ~

' -material ;?ich he c%nceives as havinl“a’certain signifiqance

. " for those who are 1ﬁ;the.front\llnegaebatelln a particular
bt . ' d1sc1p£}ne. .- R ' \& a
, \ . . SR R ‘

s . o Y - However, this may not bé the case.'~Im§gine two evolu—
tlonary‘blologlsts 1n\Ca11forn1a s1tt1ng4down and wr1t1ng -
‘an article a;oot an evolutlonar§ propos1tlon. What kind of

P _ ot - -

arguments they wopid prbduce would depend ent1re1y upon

~ whether they weére g01ng to publlsh this paper in the Quarterly

of - Evolutlonary Blology (or whatever), or whether 1t was g01ng
, . £y ]

to be presented “to the Callfornlv school system in the con-

ha ] .

text of a H&scuss1on about the legltlmacy of teachlng Darw1n1sm

N

in the schools. Again, I th1nk that‘the conduct of science
. ! he ’ g ¢ ‘
does determlne the general character of’certaln kinds of

forums, and a partlcular klnd of cla1m viewed: from the ‘stand- 4
«  point of science.‘ But, of course, the same k1nds~qj cla;ms
“

may also have to be appralsid from other standp01nts, that ¢of .

.an antl-evolutlonlst rather than another profess1onal bio-
s \' "
logist, for instance. Does is answer your questlon? v
.~ ) ) N
. ] . Willard: Yes. For some reason, each of the papers we wrote,-

. . ‘ . N NI . s ¥

I think, mentions a sense of a\sclentlflc communlty existing
e ) t

in some way or another. C

L R . . .

-~ » . ~ N . ‘ °
- LS
. ' ‘o

- ] oy
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et "Toulmin:y Whether the scientific community ever behaves in .

an ehtirely normal way by "cum" standards is another issue.
’ 7 M 3

}

Willardsz Perhaps.approachiﬁg it witﬁ that'example ared mighé
' .

4

get us closer to tpe goal of v1ew1ng argument as a way of

know1ng. For some reason the jurlsprudentlal model is less
. _-ﬁ N \
clear to me than the sc;entlflc model in trylng;to explaih

argument as a way of knowing. -

: Tdentifying Interests With¥n Forums: L
‘ ' “Standpoints for Argumentation , N

*a

. Farrell: .I suggest matching or controlling for interest.

-

In the scientific forum, there is a kind of agreement td'keep ‘

- ~‘ . * ‘
-~ ( . . . . .

one's own individual partisan interest out of the picture;

I'm not sure that ;jit's openly agreed upon, but it's at least
N ..

. implicitly agreed upon.. To some extent’ that's true with

judlClal reason as well. Whereas in politjcs, interests in-—"

‘e . ©

. fluence argument a gré/; dea; in a much ﬁbre publlc, obv1ous

e L4
o 4

way. ! . D ‘ .
. LY L )
~ 'Toulmin: But,tightly.L . . ‘

.
N .
- . 4 .
-

e ‘ N ' ) -
! Farrell: Ok, very rightly, and the reason this came to mind

with me, ambiguously or not, is, your example of the two bio-

lOngtS in Cailfornla, Oge-bf the things that differed in

: , the forums‘was ‘the 1nterest. You could introduce the same

- » . L]

findings whether, scientific or not, and back to Prof. =

-
-

Brockriede's term; with our context 1nterest;:i

13 . Y

spRlc oL LT 200 C




o, . v . ’ .- .
x LA . SN
. r — e e I,A R L ’

g0 o o L1922 .

-~

-’ : ) . . X d‘

Toulmin: There is.a distinction that has to be made here.

‘
~

-~ 7" fTheye is a sense,of the word 1nterest in wh1ch we can say

pe ople approach dlfferent arguments>w1th dlfferent inter-

! -

) B ' ests, meanlng "having different kinds of things in mind,"

and a sense of'interest we talk ‘about in politics about'each
person defendlng his own 1nterests,’mean1ng "the th1ngs that

.

- would be to hig good." I can have quite dlfferent 1nterests,

. and.I can approach the same propos1tlon from dlfferent stand-

p01nts. When-1t'comes to politics, I've got my 1nterests
. You kngw, I don't. want the taxation system’to ruin the
~ ﬂUniVerSity of Chicago, because that will be the end of my

job. The{polltlcal process is there to med;ate the confligt- -

L]

. ing 1nterests of dlfferent groups and 1ndrv1dpals w1th1n the

=

' .
» * «

ppAity. o y,

Farrell:” I'm not exactly sure what d¢ffection this takes us

i [
Y. . I}‘. N . e s \ &
> . -h ' N v N ( . ’

~

+,* Toulmin: I think it's a significant questlon to look at the

P

+ . respect in which 1nterests°1n some sense oY other are rele\ ‘
vart or are not relevant For 1nstance,~even in, Aesth‘tlcs
it doés seem to me it's very 1mportant to’ g1ve a well grounded
and fuily worked out appraisal of art work;' It need not be .

9 ' ¢ » \

T\ " . to say whether. you like it or not. Somebody.can.write a N

| U piece of wonderfully detailed and perceptive criticalrstate- l

ment about some painting. If you ask him his private feel-
. v

ings, and he can't stand the artist; but he kno@s_what's )

l . . ,{i%'& ’- X , 7 ) \ .’ )
. \)‘V(,‘:' . ! " . " . »
-1
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.

—~

going on. Thlnklng that "1nterest" means what you like or
aaid =
: what you don't llké or what you want or what you don t want,

~ * »
. '\w

is somethlhg which you should be able "to abstract out. I’ll

give a better example. Bill Buckley is a f1rst rate arguer. \

LA

-

Personally, I can t stand him. I wish he weren' t so‘good,
. I "3

because so many" of his conclus1ons are ones that I feel no
sympathy for. I é;n take\thls standpoint of Judgment and ) .

-look at the guality of Bill Bnckley’s arguments independently
h . s ~ t

of whether the strenéth of his arguments does anything for .

my interests. Though .I .don' t thlnk the spec1f1c word saves
L ]

Y any 51tuatlon,,I rather carefully used the word "standpdlnt "

not "po;nt of view," and the word4standp01nt goes w1th con-

‘

. cerns. Thp concerns I had in mand were notjjust the,con—

cerns of individuals. , ' ) . -

- .
. .
. o b — e . \ - \
- I M

Farrell: Theré is 1mpllc1t 1n'that a certa1n ideal of v '

¢

appraisal. That' s'one of the things I was gettlng at. Forum

c A
to a certain extent coalesces interests of a certain kind, N
¢ b Y .

/ as in the coqrts. It detaches them, as a certain notion of
the scientific community. ThHere are examples that we can -

appraise arguments altoéether apart from a-type of engage- o

-

ment that our interests would prompt ws to bring.
W8 9 ~

If d1scourse can be appralsed, that certa1nly is one -’

°

mark tgat ‘counts in argumentation.- It can be appraised as .
-y 2

of its formal symmetry, its expressivene d, but you wouldn't
R ' . " ’ :
be appraising it in the gensg of its argumentative force. -

&

r . ‘ 202 - ' ' S .
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a_justification. You could also.appralsijglscourse in terms —
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' The Episodé As a Forum?

-

-

Cronen: I started out th1nk1ng we were in great dlsagreement.

.
i

Since then I have heard your t.erlfn', "forum “*and your .explita-,

P
)

tion of that term. I have placed the notion ef "forum up
against- my notion of episode. I hawve. heard your notlon ,

- . % . -
that we work out and negotiate the forum, and I argued thatg

\

LR

you can negotiate the episode. I am now—gettlng the feellnq/,“

.
.

-
that we don't disagree so'strongly.' I:b wondering if'yod

see a major difference between yeur'usage of the term forum,
. ' f e
$- ' - " e

and my use of episode? -

v
0 -

N

-’ T want to suggett one p0551b1e’qnfference. I chose

v

poral 1mpflcatlons,

' .

episode’ spe%;flcally because of its t A
s something coming be-
- _— " g ~

fore something'else: If your not1 nfpf forum'1ncludes a .

. 1““{

that is“ there is action which 1ncgu

. o B v-,
> VAL

— T

- - R ’

s~ Toulmin: For me a forumkis the locue'w;thfn which episodes

3
- v

occur .t

s . ; . -
Cronen: A larger scale episode? _.°,
a \" "' . . ,

. - of . . S Ve .
Toulmin: No, not an episode., . - ’

»

\ i
. v .

Hopper: 1It's almost like a, tradition of episodes. I think

%,
g 2

the common law' has been made up of many, many episodes of

7

forum on the lad court. Any gryen playlng of the gamé of

’ { .

law court could be ¢haracterized, as an episode. as you are

i‘f"

saylng, but I see time as a blg d1fference between them.~
Y ’ oY :
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Toulmin: On a certain naive level, my word forum certalnly

- has a s1gn1f1cant spacial reference--spac1al ratHer than L
a ] temporal. We can say in the tradltlonal courts of equlty,

‘ it yery often happens -that so and so,’ and here would follow

s
I ' an account of certain typical kinds of episodes, namely

"thHe kinds 'of episodes which very often happened in the cour ts\

- “‘ﬂ&'ﬂ L. .. <

- . . of equity before the unification of thetlegal system.
R , Rieke: .Are we readyato summarize and move qn to another

. N ~
\ questlon° We are agree that there is.a concept a process :

v

3 ':f(~ . \\ called'apprazsa%f”we agree that it is not)llkely that we
\\ Al

‘.can come up with a universal, cross 51tuatlon method of s

]

?ppralsal ‘We'! re talklng about notlons such as ep1sodes,
N A

»

- Acontext, forums--they ' re not the same.in our. thlnklng We

s T are trylng to be specuflc in terms of relatlng the appra1sal
N [ . R ~ -«
o an argument to a context,.a forunjia place, or a Lgcus or

-
.

episode® . . ..~ e : , ’
. "“ .

