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Can the modern science remain “neutral” with respect to

1998 ethics and values? The last decades have shown this
' n ﬁ ‘ question to become an object of intent discussions. The
FOF ARGUMENTA involvement of a man in understanding such complex

1 U un objects as atomic energy, unique objects of ecology, gene

engineering, microelectronics, informatics, cybernetics
and computer technology which a man himself is involved into as well as wide
introduction of robots and computers in manufacturing and various life spheres of
a man and society make the thesis of “ethic neutrality” of modern science
questionable. The natural scientific knowledge nowadays is much more closer to
humanitarian sciences in terms of investigation strategy than in the previous
periods of the history development. The fabric of the modern natural scientific
knowledge search’ is enriched with categories of duty, moral, good, values, etc.
unusual to traditional approach.

The mechanisms transforming the ideals of the scientific knowledge
argumentation enter the science more intensively in the second half of the XXth
century by developing the noosphere concept and ideas of non-linear “highly
unbalanced” thermodynamics, synergetics, modern cosmology and by expanding
the system and cybernetic approaches, ideas of global evolutionism and the so
called “antropic cosmological principle”. Some of these concepts are considered
hereafter in order to highlight the modern science specific features.

The application of “man-centered” arguments and parameters is distinctly
observed first of all in the noosphere concept of a well known Russian scientist
Vernadsky that is based on the integrity idea of a man with the outer space as
well as on the modern science integrity where the borders among its individual
branches are obliterated and the specialisation takes part rather by problems
than by certain sciences. Vernadsky wrote in 1926 in its work “Thoughts of the
modern meaning of the history knowledge” that “the XXth century brings
increasing radical changes in the understanding of a new time”, that it is a time of
“an intensive reconstruction of our understanding of the World, ourselves, our


https://rozenbergquarterly.com/issa-proceedings-1998-on-the-role-of-ethical-and-axiological-arguments-in-the-modern-science/
https://rozenbergquarterly.com/issa-proceedings-1998-on-the-role-of-ethical-and-axiological-arguments-in-the-modern-science/
https://rozenbergquarterly.com/issa-proceedings-1998-on-the-role-of-ethical-and-axiological-arguments-in-the-modern-science/
http://rozenbergquarterly.com/wp-content/uploads/2014/04/ISSAlogo1998.jpg

environment, search for the sense of being”. These processes connected to the
revolutionary changes and developments in physics, chemistry and astronomy
change not only our notions of the matter, energy, space and time, but they
represent also a specific turn of the scientific creative work in the other area - in
the area of “place understanding of a man within the World order created on the
scientific basis”. What consequences and regulation means which go beyond the
scientific notions are formed within the noosphere concept and form new ideals of
World understanding and search for the sense of being. Firs of all, the task to
build a world by renouncing a man himself and attempting to find any world
understanding independent on the man nature is above the man’s power, it is
illusion. An observer himself, a subject, is obviously incorporated in the picture of
the reality under study, in the Nature itself.

The noosphere is only a new qualitative state of biosphere where the man’s
intellect is called to play the decisive role. By bringing the intellect, reforming
activity, thought and science, a man becomes a geological factor capable to effect
the planet geological processes. Since the biosphere like the planet as a whole
were formed under the joint action of both the earth and the space forces, a man
himself is a creation of the earth and space forces capable for taking the whole-
planet decisions in their scientific, cognitive and practical activities. Following
this notion, the idea of a man domination over the Nature, the consideration of
the latter as a subject independent on a man is naturally replaced with harmony
idea between a man and the Nature, a man and the space and with the mankind
responsibility increase for the Earth’s subsequent evolution - in the favour of
survival and faster formation of the noosphere within the whole planet and in
every area.

Thus, the “object-based” understanding of the scientific knowledge is insufficient
and even impossible from this point of view. It is “build over with” a subject-
based, value-based component. The arguments theirselve used in forming the
modern scientific picture become axiologically filled since a man must think and
act in the planet aspect. “Pride and independent” ideal of of the scientific
rationality of classical science where every object steps out as given by itself and
not depending on an observer’s (cognition subject) point of view is transformed
into the non-classical ideal within which a man (cognition subject) is incorporated
“into” the Nature, biosphere with its value-based and world outlook concepts.