-

. \ . .
- . . S .
.o ) . .,
~ /¥oulmin: . . . which involve certain types of interests,
: '3 . . ] Lo ., : ' l“ ’ v - -
T and standpoints. <o ‘. T, )

. « - - .
. , s , N ~ L. . N \As

o ?
. - -
.

Rieke: Right. With that in mind, can we solidify .that and’

< T . then let Prof. Willard move oOn to'another questiaon.

. e
* +

[ . . . .

. The Rhetorical Situation As a Forum?

' i i - ] -y -
y v § hx ‘ . . a . . P .
N 1 ’ > 4 ) )

[/ g . Willard: ,Iﬁam confused about -the dlfference or sLmllarltles
N ¢ /’ betweéen the 1nd£V1dual human belng's p01nt of v1ew, and a
’ ﬁ ' , i ' ’o * d L4 ‘)
T e e ) /. R 3 . o .
v >, ¢ > > ’ ‘ ’
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participatlpg in the scientific meeting is presumed tp have

19 6‘ N . . A

)
context ‘or forum. To be very specific, about ten years LI
ago, Lloyd Bitzer pﬁblished a %inely turned article in - »

Phllosophy and Rhetoric called "The Rheto}ical situation,"

.in which he elaborated a view-'of situation that: sounded very

B&tzer”g{_.

similar to Préf. Toulmln,s summary a moment ago.
justifjiably) criti-

article was very severely (and, I think,

-

L rf e
ctized on the grounds that it was extremely unclear how the

7 ' (I

views of any individual person or any tWoﬁpersons related
L :

Seccndly, Bitzer dis- |

to"a context-(situation or forum).

played a{tendency to assume that pany aspects of the context-

of the ﬂblnt

or forum or s/;uatlon are somehow’ 1ndependent
B ¢

of view of the persons involved. It is unclear to.me‘
. . . D 2

whether or not, 1) you think. you are saying’ the same thgng. Co

. >

as Bitzer. If not, 2) what are, the relationships between > ©

) . . ‘ B .
a single person's-point of\View and .a forum or a context, or

-

"\ . I
any other term.you care to use? \\> . v . .

. ' \\L/ ~ . ' Voo

© N 3 . N

, <
Toulmin: I think this.can be dealt with. I'm'not going to

: : . ‘ O,
attribute anything to Bitzer or criticize-him® particularly, . /
but I-‘think the phrase "point of Wiéw" as you wereuusfng .

1t was sh1ft1ng between two poss1bly,d1fferent Lnterpreta—" -

.

'You as “How is it possible to definé a forum in B

ferms of any individual's views?" I agree jt can't be ‘done.
4 - \

Sometimes .the word "point of view" Blides over into the
iy ] ) ’

.

world view. You go to a scientific meeting and everybody «

o Y ~
S L, A o -

Y . ’ . o
) . . . \ .
. . -~ o
' 205 . ‘
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‘\ferent people at their meeting w1ll have different views,

ln;’ . :;. . 206 v 2. é/{

&

. . * . “ . - -0 N )
a common. concern; for example, improvement, of understandlng

in molecular biology. It 15 with an efe to that collectlvely ‘

shared conceérn that the pfoceedlngs of a meetlng have tb be

.cons1dered This is how I see it. iNow, obv1ously, dif-

2
»

AY

and they may_dlsagree about a lot of thlngs t~5¢-come up for

debate in that meetrng; but what deflnes the forum for me is
¢

the collectlvely shared concerns which are belng addressed

in the meetlng regardless of the specific views that people
may put forward and may d1sagree ‘about w1th1n thaé larger

o
framework.

L

Crable: But yhat if we ‘have two people rather than a whole
§ . :
group of people, and they are divided in their standpoints?

»

. ~

Toulmin% Well, I thinh there's a variety of different situ-

-

ations. There ‘s "a situation.in which therg, is no ambfguity'

about what their 301nt concern is. On the other hand,‘they

can dlsagreg ‘about somethlng bepause each of them comes to

a dlfferent concern. iThls is theé case we talked about ear-

o n

ller when I -say Joe's talking about whetherlt s illegal,

r

*Bill's talklngﬂahether 1fés 1mmoral. It s at cross purposes.

>

- s

Finally, they can thlpk they.bgreefwhen they don't really,
because they both'shared a:common formmzf'words that theyjre
prepared to go along withp although Yhen you look at it moré
carefully you see that.actually.their concerns are quite ; 4
different.b They're saying..the same tnings, but they're not

. .
LN "

;S ﬂ
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really addressing the same-sort of issue. All of these\seem
. & .

‘td me to be possible cases. ~

i
.

- )

-

‘. Crable: In?@hat final case, you have to assume the existence

4
of a third person who says, "They don't know 1t but they

really .disagree."

\
. Toulmin: -They)may find out afterwards. This very often

[}

hagpens in politiéal coalitions. Thefe are groups that

unite in some political causes or another, and‘then the

1

s1tuat10n changes sllghtly, and this has an effect on the

— N
—_—

to s ort the partlcular move that they were 301ntly ag ed
in king before. As a result, you get a situation in which
for iﬁstance,«thn Gardner ,starts saying,~"I thought Ralph
Nader and I agreed, but now it seemsnthat really w diﬂn t
agree. This is the case in which there are two o] Le who
begin ty thinking they believe the same things for'the same
reasons, and who later: dlscover ‘otherwise. t I'm- -giving th1s
example because 1t doesn't involve the thlrd party. It in-
Vqlves a retrospective judgment by the stwo 1n1t1al partles
in the llght of a subsequent situation which forces them' to
recognize a difference whi¢h had originally Been impetﬁ

ceptible to them. i -
v .

- e

Crable: But, they could advance further and say, “i guess

the differences ‘really aren't that severe. 'We are -more .
. . A 4

o

A
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alike." This is a possibility, a continuing thing is what

~ * B ) « .
. . : ( N
. - - t » . N
. LNy

E'Y - — . .
I™n trying to get at. We can't-Simply rely on the second

. judgment, because the second jﬁdgment may be the one that's

’

inaccurate. ) )
* ¥ .‘
hY

Farrell: Can I try this, theé forum of third party ih a
sense? One of the critiques of a‘rhetorical situation is

a notion that maybe you missed the exigence; but it's there.

13 »

A person cgn miss a rhetorical .situation that.has sort of
independent priarity over an individual. I sense that the

forum has something like this too, but it's emergent; and ,

.you and I can't just sit together and suspend a forum.

/

. ]
Rieke: Doesn't that begin to get to the whole notion of

- - R

appraisal? That if, two or more individuals can define for

~
-

: ) < L
themselves«he forum, or conditions can suspgnd the forum,

3
£ e

- then it raisés the serious guestion of what if ‘anything

{» .

Toulmin: There's a very nice Gadamer point, which “is very

you've got going in the way of appraisal?

closqiy related to this. He makes great. play with the S

respect in which human activities acquire a sort of autonomy

independent of the particular participants. N ’ : .
S * ‘

. . -

Applyingfthe Forum to Individual Situations ¢

. .

<

Conen: I have sgme reservations. ' A culture may share what

~you're caltling a forum. We are all somehow subject to
i

.
.
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courti. My worry is about overusing the concept.
Consider studies of middle-class families. I think

. the arnticle I'm referring to is in Sociometry '62. Leik
> o . ‘

-

family.
ﬁight call the forum: "family decision making about the
- kids." Th fOrum'inbludes certain features, such as,~the

father is® mlnant etc. Yet, as the sacial'scientist in-"

~;

that forum whith they. know‘ There is no predlctlve power
from the forum|to the act, but there is predictive power

”frOm the ebisod that the individuais have negoftiated.

- g

¢

Hopper: -~ But I

g

ould see this not ds a reservation tovthe L
'peint of view aft 1, but another confirmation. That's

exactly what happens in science; that's exactly whar happens

3

in the courtroom. o ) R

N ‘ ) “\
Farrell: In fact, often- people will appraise theﬂgelveﬁk

. - s
there's a consequence of the deviation.

Toulmin: This is a very nice example. On the whole, the

i\ American family does it, but one may pot seek to  give that

3>
O
(o)
\

. .
Thére is dgreat communality among .them, about what you

=
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general pattern any kind of autho ity. ‘When I was saying

de

v

‘about forums in science and law ig that there are indeed’
certain kinds of proEedures\whi h acguire an authority. If

there ¥sn't any authority, we can ask what this authority

",is rooted in ultimately, and what accredits it and so on.
But that's to carry the question down to yet another level.’
But in your case, one can be terribly tolerant and'say, well

. American families do this, but they're Jewish so they cele-
. . . Yoo .

IR brate Hannukuh; you knpow, they:don't have a Christmas tree;

U"‘”or, their mother has'quite a different*role‘in the family

[
- [ 4 -

from mother in our family. ) e

.. ., rThomas: I want to ask a question about forum, conflict, and

AN ° .
. . « ” °

getting agreement as'a basis for\appréisal. How far do we

; want to take the notion of a forum? I am questioning what
+ ? = \

I would call the danger of triV1aliZing argument, or . .

spiritualizing it. When the forum agrees on issues on some

[N N . N N
- © . " unusual basis such as_ ESP, out-of-body experiences, theo-
) , R .

‘logical ualues;'demogoguery, or the rhetoric~of the insane

.

asylum, what kind of 11ne do we want to draw for argumenta—

_tion? Are,we going to regard any of those as a forum's

y.o
agreement, anji:herefore good examples.of arguing?
N N .

» N N ' . .

. " Brockriede: One distinction hinted at earlier may be rele-
vant here.: A forum consists of a relatively structured kind

. - of situation 'in whjch a relatiuely.high‘degree of cbnsensus
3 . Cd -

»°  “exists about rules, norms, and standards qf/aPPfaisa1~ In

< - 210

.
- ~ \
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. Rieke:

.Cronen 1s'work1ng on something here, and we're skirting

o : 202

. . IR , —= 4
this kind of a situation, the gap between episode and forum

lmay not be large. But if we move to a less structured inter-

+ . -
personal situation outside the parameters of whaJ Prof.

Toulmin is taiking about as forum, we do not have as much
agreement about appraising an argument. In relation to a
forum, a looser interpersonal situation has a great deal

.

less.authorlty behind the norms that operate, and a great

deal more variation in standards of appralsal

- .

that.gap’between a particqﬁar eﬁisode, a particular act, and

a larger forum is much greater.

~ ¢

d ¢

Knowing the Intent ©f the Arguer:
Description or Prediction?

- * 4 ( /

tlon that I am interested 1n, and suggest an avenue. Prof.

éround it. ‘We're d01ng a lot of talk aboﬁt what people

% U

intend, how they perce1V',*what s in their mind. We'Te also

r

», . . .yl B N . . . s
talking about eplsodes in whith-‘we can examine:some kind of. >

behavior. There is somethlng in people's mlnds which is

wk

reflective of their cultuf£ tHeir context, thelr forum, -
v
thelr values, which in large measureﬁshape the way in which

they appraise the arguments in wh&ch they're enggged. oo

We are faced with the problem that the psychologist
o .
must’ face: we cannot know for sure what'séin people's

minds. To what extent can we know, to wha

-
. »

extent should

211 .

Consequentiy,— .

I want to move the discussion a little bit in a direc-
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we try to know, what goes on in'people's-minds? Or do we .,

have to rely upon the actual trdnsactions that go on %o

see what are the negotiated agreements, to see the way in

which the people by their.interactipn indicate their forum?

\]

" Are they negotiating a forum that is different and in fact

may be unique, and that here we are talking about ourselves

as analysts of what thepeople are d01ng° Yy, é

)
I'm inclined to think “that we're g01ng to have to look

e

at what they are'actually doihg. We can fill fh some assump—_

tions. We can say that it seems that this is the forum-and

3

it is like what we've called law; therefore, we could probably

make some analyses based on what we know about that forum.

e S ———

We're going to have to be Very careful about trylng to guess'

what was intended, what was in people s mlnds, what were the

values that they must have been engaglng in. We've got to

.~

looR\ very carefully at that.

Cronen: We have a legitimate -difference on this episode/
' Y

forum business. We agree that the explanation of argument
\ e .

is somehow context dependent. We want to'understand what is

happenlng when two real people ehgage .in the process Then

we ask, what are the explanatory powers of our «concepts?
lf you go to the "forum" for explanatory power, you ‘may have

- 1

no understandlng of the actlon you observe because the in-

i

dividuals have negGEEated a very unique kind of episode

that deviates rn so'pys1gn1f1cant ways from the culturally
w

shared\forum. Thus it is the~un1queness of the episode that/,

.o ‘ P

v

' .. Rl12 _ B

&
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. has its explanato}& power - for understanding what counts as

-~ s

— - q- ’ .
sufficient justification-ta good apprdisal in this context.

Thus “forum“‘may not have any partlcular power to expl\Tmp
K} I

1 J— ¢
what S g01ng on. - L -

N ¢

L - ~ . 2
Crable: I'm not concerned about trying.to pry into their

e

brain to,see whether or_ not~ there have been certa1n elec- .

+

"tronic impulsés that are moved one way or another on a graph

1 3

~ T . 3

»

v;Cronen: I think weadisagree on- that point too.
- ¢ - .-

* Ld . » 5
Toulming; I‘:/not‘sure if there Is a disagreement between )
' - ‘\? ’ _ - =
us. There is-a difference between us. You keep talking

/
. _ : 3 .
about what we can and cannot éxplain. I'm not sure that in
. .

this whole enterprise I'm in the explaining business at all.

I'm not sure that is what we're'called‘on to do, either as
philosophers or as'people writing about argumentation in
‘ < .
some other context, bother the labels I'm not sure that
) [

what we have to do is produce explanatlons.;;§o far as I'm

\ 4 . ,-.".

concexned, he job of characterizing what go€s on descrlp—
tlvely, in terms that are adequate to the complexity of
what has to be descr1bed, is a hard enough job in 1tself
w1thoutvbother1ng my head about explaining. I don £ know

- /-‘
what eXpIanatlons are called for. For me, it would seem
eﬁough rf/; could get to the stage of belng clear, of .
clearly analy21ng what alternatlve standpoints there could

be from whlch issues mlght give rise to arguments.

LR

o
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Cronen:; You-are draw1ng an amportant d1st1nct1¢n between
- L O b | o

L ‘ your 1nterest.gn gﬁear, descrlptlve analysls as a philosopher, ' )

°

s and xrw interest 1n explanatmnﬁas-ar,soc;a,l_ sc:.entlst < e

SRR -

- [

T ~I“a1,sp dlffer with you on, thlS question of .s_taylng ‘

o T with the text. "Here is'what they sa1d and we can t get

\ 1nto*people's minds:" This is an argumemt we were hearing

< - . .
. ! ﬁﬁom the behaviorists and Watson gt the turn of.the century. 4

My argument-is that your.description would be QSEEH"BBthing -
N * ¢ »

if”ydu ‘g6 simply by the words on paper, by what ig.satd. - - -
.90

I think this is the powerfﬁl difference between commdnication'; .
. : . ) T o
and ‘language that Jerope Bruner, and Argyle at Oxfdérd, are _ - .

trying.to make. You have to ask what's in people's minds.

Yes, people have: some problems reportlnqsmotlvatlons, and «

»
.

there are some scal;ng probléhs, but I think there is a

relatlvely large body of llterature that ‘indicates that you

can get reasonable predictive power by measurlng these LT ~»wvu¢

internal things. Unless you can model the soc1al actlonf P

' and unless that model is an explanatlon of what/dnderlég

the observed~\%ents, you don t have any data ol real 1nter—

est.‘ If thxhals context dependent, then you have to explaln’ ’
what S g01ng‘@ﬁgw1tth the context as the pa tléipants ¢
\. ¢

understand jt. H&;%

Y Lol . .
A ¢ : -»4%’ o~ v - ) - \ < . .
Rieke: I'm always tfqubled by this. If we're in an argument ,

- “ !

_now, -you've th something in-your head, Prof. Cronen, I dan't L
. ) . , . i
know what At is. The;only way I can know what it is,,the

~

-

N
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only way I—cggéappraise what you're saying and respond to it
L “
critically, is to talk with you. I can say, "Vexn, what's
¥ 1 N \\ .

in your.:head?" _You 2&11 say_something to me. 'I\still don't

N,

e T e

-

know what's in your head; but I know that in actual<ﬁrgumen—f

R
e’ .o

tatlon, ‘we don t carry Likert scales w1t§;&§ ahd pass them
around-Lhyow, some people do say, "What are you feellng at
this.point in the argument? Let's stop and you tell me what

you're feeling."™ I would still gft "in ‘terms of your dis-

" coursé what you're feeling, and I would respond and adapt,my -

[ - °

appraisa; to that. ' e s

/.

~I don't s@e‘muéh value in the outside’ critic coming

in and saying, "I can guess tgflr meaning bette; than they

‘\

could because I'm not interacting with them.- I m deallng
with this apart from them." 1If you're the scholar, you're

supposedly not ‘in the argument. You're coming prigsumably

after the argument has happened and saying, "I believe that

what was going in his head was not what.he said. What I

-

think is in fact the case.” I think af that‘point, you”re

-«

engaglng in speculatlon. Now you can, of course, measure
pjychologlcal variables. We have good h&story as you sug-

-
gest. But we have to do it under certain circumstances
where we can get s¢ people, where we can get them to respond

n

1
to scales. It's not'much good, when we're not able to do

. ™ )
that in any Kind of practically applied situation.

. :215?!