All this results into the humanisation of science and its argumentation ideals since



a man himself, way of his living activity, his existence within the biosphere,
influence on the latter and its preservation become the most “valid” arguments
and acquire the whole-planet, space character. A man’s intellect implemented in
the scientific thought is intended for the substantiation of the integrity idea of a
man and the biosphere, their harmonisation and mutual independence, purposeful
development of biosphere. All this must provide further development of our
planet, otherwise the civilisation will disappear from its surface.

Let us notice that Vernadsky’s teaching of the noosphere is largely bound by the
“Russian cosmism” heritage which is clearly and convincingly expressed the
humanistic values forming the very basement of European civilisation. Many
representatives of Russian thought caught the rupture between the rational
“cold” seeing of the World and the existence of a man’s “Me” and his presence in
this World.

The introduction of “man-centered” approaches and arguments into the modern
science and culture occurs due to investigations carried out in the area of
unbalanced process thermodynamics and the term of “arrow of time” was
introduced into the scientific knowledge structure. H. Hacken suggested the term
of “synergetics” for a new science that studies a joint action of many sub-systems
with different origins. The result of such an interaction is the formation of a
structure and a certain functioning.

The long dominated idea of self-organisation belonging to living systems only lost
gradually its position under the pressure of the data accumulated, thus indicating
the origin of the order from the chaos, the formation under certain conditions of
new structures and self-organisation in non-organic systems too. At present,
various scenaria of self-organisation are considered in a wide range of non-
balanced physical, chemical, biological and social systems: in physics
(hydrodynamics, lasers, non-linear oscillations), electrical engineering and
electronics, chemistry, biology (morhpogenetics, dynamics of populations,
evolution of new kinds, immune systems), general theory of computing systems,
economy, ecology, sociology. The modern science shows that exposure of such
regularities in different areas leads to a substantial reconstruction of our
conceptions of the world, of ideals and means of the scientific knowledge
substantiation and signifies the dialogue renewal of a man with the Nature and
society.

The main features of self-organised systems are their non-linearity, stochastisity,
irreversibility, irrecurrebility, availability of numerous sub-systems, openness. The



thoroughness of these features revealed in different areas, biological and cosmic
facts as well as the data on irreversible processes in the sphere of elemental
particles change revolutionary our concepts of the world. Let us consider the
behaviour description of such systems in terms of “unbalanced thermodynamics”
and synergetics in order to clear up why in studying the complex self-organised
systems it appears the need for real conceptual changes, for revision of accepted
schemes of the scientific knowledge argumentation. The open character of an
overwhelming majority of systems in the Universe and the presence of a large
number of sub-systems within their structures lead to continuous fluctuations, i.e.
occasional deviations of parameters from their average values. Sometimes
individual fluctuations or their combinations may be so strong that the existing
structure doesn’t withstand and decomposes. It is impossible to forecast at such
turning moments (bifurcations) what direction the further development will move
in, what state the system will pass into, what structure version will be “selected”
by the system.

Based on the functioning analysis of self-organised systems, the modern science
has made the conclusions as follows: The transfer from the past to the future
(“arrow of time” manifestation) happens through the sufficient manifestation of
chance and by passing from instability to stability, “order”; Determinism
manifests itself in such instable systems in some cases only to counterbalance the
rational model of dynamics where determinism is considered the inevitable
consequence; In the situation when the former order and the structure based on it
is “impaired” enough and the system is far from being balanced, even very weak
fluctuations (i.e. occasional deviations or perturbations) are able to amplify the
wave that can crush the previously formed structure; In accordance to functioning
principles of self-organised systems, the modern man faces the need to “play
through” properly possible ways of complex systems development, to analyse the
reasons of their instability, to realise consequences of a man’s intervention into
the development mode of many natural (ecological, for example) and social (for
instance, arising on national or religious basis) processes; The analysis of arising
questions and possible answers is also required in studying the unbalanced
systems. What will happen if ..., what price will to be paid for restoring the order
from chaos, what will be the influence on the system of such a “weak” effect as ...,
what is the importance of what will be lost and what will appear if ..., — questions
of such a kind indicate the necessity to reject position of implicit “manipulation”
and strict control over the study systems (both natural and social); “The freedom
of choice” and chance are the inalienable concomitants of complex objects as if



consolidating the structure of the latter.