. ©°

%

\

LT
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croners You're d%awing thé logical extension of my argument

< 2

y - ~ . . .
to some extent. If what you're‘*saying is there isn't much | .
A \ .

oy’ - ~

utility »n a critic speculating about what's in people's

heads with no way of finding out\fromfthem,-I would agree,

— ~I think that's useless. On the other:hand& I don't think
' e N
that you come tb\ggiP§‘with the ‘thrust of my argument. Try- .
* ing to .infer, meaning. from a transcription on-paper when you

.haye no idea of the inferences people-.assigned to the ‘words,
&,/p y

-

‘is not useful either. - SN
- b ’ ’ .
Rieke: Don't limit me to just something written on paper.
I can do a lot more than that. .
. k N .,
/ . -

) ; -, .
Cronen: Ok, videe record. But, you see thq’problem is,
thege things are context dependent. This is gne\of~the

things ‘'we have pretty good data to show, that the meanings ~

people assign are context dependent. I refer you to Jess N

Delié'g_material and Peabody's material that indicates that
ihe meaning we\assiqn’to a particulaf message or upit of
behavior is a function of a 1arger'context. And if that's
true, and.you don't ‘know what the Ipsger context is in the

x ~

_person’s head, you don't know what meaning$ were given to

e & <>
‘

what's on paper or what*s 6n video tape, therefore, what

. %, ' ] ‘ B
"¢ can you say about it except, "That happened, that happened,
. \ : = ‘ . . ~ ' AN

P n KIN
that happened? | -
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. The Complexity;pf'Knowledge Over Time:. ¥ . ~
. ) ' Perception and Inculturation ) .

¥ -

R )
Rieké: There s-a lot-&oﬁ can say about the context without

' ' getting into the1r head——there s a whole lot. We ve used a

S,

o lot of the more establlshed forum 51tuat16ns in wh1ch we

.know -about the contextsbased not just oh what they dk

. } N
. but what has been said and has beeﬂ!done over .time. We can’ /-

e e <
talk quite a lot about the context. . L.

ot
o - ,
- .o, . . , N e

Cronen: But there afe power ful socfal sanctions requiring

- e &

fe that individuals copduct their episode in accordance with

Kl } - R 5 [

‘\

-

the shared cultural ‘definition. o\
-~ ot

%
> . . =

”//// Todlmin: It-isn't just social sanctions. This, may be where i

we do have to go down onto the other level. These sanctions,

though enforced 1n soc1al context by soc1al means, neverthe-

AN

less are sanctaons whlch carry weight w1th us.' * The questlon

. A

is how.ye mobllrze our experlence in order to decrde Just ’

N ‘J\»

what kind of authprlty particular kinds of norms are entitled ‘

to possess in a ’articular kind of ferum, when a particular
. p . -

T

. L4 - . -
» kind of issue arises. That's a further question we haven't
even begun to ask yet. I think that to talk about the

sanctions as merely social is to make it look &ll too con=

~ - / -

formist. .y ﬁ/

' .. ’ a | . .
Cronen Let me~ add one more plank to my .argument. Operating

. ) 1n¢{hls way one of the thlngs that you can't accouﬂ% for 1s

.

P \ . S B

e -
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B social-ghan e . You have to dssume ‘that the forum is, fixed‘

but we know hat a %umber of these. forumis ‘have changed qu1te

-

radlaally S

<
’ ] { ‘ N
. Toulmin: Why? ‘ ' c -

\ . A J\N. . b1
: ft Cronen: In order td make sense,ef the message as younHQ;e

g 1t 1nterpreted, you have to be able to say weﬂ!nog‘what the

- Y

forum 1s, glven

"

e forum in whlch‘the people are’ operating.

. That argument ‘is co s1dered .a "no- nQ" in sc1ent1f1c dlscoursef

A LI

R
now %he forum bybxhe examlnatloﬁ"of*als—

K \ 3
Rieke: But we only

. ¢ '“-'

\oourse aVer tlme, and.that does not necessarlly mean that

"

S

it's lald out in as tlear rule—orlented way as the law.

E]

' t ~ ! « 1

Farrell:* Can I just mgke a point here? I don't agree with

all of your, argumeht déwu\égg line, but it does seem to me
~ \

>that there has to be some dlscuss1on of the neechor inter-

medlary concepts that mediate ﬁetween forum, ana actual dﬁg%

.course, and how dlscourse operates. Now I'm not sure tha K
. “'v ; %‘~

. 4 . B s’g‘éi ~:

episode has to be the concept, although I 'think episode’ is??&a
&, i

importaht too. Your example was a }1ttle bit sllppery.

You offered a case where forum superxened an 1nd1V1dd§l'

Qperceptlon. In other words, I @%uld simply make a mistake )

P - v

v

and }he forum co®ld correct it--"That's 1ﬁadm1ssab1e eyi
dence" or "That's an improper charge! or some such thing.
. § . ! R
.That still doesn't reSpond to the question, how do we des-
\

cribe this without first éoipg\into people's heads, and
) , R % . ug .
s




3 s

210 v .

still‘come'up with some definitional terms that take us from .

» -
. - ’ . °

& . forum down to performance? . .

h]

-

.. Toulmin: I like that. .Can I.state a case that I was hoping

o ™.

Prof. Cronen was going to state, because it's an expression
W . -

of what for me is the.mast fundamental difficulty. You
l

' know; I've written in Human Understanding°and elsewheré about

> - . 4 . »

" how we come to recognize.the things that make one theory O

2 .

f% . ‘ better than another, or one kind of~scientific argument

3&1,% .’ better than another in a particular kind of context. 1If " ' ,
| ' a _you use: the binds of methods I use, you get to a point at ' Y

; ) whuégtyou end up with 55 elaborate kind of case law of v

Q:
science @A lot of people are really very unhappy about

8 5

"this. . Tbeﬁ'feel I've given a sort of concep¥ual hlstorypof

e

blochemlstry, at the’ehd of wh1ch you sayh,“Well, this is

o
Rtd

how they're d01ng it nowadays, and it's a betting matter .

' gpat it'1ll be like in 75 years.“ E
4 3 -

]

I share the feellng that there ought~to be some terms

Q -~y .

in wh}ch we can stand back' and say somethlng“about the klnds

F * of consaderatlons that are relevant to the question, how’

e 1 9 £

&
we're g01ng to -tell whether one biochemical explanatlon is
better than ano/ber in -another 75 years. On the other hand,

I ve never found anythlng anywhere about. this which diﬁn't

°

o on closer examination meet insuperable dlfflcultles. This Co

1s a problem that I don't know what tq do about So, again,\

thls 1s connected with the whole question of- what degree of

se L4

generality is legitimate in this context. .
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[}

Although'T can see the legitimacy of Prof.-Cronen's

angbition to be explanatory and to introduce general social

-

", science categories in terms of which' you can subsume all
. ¢ .

i thfg speculation and say, "This argumentative behavior is a

special case Qf behavior considered in some larger frame-
. ' ¢
work," I .still don't for the' life of me see any way of going

beyond this taxonomic-déscripéive level. Whenever I've tried
) -
to, I've ended by falling on my face. Whenever other §¥ople

have tri®d to, widkin ‘the phi%gsophy of science, I've been

3

& ‘ forced to thé conclusion that they have fallen on their

Q

- faces,.too. I find myself confessing sheer incapacity at

thi§ point. I don't know what more one can do than the case

law deueliptions: : T
v : |
. ' Development of Constructs:
Kelly, Piaget, Kohlberg

¢

-~ '
. -

* WilTard: This conversation has-gone full circle to focus

E . ‘on individual interprétations. Fortunately, the last remarks .

brought this out. i.percéive the difference in our positions

ERE

. in your willingness, Prof. Toulmin, to assign to that body of
» L .

3 case law, a more independent existence and a very clear,

-

obdurate ‘set of Eharacteristics independent of individuals.
) g.% ’ "‘ . a
Toulmin: Obdurate, but mutuable.

g ' g

Wiklard: .The focus I wanted to express_was on individual
wit-_ard > ec

igtérpretation. ‘I was reacting to your notion, that there's

e v, - . .
@

220 . . h
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) o ?’ _reality in talk. If I remember my reading, -you're widely
d1sagreed with. s . - |
, . The best thing I can say is that there is a more ele-
A .

gant way to’ go about it, and that s in the work of some (not
all) of the phenomenologlsts. I'm thlnklng partlcularly of

‘Schutz who ,articulates most clearly the idea of the natural

attltude, and how .people can behave as if“there's a commonly
shared set of meanings; as if daily life is unproblematic;

as 1f the world "pours into" their eyes and men of good will

-

see it in pretty much the same way; and as 1f our Ianguage
¢ ’

is a codification of that-'shared reality. We behave as if.

. this was so, and it allows us to pursue our activities. :
. .

We can, however,? become reflective (if you prefer Mead“*s
: *

> r . ] . .
word, reflexively, and we turn our attention to our own per-
spectives and start to question the natural attitude. I'm
‘trying to avoid jargon as much as I can;'but I want to ask J/

questions about the natural attitude. David Swanson Qad

two ar}icles in Communica‘tion Monographs recently about

. . . . \ : -
criticism and how it seeks to move away from'the natural
N

attitude. iythlnk you Are embrac1ng, and advocating re—~

E) - Q“

search and theory in. the natutal attltude and I perceive“

that to be a serious criticism.

Poulmin: Why? Wouldn't that be a lovely thing tq-dd? .
- ‘\ W, e\ -

- 1 -

Willard: ‘Only insofar as you ‘re w1lllng to tolerate the .

same level-of'error,and diﬁficulties for the‘analyst‘that
o , . " Sy, o
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.

you see as common to daily life. The critic,-I'm thinking

6f the rhetorical critic, is aimihg at a little more exacti-

r

tude than that 'Seeéing it as- a process of perspective takbng

.

1S‘the only way of 901ng ahout the analys1s that any of us

want to do. What you are trylng to do is to refurblsh'Hume.

- again, and go back to looking at "reallty" and the talkLng

-and the pgople. I'm say;:i/;t;ﬁ-false securlty. You fool
R o N . 9 -
yourself into th1nk1ng t ou see it alil there. I'm say—

ing it's not there. Soc1al d1scourse has no ontologlcal

status apart from the perspectives of, the people speak1ng.

© Their .perspectives are discourse's reality. .

4

Farrell: You're assuming within your case law example, a

v

view of knowledge which asSumes a bullt—ln notgon of struc-

13 ". » ¢ /-‘ » 13
.tural invariance. In phenomenologgéal/terwsfyou horizontalize

"everything until you hit agquacy, whatever that is. I think

that the case law is a structure. . \

’

¢ . ° o .
Toulmin: ZIt's none of :thds.- Absolutely none of this. I

don't ﬁh&érstand the application 6f'the term "structure" to

-

EN

' | . ..

Farrell: I was trylng to work on ‘the. natural afgtitude analogy.

what we've ‘been saying. L P )

When you take this notion of fqrum, and when ypu bulld 1nto {

it notions like accredltatlon, genera

.
)

'zabll»ty of'concernp

»

. .
% ~

. ’ N » o o ..
A . . ‘ ' )
A . . 222 t = . . i
‘ w ’ . . . -
R . . .
e, - )

" " - " e

N
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Toulmin: Sure, but these/are all things that have a clear
. \ - v . ?
applicatibn to the ﬁehaéior of any-singlgriﬁdividual only
(4 »

tgf;he extent that they have gone through®a long process'g% R
_,ontogeny,~a long prqcess of 1nculturat10n. Now, my trouble

R w1th)Schutz here is that he talks (as Plaget sometimes
- i
» N A4

talks) as though any‘lnd1v1dual can re-invent the whole of°

culture for itself, singlehanded, simply By being exposed

- to somethingcéalled’experience. Somehow or another you

°
. ’

! s
. recapltulate in your own experience the whole heritage of
~ the culture and come out with the late 20th Century notlonG/
. about capsallty, morality, and all the rest. l just don't
think it happens thag’w%y. It seems to me that in learning‘
) what is‘demanded of us when we're challenged to justify some

“belief, action, opinion, course of behavior,‘c0mnitment,. r

T what not, we have to learn what is expected in the situatign.:

.

~ I even said that, if there is a structure, the structure”

»

exists in the common world, it's not something that developed

’

.,;" R . ] )/
. N out of the experience of the individual. It's something

oo L’v,, N Y
. #7 into which he is initiateds But why the fixity of it? S

? .
-
>

5 - Farrell~ F don't thfnk there is a fixit&. It gets horizon-,

tallzed all over agaln when you have changes in case law,

L4

, and you have shlfts from paradlgm to paradigm. You have dis-

/ -
»

c1plxnes that dlsrupt the new ones . “that are bullt e = - .

‘difficulty then becomes, what do, you do.with the admlttedly
‘clear-case or case law, when you go into these perlods of

» 3 ‘ v . ' /
transition?
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\ . Crable: ' The problem is in aigpmlng that a g1ven set of
variables within the forum (whatever "that set of Var!ables

happens to gZ) is all going to be aligned simultanepusly.
The cases could be used 1n different ways. Clearly the pases
\\'aye to be manlpulated th1s way and that way. So, evgn !

o' ¢

hough you have the consistency df the elements in the forum,

.

-

you wouldn t neéessarlly have to be talking about struqture
at all. Is that compatlble w1th -what you re talking about?
< ! \ 2 '

. .
' . Ll

: . Toulmin: Well, obviously the word structure is a red flag
* 2 \ ve . . ) . " '
. to me, or.I wouldn't have reacted like that. I have a.cer-

- £y
. .

tain feeling of shared views with some phenomenologists. I
found nyself able to have a, constructive dialog with Paul
= . Ricoeur. I think I understand what he is saying and vice- .
versa. There}s a confusion about the way in which some of

the phenomenologists,sﬁé?t which I-don't :find helpful.

o N N N
' willard: I'd like to pursue this a little further. I think ,

you're a bit brusque with Piaget. Piaget's notion that the

. world is recreated each timé & human-develops or is incul-

fturated. _ /

S .
' o

- Toulmin: Incu;turated? ) ' ' .

y - -
< ha

willard: The individual mind as a loCus of causa;lty started

ij - with Aristotle didn't it? The, locus of causa11t§@1s all

oty
.

x

qp'hear completely categorlcally, part1cularly more pronounced -

e o

1n Helnz ‘Wern&r* S, work than in P1aget‘s. .There s a lot of .-
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interesting research being. done. @Lawrence Kolhberg argues

that children acquire moral concepts; applying Piaget's point

<

of view to the development.of ethics. I.have strong reser-
. : B

vations about most of his ideas, but this general notion _ ~

seems ‘reasonable. Why do you say it -doesn't happen that

way?
~ ’

Toulmin: Because I don'kt think either Piagef or Kohlberg /

L

.gives nearly enough attention to the cues that other people
. in a situation give to these children. ) ' )
- \ N ' v

-

Willard: I agrée that they fer:ibly underestimate the social

l _cues, the importance of communication, but even so . L

. - -
.

Toulmin: That's Axactly what I'm saying. That is a criti-

»

, cism which I'm adopting. Kohlberg is oblivious to the .edu-

. . . ' ' L) . L) ¢ '
cating infJuence that his own questionnaires have on what

the childfen say about their moral views. ' . .

[
@

Willard: You ¢ould argue that developmental-lin%, and be
s ’ > -

much more sensitive to social cues, as Jerome Bruner and
his followers do, *‘and as many Wernerians also do. You don't

have to be a Kantian to be a developmentalist. This still

could draw some.blood from youf position.

[ - 4 o 4
Toulmin; WNo, the point is this. So far as ontogeny and.

. -

inaividﬁal'devefopmentlgge concérned, I prefer to throw my
lot with Vygotsky and the Russian§™trather than with Piaget. ,

, e

N . . ¢ ) ) | | ~

'}
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Werner seems more satisfactory than Piaget.amd Kohlberg.

The .Russians show in a very powerful,.empirical way, the

-

nature of the processes by which we give structure to our own

1

. ) . . i i
mental processes :through the interndlization of modes of be-
2 © ,~‘ B .
héé?or. To begin with they take place in the social domain,

the public domain. They do give ways‘of ré?ognizing what 4

.

are the prior conditions for a child to be ready to intgrnalize

something. The actual character of the struéture is then
- ’ -
internalized, which—is—to say, part of the common world.

‘ -
This enables you to build up in the end -a-story -which is free
4 , a P .
of this kind of marvelous unfolding myth that I find. in

4

Piaget and Kohlberg. That's a position I hold.

bl .
Cronen: We have a common agreement on the notion of corf§ext.
)

" The most recent data will support your position. About a
year ago one of ‘our students did a factor analysis on’

LK&hlbergxs levels: of morgg development., He found that
Kohlberg's levels of moral judgment are presented as a singlg
coqtinuum because hg never &id a ¥otated_faqtor analysis.
'If/you interpret the data properly and redo it,‘you'll find
that there is a context -déPendence to the application of the-
level.‘.The:individgal decides, "Ah! 1In tgis situation I |
operate at this level, in that kind of problem area, I oper-
ate in another."- Yéprrposizﬁgz is quiﬁe supportables-

' ¢ L

Toulmin: In ref&tion of argument to knowing, as in the rela-

tion to a lot of other epistemic notions, we have to operate

9 v . . .

)
. .
. : ,
‘ 226 & A
' e - e
- \
e L. - , . B
.o ) ' [ N . ’ 4 -
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witﬁfh some sub-part of the culture such as the qommupity‘qf

. 218 L ) .

on a number of different. dlrectlons., Sghé of what welve
been talklng about is what I would call ghzlogenz. That is
to say, the way in which ‘the culture‘developed significantly,.

or thk waya in_Which argumentation developed significantly,

m‘ v

. astro phy51c%sts. ) ) ' e Lo

That 's one thing that we can look at in Human Under="""

standing, in the first volume. I was concerned with' the °

changes which lead one to say in 1850 1t was not yet known

s

'that so and so; in 1870, At was known that so and so.

When\we ask question “about ‘toming to know, or coming

to'underétand,‘or coming to dgvelop adqguate waysléf think-
- N o

ing about arguing about,. etdd, we could ask this along the

v ~
ontogenetic dimension, .the ways in which individuals develop.
< :

) _Piaget uses the phrase "genetic epistomology"«ih both senses, .

and I think he's right to do so. We have to find some way

‘of_ seeing.how the historical, development of the culture and L

[R—

~ the personal developmgnt of the jndividual intersect in the

individual in a culturfe who has particular ways of thinking,

feeling, and acting. ~

- I think this is trué about argument.too: what Kinds
4
of appralsal partlcular individuals, or—families, or sets

of 1nd1v1duals regard as Qawlng legltlmate intellectual
- /
authority over them. This is a ‘question both about the :

LD

: . r .
community and about the individuals who grow up into and -

——— Rl

regard themselves as fyllyﬂpaid-up members of that particular’

v 4 , —

PR




L

\

’ conéept of individual development,.

better discussions addressed to the same general 1ssues,

namely, how from the cradle to adulthood

219

-

My compla@nt is merely

. one against Piaget and Kohlberg in partlcular.