The specific properties of complex statistical systems appear in it as a result of
the increase of “degrees of freedom” and interaction among the system elements.
Since a chance is an obvious and sufficient development factor of natural and
social objects, the freedom of choice is determined by understanding the extent of
its possible and occasional ways of formation rather than by realisation extent of
unrealised yet reality (i.e. future). And even through the areas where all
processes are traditionally considered prearranged by the initial conditions,
chance and uncertainty act as necessary parameters of physical objects, their
significance in social and humanitarian environment is even higher since here we
deal with a man whose language “makes him capable to perceive an infinitely
large number of versions of the past and the future which he may be afraid of or
wait with hope”. The development of thermodynamic and synergetic approaches
leads to synthesis or integration of physical, chemical, biological and social
components as self-organised systems displaying their own “histories”, trends and
transformation irreversibility into the interconnected and interconditioned
system.

The interconditionality ideas of a man and Universe, the data synthesis of
elemental particle physics, molecular biology and cosmology of a “young”
Universe have led to the origin of “antropic argumentation” and “antropic
arguments”. Formulated in 1973 by B. Carter, the “antropic cosmological
principle” analyses realisation conditions of the Universe real history, i.e. it deals
with the system origin and conditionally of the Universe regularities which
determine its structure and evolution. Thus, if all the laws controlling the process
of the matter self-organisation within the Universe were different we just
shouldn’t appear in it. Everything happens in the World as it is due to our
presence in it only. That “delicate” situation which shows that almost impossible
logical possibility of Homo sapiens appearance and that the conditions of the
Universe historical evolution were “assured” by the system of physical laws and
by the knowledge of natural conditions to a high degree of accuracy has found its
reflection in formulating two versions (weak and strong) of the antropic
cosmological principle. What is its essence?

The first version asserts: our position in the Universe is undoubtedly favoured in
the sense that it must be compatible with our existence as observers. The second
version says: the Universe (and therefore, the fundamental constants which it



depends on) must be such as to allow the existence of an observer at a certain
stage of its evolution.

The modern science within the limits of “antropic cosmological principle” faces
the following questions: either a “thin interlayer” of physical parameters is a
“happy chance” providing the necessary conditions for the formation of highly
organised structures, life and intellect? Either the “reason-based argumentation”
explaining the connection between the presence of rational creatures in the
Universe and the physical parameters of our World is sufficient or not? Is the
Universe unique or does a number of worlds exist with different physical
arrangements which define the potential “modality” of choice and ways of the
Universe physical arrangement? These and other questions within the “antropic
cosmological principle” break not only the usual canons of the scientific
knowledge argumentation, enrich the latter with integrating variety, choice, logic
of narration (history), but aim the scientists at further theoretical search.

The “antropic” arguments make their specific historical contribution into the
Universe global evolution since any history matches the conditions of
irreversibility, probability, possibility for new links to appear. The fundamental
transformation of cosmology toward the openness, “playing through” the
possibilities and choice is a common trend of the modern science manifesting
itself by the deviation from the classical science ideal which didn’t have “either
memory or history” and the language itself was cut off its past and thus off the
possibility to invent future.

The consideration of different parameters effecting a system, refusal of strict
means of the scientific knowledge substantiation and the appeal to the concept of
occasional, probabilistic processes are demonstrated at the present stage in many
medical sciences. The soviet clinical psychiatry crisis is largely explained, as some
researchers point out, by its passion for the linear principle according to which
any illness (psychical) must include the uniform reasons, manifestations,
progress, outcome and anatomic changes (i.e. the same reason results into the
same effect). Such a strictness in the thesis formulation (making a clinical
diagnosis) has no ground as evidenced by the modern medical science since a fact
must be taken into account that different individuals have their own physical and
spiritual characters due to which the illness manifestation and progress will be
different among them. The argumentation based on “impeccable”, “objective” and
“unprejudiced” clinical method and expound without “personal interpretation” is

not only logically groundless since the illness treatment is addressed not a



person, as clinical psychiatry declares, but the illness, i.e. the treatment is applied
to “illness but not to person”. The refusal of an inflexible and strict approach, the
appeal to the theory of occasional processes will lead, as considered by some
specialists, to the psychiatry renovation since the illness concept will be
probabilistic and its origin will be principally unpredictable in a number of cases.
The psychiatry will receive the freedom of will in its thermodynamic aspect. This
will result into changes of opinion of the “norm” and illness and into the levelling
of “boundaries” between the norm and illness by a wide spectrum of adaptational
reactions. The opinion of “normal” will change along with the society depending
on a medicine model.