There are’

1nd1v1duals come

.,

i S

community. My complaint here is not Vi%hgintroducing the .

¢

¥
B ! 4 )
.to share in and operate within a kind of chronological, L
g ) : " bt
.gopographicalx%gbof the phylogeny. o, .
. ‘- - . i < -
- * . - 7
HoEEer: One approach that we might take descriptively is
- 6J to look at, various forums--law, famlly relatlonshlps, ch11d -
development, or whatever and how that has happened historic- . :
‘ - ' d
) ) ally. T, — o
) . The Limits Df Argumentation- g
As An Approach to Knowledge - R
i' ~ 3 : P
| Poulmin: I began by talking sabout forums .this evening, be- ‘
% L cause where there is %.fairiy clearly recognizable forum , ° -,
| - like a lawgcourt, or a.scientific meeting or someth;ng, it;
. v . ) °'\."5 >
becomes that much easier to define. Where there is a ) -
recogniiable for ’it's much easier to make senee of a '? - .
- L4 . e‘ “'

notion of a .standpoint. . ' v

The notion of standpoint iabpore clearly beneralizabie° e

L)

than the'notion of a forum. Some of us tonight ‘have asked, /4)

T nIn everyQay argumentatlon, isn't it rather art1f1c1al to -
<

it seems ’ P

s

' . talk as though there were a forum?" Nézzifheless,
arly deﬁinable.

.'--.,,y, ‘ R .
farum, there stlll is something that we can define a§§“ - ’ “

" to me in, many cases where-there is no ¢

'y
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hmn = epeasmmieas ety

o ——

. the argument blows.up determin€ the criteyia that .they re-
» .

‘ - ¢
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different standpoints that different people take. The over-

all concerns that they bring to the situation within which

A

» / . >
gard as relevant. Come back again to the case where two

e .
people dlsagree about somethlng, one of whom is saying that®

*

-}

‘pmethihg isn't illegal the othet who is saying that it is
immoral. They ‘both use the word -"wrong" and get\at Cross
purposes. Obv1ously .there is no forum, because%the only
forum is a pub or a bar. \ Nevertheless when one says it's
not wrong and’the other g!;s it 7is wrong, we ha;e different
standpoints. 8o, in many situatidons,‘o‘ne pay have tﬁf
or presume ‘fron somebody's way of approaching an argument,

what his standpoint is in exder to recognize why he argues
S .2

‘as he does or why he ap%raises somebody's argument as he

.

does. I thlnk one does have to presumé what k\\gglng on‘in

his head in the sense of how he is perceiving the situation. ‘//

In the everyiéf:?bn&uét of arguments where there is no set

> . ]
forum or ritual, do an awful lot of presuming of or

-
3

attributing. This is where Kelly's Personal Construct Theory

is intéresting. We do a good deal of attrihuting standpoints,

to other people in our construal of what's up between us. ﬁﬁﬁﬁw

Rieke: I would respond that what you, say makes all kinds of

«
good sense. I flnd it.very dangerous. We have plenty of-

A

hlstory df 1nferr1ng wh&f was going on. We ha«e spent a

a ¢

) o ' -+ . '
let‘ef time saying, this must Have been what was going on. -

1 . .
k .

~/

R . I AL

v
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We have overlaid our own:.perceptions. We have done a lot of
¢ . ’ . ’ . . .
guessing, leading to our conclusion.
' Ea . ]

Cronen: ‘We need to be very careful to rely as much as pbssible
* * .

not on what\§e think people are doing, but on what people <

-

are doing to the extent that we can judgé thatél{l agree

that some of the instruments that approach théﬁéssessment of

attitudes or values get people to do things, wh‘ih we-iQEer;)
. ‘prét as inf?rmation abmq; thef& thoughts or attitudeg. The
' troublesome part/@bout tﬁét is the giving of the instfument,
the doing ;f the testing, is highly influential as to the

~ data we get. It also is reflective. of what we exbect to get.

I"m nervous about going into the laboraAy and looking~ét .
* . college students and try?%é &o thipgk we're learning about {Kﬁw'
what was going on in the minds of the people in a bar. I am

. —
not trying to raise an issue or attack the whole history of

experimental psycholggy. -~

(‘,’ t '

foulmin: Oh, I'd prefer to dojthat.
EEEe— " N
o N
= Cronen: In 1978, I. feel no ob%igation to defend science as -

. RS
a method.. -
¢ . . ~ .
\ ‘ . h K ’

‘ Riek’: I feel that we have done enough artificializing of

\ -
-

the ‘study of argument either Eéfm a prescriptive paradigm

s handed down by the sages of old, or by experimental research

- 4

done under artificial circumstances.= I'm convinced that we

«

must go to people arguing and %ry to understand what they're ,

o ¢ AR ~
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dding. I'm interested-in the process of appraisal, both

. as appralsal is done in the business of argulng, and as
{

appralsal 1s doné in the business of studylng abeut peOple
!

. arguing. . e

. * AN ,
' Cronen: Don't you see that- there's an, analogy here between

)

what we used to do--"Here are several statemeﬁtﬁ which we

\

1nterpret as. a sj}ioglsm,"—-and looking at peAple argulng

and saylng,'"I see d pattern--there must be a korum.
Rieke: I think you must be equally cautioug ‘about what '

- . .
. . . ~ -

~you're doing there--absolutely.
¢ . \\\ .

Toulmin: But leaving éside generalizations in taking the

-~

<

-

4 @ » . . . .
: / 1nd1t§x1dual case, 1f \/o see somebody maklng some assertlons,

. and then going on an on, dragglng in all sorts of con51der-
ations andyarguing aWay, there must be something that he's

concerned about. There must be -some concern to wgich this
AN argument is addressed. B

(3
« . .
-

a

e

Hopper: 1In other words, argumentation can explain a long’
' »

/ . ~
t - } .

.line of behavior: ) ) ' \
- " “ .

Toulmin: Exactly. Why should hé be going th?ough this \e__+

series df'statemehts if there weren't something which was

of concern? Now, that's what I mean by attributing

.
- ¢ . -

s \ standpoint. There must be some.sort of standpoint in terms
. N

b _ of which one would then understand how an argument is




S . .. . . ' C e
presented as carrying weight. TRis’is quite different from
gratuitously forciﬁg argumentation into a traditional

‘. . . . .
\ ~ay . .
.syllogistic pattern of attribution for purposes of theoreti-

&

cal synthesis. .

-

—

- o

Rieke:r I'm not sure that/that's~any different from what

peoplé do in arguing. You say something to’ me,:I necessarily -

hS
draw conclusions about what you are doing;, and my response’

-~

includes in my appraisal a report of what I' coime up with.
'SYQp wilT respond to what you think I'm caping up with. P
' -~

Hopper: ~~That's so prop}ematic for analysis; b?éause most .
- } -
arguments are not $o discursive, even though, they do 'go on,
", H . ) g - cy -
and on, ahd on. *

’ A

¢

Toulmin: But the spe?ificity that you attrigpte to somebody's
\ - ° * &

-

N
position, for practieal purpéses, will .go beyond anything <

that you can produce solid behavioral evidence for. Ocea-
e * " . ’

.sionally ydu may go wppng because you take him to ﬁave been
. o v ..m. N
arguing from one standpoing, and it turnsgout‘that he ‘was

- L,
) .

_.arguing from another.’ For practical purpose&s we can't' cqn-

" fine our interpretation of’somebody's standpoint.to things
for which we could give a specific justification iln terms of

. | W .
their behavior. .o

’
. .
.

o A

Crablé: In ‘theoretical ‘t&rms we would have to ass

-

.

's

W Ty O . . s N
* fhe’'meanings were simply lodged within the talk tha
- t‘ v é -

» ’ . . . .
there. You were{%?ying to make a distinction earlie

.




‘e

.

what~«goes on.in the argumentation situation’between the

arguers, and then what happens yhen'a critic looks at the

-
¢

argumentation. It seems to me that the critic has no more:
o ’ 3. ' . )

choice than the participants in the ‘argumentation in assign=

ing interpretations. ’ : .

N

Rieke: That's correct's I was moving right up on that.

The critic isn't subetantially ifferent from the arguer .

because when the critic begins t9 function, the critic is

-
—

.
a

iﬁ\the argument. ~—
g, o S e

° Rewearch Approaches in a Transdisciplinary.Mode

willard: The discussioniyas taken an interesting turg;

possibly worth pursuing; The best way to describe a theor
. A D .
' «retical stance is to describe a research exemplar as

s o

clearly and, spec1f1ca11y as possmble. Appraisél always

LY

presupposes descrlptlve assumptlons, viz., how the arguments .

- FN .

should be researched. I take strong exception to the view

-;;5mthat “meanlngs are’ simply lodged 1n the talk" (and my posm-

tlon paper does some v1olence to Sacks and Jefferson be-~
cause of tlpis).1 A critic has many more cholces then the
'participants;-he's a third ﬁegspgcpiQe EOmf;a:%o the event,

resumabix_uninvolved as a'dieputant in the stakes,at hand.

he ethnomethodological approach can only be a freliminary

"stage of inquiry. - It.must be'augmented.. Criticism is one

. ) 4

augmentation; 1nterv1ews are another., Cr1t1c1sm is- argument,

-
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e but 6f a special kind; it presupposes a gisinterested (vis-

@ - «

a-viss the stakesaat hand) perspectlve—taklng A clear com-

mitment to some variant of ethnomethodology, at least, g1ves f
?

cr1t1cs their ground rules. It makes” them reflective about

their materials. The interesting exchange between Professérs
Téulmin ‘and Cronen ‘passed almost unnoticed about not wanting
to attack the whole his%ory'bf experiméntal psychology;

, ° . there are some among us who are less fearful of that prospect.

: It tells us lLttle that 1is useful about Prof ,Toulmin's .,
- » .

<

"standpoints." 7 BRI

onen: The only place where we differ is the implication
‘hat the limita#tions of doing quantified laboratory research
are;so monumental that they might not be worth doing.' That

"I object to. Of the notlon that there are 11m1tat10ns to -
s i
it, that one kind of research will not a ﬁleld make, I have

no reservatlons,about espousing at. all. We need research
L4 <

that is Field descrlptlve,‘experlmental, hlstorlcal we need

[N ¢ 3

;/:2§/whole armatorium of things. Lo )

Hopper: We all, agree on the absence of a set of axioms.

Lagt N

. . l That is a very good pefspective of the extent of new knowl-

~ = . ° a - ' Ll
v 4 '
Cronen: The notlons that somehow meanihgs are. h1erarch1caﬁiy

«

3’-‘ ) edge. . , 2 . ’ -

[y [
’}~‘ \;. ‘o

organized, that ;he,most meaningful unit is pot necessarily

o

. the bma}legkfunit, apd that larger contexts somehow recopstrﬁct,

U s . "o
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5

>

N

_the mea ?’:g of smaller unlts, ake up @ tremendous point of

,that would lead us beyond the point where you’ and I both’ seem

: cipfrnes, and expecting there to be any: kind of terrain on

 standards of judgment. I want to ‘draw a contrast,here. If

226
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[

agreement among us. One of the things it does 1s ‘to ‘devas-
tate the assumptive base‘of the grlstotellan system. One 3
of -the major premises in a syllogism is.simply the collec—
tlon of part1culars in a universal statement. *In Ar1stotle,
yholes are s1mply clusters of particulars; wholes do not
redeflne parts.

. . . A
‘d \

Toulmin: I th1nk I now beg1n to see the form of the question
to be bogging down. I come to this slmply out of the fact
that we are all here meetingw. \ If indeed it were the case
that .the only criterianof judgment .were those currently
accepted within alparticﬂlar discipline, if disciplinary
relativism were the last work, then there would bg no scope

e
for bringing together people from all these different dis-

which they could argue things through together. . I don't
think we have had a great‘difficulty in understanding one

another. There has, been no drfflculty in our engagqu in
an enterprlse which we all recognlzé as a-kind of rgtlonal
x

enterprise. We would know what success,would consist in

namely, there should be some kind of common aocount of the .

R

outcome of having this’series of d1scu§sions.

I want to move beyond the, p01nt which relativizes the

v . .
°
* N
. .

o235 - T




. : ‘ 227 ' ; ‘e
. you take that disoipl@nary relativism for a moment, which-
- 3 * -~ - ) ' S

. » I think is fine, as far as it goes, the question then '

, arises, whét‘is;it to ‘go beyon&,th;s? The way things have

! & e e -~ ' .
N " gone in the past, and why some of us are chary about going
. . ) . ' ‘. Qe .
. . " too quickly beyond this, assthere seems nowhere else to go -
. " except Platdnism, to generalize ,across everything and

probably tQ be stuck with temporal f%x1ty as well. This is

awhat we were busy trylng to get out ‘of in the flrst place.

.0 s. — There does seem to be a more medest alternative. It

_ . arises out of-a seitse tHat there is’afwaysla job which can

- . i s
.

be done’Ile the job which‘Charles Maxwell did for ‘elec-
v, > - * ‘.

¢~
tr1c1gg$fmagnethm and 11ght namely, the production of a

Ean

\more comgrehens1ve account, which is still something less

. that ‘a universalistic account but which ‘¢hables us to say

a

g ., thirigs within the framework of a single dlsc1pllne that
e .o »

-

- were prev1ously only the prov1nces of different disciplines.

Thms is partlcularly important, What we're concerned with .
v oo is anythlngxthat has to do with our conceptlon of human

belngs, and.the vay human beings oﬁarate. In partlcular,

Ll

we have the deplorable spectagle of the behav1ora1 and soc1al

r

o

. ,‘ ‘sciences, all of whlch profess to be talklng about human

., )
beings. ‘ T

, Pl ) oo , N !

L ,,____r,T e i. . .

Hopper: Recent bhilosophérs of science, arexdraw1n§ the same
'klg%s of concluslons. They;are talklng about greatér gener- ' "
[ . - . s ’ . *

-“ alities. . o s~ .

. . . .
-
* - > ' ‘ . - -t ¢

7
-
.5
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1

. . N N '
. - +w Toulmin: -I think this is what we aij trying to do: I feel

that when I talk.abouq argumentatio reasoning, rationality,

human understapding, in relation to my epistemological, con- 1
, ' . . .

.o . cerns, it is vefy'important that the language I dse will be |
”? ! 1angu%ge that w111 sit comfortably for people who are '

4

analyzxng~argumentatlon from rhetorlcal theory, and will

also sit comfortably w1th developmental psychologlsts and

-

s *\\also hopefully with anthropoIS;;sts and soc1olog1sts. At

~e

' - the moment, we have no soc1al vocabulary.

|
’y ' -;Brockriede:. I see one kind of_transdisciplinary universal
v ‘about argumentatioﬂi That is a chariness found both the ‘, :\\\
- ) i
;p '  Platonic and the relativistic positions.' -Somehow, when
‘ we reject'an exclusive reliance on efthar of these‘posi—" . -
- ' , tions;‘we nust learn to cope with the alectical tensions v

~

- ‘. between general standards and contektual Judgments. Perhaps !
*» T -
that comes down to the advice to be smart and appraise well

¥ We ought to be"able to go beyond that, but I_m hot sggeehow.

. ' ; / .

. M \ ) ’ Yalk , ) '
- " Farrell: ~Wait! I think-I've just awakened from Téhdogmatic
slumbers. Could’theie be a second criterion in addition to

- what you have been talking about? Human Understanding indi-

.

N . cated that one of the‘places where you go beyond d1sc1p11Yzii//,-\§

relatLVLSmals iﬁ'the evolutionary status of the disciplines

- At certain points, I sense perhaps an overamount of faith

. P
. * ot g
e, in evolut10n.~ There_is an alternative. We. don't want.to // %
® . < '
go into‘Platonism, and we don't-want to find ourselves
J v . . .. .

« -

~ 2 /" 237' ' - , . o "
- ’ T ~ . ) ) )
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@ .

. . 2 * . . . . N N
. reduced to a vicious relativism, so we take root in faith ,in
' . . : :

* ‘ . ‘ - . .
rationality as a process of ewolution. ©&ometimes I sense
4 ‘

L, ourselves sound1ng like the Progressives at the turn of the

. century. I wonder if there isn't a very active role 411 the

way along in, developlng, let' s say,.dev1ces for 1mprov1ng

context. 'That s why-I asked the questlon earlier about

e . L4 4 .
supervening contexts. I think it's something you would have

. . - - :
- to re-invent because much of our‘argumentation,isn't bounded
> by a forum or forums. I think our conversation is an illustra--
~ \ “ < <
. tion of that. We've had to improvise oc®sionally. -
m ) \ : 3 ‘
% ’ . . I

‘ »

" .. Falsifiables: " The Process @f Discrediting;

The Prospects of An Argqument's Survival f\
*» ‘ . ’ = ‘ ) ’
Cronen: TrY'tocarfé that just a little further, I'm very
. ~Lonel
sYérathetic to the}notion that somehow the culturally )
4; ‘relativistic position;ruhs into trouble. :I'm not very com-
(fortahle liying with §hat alone. . Is one possible way to go
at it Popper's notion of falsifiable? To what extent !

Y , ‘ .
does the community have comsénsus at least in some general

2 >

sense as to what counts as’'a falsification? I"think there

. '8

4(' 7
is some potential in that when I look at the history of

scientific work on some theories that went far beyond the

time wh1ch they should haveﬁﬁTike dlssOnance theory. The

theory ‘was ‘S0 baaly stated in part, a consensus could never
@ .

emerge as to when to get ‘off. Now, fértunately, the Y
¥<;;o;t how

sc1ent1f1c communlty also Has. a general consensus

many studles you can run which show cc cont;adlctory f1nd1ngs

221 g8 \ - '
£yl . [N

% . , L 1
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4

that are ungenerali able to the world. At some poiht,-you

, -
are not buying into Kuhn's, "There is a“refutational single

case that is proof to everyone." 'I-think that's silly;

N

But there is a notlon generally as to how many disconfirma-

tions .you can*see in a Journal and you know a theory doesn't

work.