The ethical and axiological arguments “penetrate” necessarily through other
medical disciplines too. Such medical and biological science as tanatology that
studies the reasons, manifestations and mechanisms of death advances especially
sharp the problem of “ethical argumentation” in transplanting organs (how to
avoid the ethical discrepancy: prior the donor’s “alive” organ can be taken the
donor himself must be “dead”); in extending the life of an ill person by means of
apparatus (what arguments will be ethically grounded to turn off the apparatus,
i.e. “to make this ill person dead”); in deciding the problem of life maintenance of
persons doomed to death due to untreatable illnesses (to what extent are ethical
the medical ethic ideals when an ill man prefers “easy death”) etc.

The science enrichment with “man-centered” guides and axiological parameters,
the “exacerbation” of reflection and more and more loud thesis sounding of
scientist responsibility for the science results which applications may either bring
the benefit to the mankind or lead to the extermination of the latter are observed
already in the second half of the 40th of the current century. The real science and
ethics has experienced, as M. Born wrote, the changes which make impossible to
keep the old style of knowledge service in favour of this knowledge itself. We
were assured that it could never bring any harm since the search for the truth is
the good by itself. It was a nice sleep which we were awaken from by the World
events. A. Einstein warned that there was a danger of the mankind total self-
extermination that could not be disregarded. This warning sounds even more
loudly on the threshold of the XXth century.

Thus, ethical and axiological arguments are used more and more widely in the
modern science.

Such “from man”, “reason for man” argumentation differs sharply from the



traditional scheme of the scientific knowledge substantiation in the classical
science when a fact is considered true if it can be justified without referring to a
man, his activity and cognition manners. The arguments used in understanding
the unique evolution systems can’t be ethically indifferent and the scientific
investigation aimed at obtaining the true knowledge in any way is too narrow and
dangerous in some cases. A necessity appears to engage the arguments setting
the control over the scientific truth understanding itself. The value hierarchy
which the scientific truth undoubtedly belongs to is or must be equally
accompanied by such values as the good of a man and mankind in their unity and
interaction, good and moral, prosperity and safety. The search for the scientific
truth is “highlighted” by the axiological imperative: will a new knowledge
increase the risk of existence and survival of a man, will it serve the mankind
good and its interests.
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ISSA Proceedings 1998 - The Final
Days: The Development Of
Argumentative Discourse In The
Soviet Union

The value of argument in the public sphere and its relation

1998 to social change is a concept that is shared by most
' n ﬁ ‘ communication scholars: the idea that argument in some
FOF ARGUMENTA form is an intrinsic part of democracy or at least that it is

lu un a necessary concomitant to democracy. In Johnstone’s

words, “[d]emocracy rests upon the use of discourse as an
instrument of political change” (1974:320). Indeed, the very attempt “to marshal
public opinion or public support for some policy” implies acceptance of “forms of
political action that prevail in a democratic society” (Johnstone, 1974:318).
Perelman and Olbrechts-Tyteca (1969:55) take this position a step further: “[t]he
use of argument implies . . . that value is attached to gaining the adherence of
one’s interlocutor by means of reasoned persuasion.” We suggest that the
Western tradition of democracy entails the notion of doing the public’s business in
public. This is an important concept, one that marks a fundamental distinction
among societies. While recognizing that even in the most stable democracies little
of what is considered the public business actually is conducted in the open, one
must nevertheless keep in mind the fact that in many authoritarian or totalitarian
states there has existed no concept of the public’s business apart from the
government’s affairs, so there is no thought of addressing concerns in the open.
This notion [i] that some essential portion of civic business should be played out
in public is the concept that provides the philosophical ground upon which policy
argument may occur: in a real sense it creates space for policy argument to exist.
Argument, then, may be seen as a necessary part of the process of doing the
public’s business; where the ground for that argument does not exist, it must
somehow be created.[ii] But where there is no history of such a process, how
does the concept develop, how does the tradition take root?