~

a

Hopper: As I'm reading the anthropologists, there's. an

awful lot ggigg on. We.can learn when to back off, and how

to know when things have been falsified. - !

. .
. Toullin: ' Could they have said "discredited“'fog "falsified?™

£

-
»> -

Cronen: Yes. I'm backing off of'that Kuhn posjtion.
=Lt \ ;

v

Hopper: This is something we could carry on with. For the

. _ ‘ o
kinds of.thingsﬁwe‘ve been talking about, forums, standpoints,

what constitutes Jstandards for falsifiability or discrediting?

Rieke: I am #ttracted to Popper's notion (without liking the
. r

term falsifying  over the term discrediting). We see some —

evidence about the way decision groups functlon,‘about the

-concept ‘that decision is not a selected Justlfled posltlon

as much as .it is a survivor among all of the ideas that are
. . . '

. N , . 4 * . R
thrown out. A firal consensus keeps the undiscredited, the

/. ' , o
=00 ) 5l P V? ;)2335) ' *~f :

residue of\the discrediting process. We see it in some‘of

the work 1n group decision maklng, and also in observatlonal

_studles of the way public pollcy decisions are made. -Ideas

» - -
.

[
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criterion. There's one advantage this gives us that could

S, M ‘ )
with their perspective.

., @

are stated, and the opponents go after them in response to
- e ' N o

that discrediting process so that a political decision that

comes out .is a survivor. It's.a residue of a constant dis-

) P T
crediting process.

-

»

¢

Farrell: From Prof. Toulmin's 33sc;iption earlier, there

i's ‘an affirmative moment in-this discrediting process.,

Toulmin: Yes, Popper talks too much in that way.

f -

Cronen: I ‘agree with that. In %fact, I ascribe gene%ally‘

to Harré's att@bk on the adequacy of Popper's falsifiability.
b ‘ N

N

almost be quantifiable. You can demonstrate empirically

~

that some grouRs cannot fa181fy Take for éxamﬁi@ the John
Birch Society. No Bircher can admit, or think of an instant

which, if it were to be observed, would not be copsistent o

.

4 -
’ P - .

‘ . . .

Hopper: Irhave a prop051tlon - There is a suggestion'that

certaln klnds of arguments are survivers in the sense that
14
they are undlscredlted.v Speaklng to thlS suggesthn is a
) I
possible relatlonshlp to those portlons of arguments that -

are not spoken. ~ Is it possible that brlnglng an assertion

S . 4

to the p01nt of expllclt examlnatlon 1ncreasgs the probablllty

of its being dlscredlted+_mhereas remaining 1mp11c1t helps

it to surviye? Perhaps the 1§Bb111ty of John Birchets to .

discreditsa theory is related to their inability to bring it

() ’ . ]

o,
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L . . . . . .
' , into conscious examination? It seems there 1s survival
+ -

value in remaining hidden that{a almost like camouflage. If

. a thing.remiins totally unsaid, it increases’its survival’
S B .
prospects. . .
e p

" Rieke: You ma§ be stating the essence of what defines an

" argumentative situation: to get the argument identified,

so that it is susceptible to challenge.~ - ;

-
L}

Hopper: Yes.

SE————

Rieke: As -you spoke, I was thinking of inoculation theory.
- > By never‘bringing out a cultural truismh‘it holds, it is , )
“Ystrong, but it is also extraordinarily’ susceptible the first ,

4 e A .
t1me it is stated. The systematic éxpression'of counter-

.

argument seems tqg strengthen jus¥® by rejearsal of argumenta- f

. tive process. To engage .in the businesd of saying, "This is
. L3 R} »

’

my argument," and therefore in sovsaying, "I invite the

.(. N

: . . PR - N . . . .
. critical comment," is the éssence of the argumentative situ-
ation. * \ - : .

- 4

*
-

1

Hopper: ' Yes, I think of the old archetype which is never

- challenged, which is more and more specialized. It's a lot
. L , .
like an ide\éthat jusbapasses t1me challenged. It finally:
d

nd survives in some klnd of active life. "Could

4

you say that, to get to knowledge generatlen, that argument

. - is propose

' may be generative of knowledge tﬁ‘the extent that it brings | .

’

é* ‘, a)previously unspokenﬁsupposition into the_llght of dis-

, -
. 3 ’ A »

course? ) : N -
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e Crable: Not neceésarily, because what it could be ii)a claim

‘-

to know thézgsimply fits well within the context}of the words

that are prescribed by the discipline. It doesn £ necessarily

L] ©
K -

-

. . have tdé be .an’ aberratibn at all. ' »

Toulmin: What he's talking about also bappens,

- ‘ )

Crable: Yes,ibut it doesn't have to happen is mylpoin:. ﬁbe
kinds of justification that are applicable to a claim to'

" know in a partigcular fleld are stject to change:as the dis-

c1p11ne progresses. ‘justlflcatlon process in.a glven d1s-

o ' ] c1p11ne may be acceptable to "the present gr%gp of.. members -

O¥ that~disc5ﬁfzne, but hléigrlcally, futurlstrzally, what s

itfgoinglto'be?' e don ,/fnow.1 ﬁ%ﬁf@s my, poﬁnt.~ At the

same time,> it could be jus flCatlbn cqyld meanq be1ng-°

@‘ ¥ £ &gt
accepted at thls p01nt, but. as you sard 1i ‘ ns %oﬁpe '

e < the discip}inary criterla and‘standards. Those ¢h%n s. become
t ‘.

S— warrants in geiation to thHe claim to khow. If the standard e
é ;,,« . functlons as a warrant for this cla}m to knqw, then/therg '
?' : * - is no problem. There is no serious challenge to the sgand-
- ards of the”field?\ Bnt if the justlflcatlonyseemsxspmehoy ’
2 to go beyond the standard, then some eVblutionary o} quasiT
evolutidnarf’process will see.the standards change?as well. *

/4 ) ’ . > _ , . al"

Farrelx .1 think Prof Hopper s argument carries forward a

curious ambtgulty in that some proposltlons and_bellefs )

o
’ -

S » . L}
P . 3 ‘ <
P .
: 24? ¢ L3
. . o . oo . . Lo
- “ - - - ‘
) ‘ i
.

-
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{don't surviég. They break up .very.quickly after they have , ”
“ ~ : N . \ . . ) “ ’
been-held for a long period of time. There are exabgles of

- N ~

frisking propositions; the fact of risking a proposition
- i L)

. *®
tests the validity to se€ if you want to retain it. 1In a ~
’, . . _
strange sort of way, rhetoridal atgumentation not only tests
L4 - . . .
Voo - knowledge by revealing premises to strutiny, but*also deter-

\\\\ mines or establishes pl&ces‘of conviction by telling us

k3

- which premises we don't want to continue to subject to seru- ¢

.

tiny. Otherwise, tacit knowledge would be falsified all:the
. ’ - R
time .as soon as it was subject to.reflection. And it isn't. .
; s ’ - . |

.
% . - *

< Toulmin: But not because it is accepted uncritically.

Pl

. ‘\ .
Farrell: Not at all. Simply because of a type of mutual

-

avoidance of vicious skepticism. We were talking about:
e

: absolutism and relativisn&beforq. The very process of avoid-
ing Ethe two things is one way we have Qfesaying to our-
selves, we are-not going to continue to.reflect on proposi-'

o

tions whicH we want to acc€pt as a matter of conviction for.

- . a
our culture,*- for our lives. - toor :

*

able: That would geem to be a matter of irrationality of

discipline in terms-of whether or not it's going to allow

.
-

S . us standa;dst?bOVe description.
‘ » .

# - . Q ! l, . - . ~- ’ ’ ‘ .. .
om . - Farrell: ‘It may be. But at the same time as we‘are talking

- B N b »

v
[y

s

about cultural knowledge, we are always setting demarcations.
" LY . R e .
. . B \‘ ‘ . ’ ' .
A . 3 . . . .
. e ey N

. . . .
~ N = , .24 3¢ ’ ' * »
A : . . . - TaT &

,
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Toulmin: You a;E—EElking agout unstated propositions. The
i \

‘ legitimacy of criticizing these unstated concepts.may be

{ , impossible unless we can find some other concepts to.replace
: ’ )
S _. them; whereas with a proposition, that just doesn't happen |
BERE . . . ' '
to be true. If there's something we've been assuming all

¢

8 o ' this time and it turns out not to be true, we may just have ¥
. - g '

s S

to drop it without trqcé. We have no other proposition to
.0 \
replace it by. If thg'implicit presuppositions of our

* thought are construed as conceptual rather than as proposi-.
- :
tional, I don't think that the consequences are as vicious -

4 , as they are embarrassing. b -

a
. {
Y

Crable: But it would be rar®2, the instance where a concept
b bl 5.3 .

°

within a field would be rejected without a concept to replace

»

: it. I assume that a rejected~concept would be replaced by
"y a more powg}ful or generalizable concept. Or, it wéuld be
: ;.

. . replaced bf a canceptual description of why the original ' i

2 . ‘ ! LN

concept was no longer necessary. In either case, the

s

/ - . . -
developmeﬁt——not-ﬁ‘!%ssarily the progress--of the discipline,

l

. : . . ~ .
continues on the basis of the argumentative acceptance or -

R rejection of claims to know.