Many of the observations made in reference to Western pluralist societies assume
even greater significance when applied to the role argument has played in the
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socio-political changes that have in recent years transformed the former Soviet
Union. In this paper we intend to explore some of the ways in which social change
and argumentation interact: in particular, we will consider the way governmental
information policies, accepted argumentative structures, and the whole notion of
public discourse develop as society undergoes fundamental transition.

By way of background we shall review the beginnings of pluralist public policy
argumentation in a specific society where none had existed previously: the Soviet
Union of the pre-disintegration period. Before turning to more contemporary
events, we will concentrate on two critical media incidents: the 1983 downing of
the Korean airliner and the 1986 Chernobyl explosion. One must keep in mind
that, all other differences notwithstanding, most political communication in the
former USSR, as in the USA, was and is a mediated phenomenon that relies on
mass dissemination. For that reason we will focus on the media as the purveyor of
the readily available accounts of the transmission of information and opinion
formation. Our methodology is historical/critical, and our corpus is drawn
primarily from official print media during the period 1983 through 1991.

Of particular relevance to this discussion is the process whereby public
argumentative space comes to be created. In this presentation, we explore at
least one of the ways this may happen: in the movement from an authoritarian to
a pluralist form of government, the space for public argument arises from the
citizens’ loss of faith in the existing governmental structure.[iii] As this loss of
faith intensifies, the ground for argument begins to expand and continues
expanding until the process becomes self-sustaining. At this point, every
incremental change in the amount of public argument intensifies the loss of faith
that initiated the process, because groups and individuals begin seriously
questioning the ability of their government to secure the welfare of the people.
The process is recursive: opposition becomes more influential as it becomes more
frequent, providing ever greater opportunities for the continued extension of
argumentative ground.

Significantly, an authoritarian government’s best course is to ignore the
opposition. For if government participates in the discussion it legitimates the
whole notion of argument as part of the process of governing. Perelman and
Olbrechts-Tyteca (1969) state that “[t]o agree to discussion means [a] readiness
to see things from the viewpoint of the interlocutor.” Thus, merely by
participating in the argument, government sanctions the concept of oppositional
debate, including the risk of losing. Moreover, “the use of argumentation implies



that one has renounced resorting to force alone, that value is attached to gaining
the adherence of one’s interlocutor by means of reasoned persuasion.”
Consequently, authoritative regimes typically do not engage in public argument;
they neither justify nor provide a rationale for the actions they take. Rather, “by
the use of such measures as censorship, . . . [political leaders] will try to make it
difficult, if not impossible, for their opponents to achieve the conditions
preliminary to any argumentation.” Obviously, denying access to the state
controlled media constitutes a significant restriction of the ability to engage in
argumentation.

That certainly was the traditional mode in the old Soviet Union. As an example,
consider the plight of Soviet dissidents. Virtually everyone in the society knew
they existed; many may have even thought they had a point. Nevertheless, they
continued their protests - including underground publication, or “samizdat” - in
obscurity; the only public acknowledgment emanating from the government was
the occasional arrest and trial of a writer, followed by imprisonment or exile. With
no access to the media - including nearly total news blackout of court
proceedings - dissidents had no means at their disposal to engage the state in
public debate. Thus, their efforts had little social impact within the borders of the
Soviet Union.

It is our claim, however, that the Soviet government was forced into a public
debate first over Chernobyl, then over the issue of nuclear power, a situation
which was unique in the history of that society. Further, at the point the state felt
constrained or compelled to engage in argument, the upheaval that occurred in
1991 became inevitable.[iv] Although the rapidity with which events transpired
and their specific form was unpredictable, over time some sort of fundamental
change had become necessary. Nor should one be misled by the rapid, almost
precipitous, nature of the transformation, for no movement of this magnitude
occurs without the seeds having been planted many years before.

There has been much commentary both in the media and among scholars about
the Soviet Union’s economic problems and the role that those problems played in
all subsequent events. In fact, Steven Cohen (1980) had predicted that if
something was not done about the Soviet economy it was only a matter of time
before the structure would collapse.[v] But there were other factors one must
keep in mind, and economic problems should not become magnified as a causal
factor in the break-up of the Soviet Union. In the international arena, the Soviet
government experienced continuing problems in negotiations with the United



States. Domestically, the Soviet people were grappling with the impact of the war
in Afghanistan; and, in addition to other factors, they were deeply affected by the
aftermath of the nuclear accident at Chernobyl.

On the other hand, it is important to keep in mind the way those factors interact
with the economy. For example, the war in Afghanistan was a drain on the Soviet
economy much as the war in Vietnam was on the US economy. As for Chernobyl,
the economic impact of that disaster still has not been measured accurately, but
surely the social and financial costs will continue to burden the people of Belarus
and Ukraine through many generations to come. With all of this as prelude, one
must realize that prior to 1986 there was very little social activity in the public
sphere of Soviet life that scholars would recognize as argument. Within the Soviet
system, the postulate that underlay all other considerations was the very notion of
information itself, which was perceived as the inextricable bonding of fact to
interpretation. No fact was presented on its own; rather, it was explicitly linked to
some political interpretation. Traditional Soviet rhetoric stemmed from universal
principles; its purpose was to move towards greater wisdom, thus contributing to
the goal of perfecting the communist state. Since true knowledge of historical
processes was provided by Marxist ideology, the function of the information
dissemination system created by the Bolsheviks was not to search for knowledge
but, instead, “to bring the fruits of Marxist analysis to the people” (Kenez,
1985:6).

It may be difficult to remember in 1998, but even at the beginning of the 1980s,
Soviet theories of mass communication were still imbued with this ideological
conception. The Leninist ideal for an information system was reiterated most
succinctly by Evseev (1980) in a semi-official publication, “The press, television,
radio or propaganda and education must assist the Soviet citizen in orienting
himself in domestic life and in international events” (18).

Hence, in a way, the whole system was a propaganda network designed to
interpret selected events in the world. In the wry comment of one observer,
Soviet television newscasts were described not as a “mirror” but as a “magnifying
glass” (Matuz, 1963; Hollander, 1972). We would maintain that, in a system like
this, the news itself gains an even greater rhetorical function than it would
ordinarily have, for example, in the United States [vi] and that it becomes the
equivalent of public oratory in a society which has no traditional forms of oratory.
Even during much of the Gorbachev era, news was not presented for its own sake,
but as an interpretation and as proof that the postulates of the socialist state



generally, and the current administration particularly, were correct.

Political and social crises always test the strength of such systems, and there have
been a number of particularly significant events in the preceding fifteen years.
What is most striking about such crises is the greater - rather than lesser -
reliance on traditional communication mechanisms. In the traditional mode,
crises, tragedies, disasters were typically not reported until an appropriate
interpretation could be provided. Many incidents, particularly natural disasters
and man-made tragedies, were never reported; on the other hand, political and
social crises were given the interpretation most in tune with current policy goals
of the state. Moreover, despite some fundamental changes that had occurred in
Soviet media, news delivery remained a bonding of events to policy, with policy
rather than events more instrumental in determining the nature, the extent, and
even the timing of news coverage. The traditional response pattern exhibited by
the Soviet information apparatus was so ingrained that its development can be
followed quite clearly through six stages: initial silence; attacks on Western media
sources; a burst of rhetorical activity setting forth the government’s position
(interpretation); a public statement by the head of government; decrease in the
volume of rhetorical activity; and elevation of the official interpretation into the
long-term memory of the state.[vii]

In our opinion the process of change - or the beginning of the end, in terms of our
analysis - really started with the 1983 Korean airliner incident. Sometimes it is
difficult to remember that when this tragedy occurred fifteen ago, Russia - the
USSR - was still operating under the old system. Indeed, that incident illustrates
the way in which the old Soviet system operated whenever a factual event
occurred—understanding that until the 1986 Chernobyl nuclear accident, a
disaster of that type was typically not reported in the Soviet press at all. One of
the unique things about the airliner incident was that ultimately it was discussed
at great length.

Each of the six stages of the traditional pattern of response to crises was
illustrated very dramatically in the KAL incident. First there was an initial period
of silence, that is no response at all, no indication that anything had occurred,
while facts were gathered and interpretations were considered. Then there was a
typically reflexive response to Western news sources including the various
government supported radio stations that were broadcasting into the Soviet
Union telling the populace that these events had occurred; this response was
critical of Western sources for raising a “ruckus” and generating anti-Soviet



hysteria. The third stage would be development of the government interpretation
of the event; at this point there would be a burst of rhetorical activity
characterized by well-defined starting and ending points. Fourth, there would be
a culmination of the interpretive process via a public statement by the head of
government, after which the rhetorical activity would dramatically drop off; finally
that official interpretation moved into the canon of public culture to be brought
out again at appropriate times as proof that the interpretation of the new event
was, and remained, correct. This last is the process of historical analogy which
Hinds & Windt (1991) argue is the essential characteristic of rhetoric.

Typically, the US has engaged in very similar behavior every time an
administration submitted a treaty with the Soviets for Congressional approval and
opponents would bring out all the past treaties that the USSR had allegedly
violated. One can conclude that the phenomenon is probably not culture-specific;
nevertheless, it was very noticeable in Soviet rhetoric.

As we have indicated, the KAL incident follows the traditional pattern very
clearly. In a month’s time, the incident progressed in stages from a non-event
which was completely ignored (initially there was a three line statement in Pravda
followed by virtually the identical statement in Izvestiya), to a deliberate
provocation designed to entrap the Soviet Union into destroying the Korean
intruder (Launer, 1989). The development of those arguments is clearly traceable
in the Soviet press through a number of iterations (Young & Launer, 1989). Yuri
Andropov’s published statement on September 28, 1983, provided the final,
authoritative interpretation of that event:

The sophisticated provocation masterminded by the United States special services
with the use of a South Korean plane is an example of extreme adventurism in
politics. . . . The guilt of its organizers, no matter how hard they may dodge and
what false versions they may put forward, has been proved (Pravda, September
28, 1983: 5).

The official Soviet government position was never completely believed by the
Soviet people. Radio Liberty polls found that over 50 percent of Soviet citizens
traveling in the West did not believe the government version of what happened to
the Korean airliner (RFE/RL, 1983). That was a high percentage, an indicator of
the beginning of erosion. From this tragedy, the Soviet information apparatus
learned a bitter lesson regarding its vulnerability to Western propaganda. In this
case, the government chose to target domestic propaganda at an incident that
might never have been mentioned in the media at all. The incident also



demonstrated that in a crisis situation, because of the need to interpret events
ideologically, the Soviet propaganda mechanism was largely reactive rather than
proactive (Jameson, 1986): the lag time in the response simply allowed others -
specifically the West - to get their interpretation in first. And, this episode
underscored the importance of public image - something Gorbachev was able to
take advantage of later on.

Finally, and for this analysis, most significant, Soviet rhetoric in the aftermath of
the KAL tragedy took on a justificatory tone that was an early sign of the need to
engage in public argument. The debate itself must have seemed very strange to
much of the Soviet public, because the state-controlled mass media were
responding to allegations available only via short-wave radio.

Nearly three years later on April 26, 1986, the Chernobyl nuclear accident again
challenged the constraints of the Soviet information system. Once again an event
that had occurred within the borders of the Soviet Union was generating
extensive coverage worldwide as a catastrophe of international proportions. Like
KAL, Chernobyl presented a true crisis of information and information policy for
the Soviet Union both domestically and internationally. Once again, the initial
response of even the progressive Gorbachev government was to follow the
traditional model. Nearly everyone undoubtedly remembers the delay before the
accident was announced: the reactor blew up at 1:04 am on Saturday, April 26,
1986 (2204 GMT on April 25) but was first reported by the Swedes on Monday
afternoon. Editors at the central newspapers in Moscow were initially forbidden
to publish any reports, and no reporters were dispatched to the scene for several
days. Local radio and television did not cover the explosion or the fire. Soviet
national television did not even show a still photo of the accident site until May 1,
and the first news film was presented only on May 4 (Young & Launer,
1991:105-107).

It is now apparent that the Soviet information apparatus had lost control of the
situation almost from the beginning. Nevertheless, despite the fundamental
changes that would ultimately be wrought in the Soviet news dissemination
system, the government persevered in attempting to interpret the event to
political advantage. Chernobyl was said to demonstrate the horrors of nuclear
war. In this way, the accident could be linked rhetorically to the Soviet testing
moratorium, each day of which was numbered in Pravda, and to Mr. Gorbachev’s
proposal for the elimination of nuclear weapons by the year 2000.

The impact of Chernobyl as a rhetorical event, as an event that forced the
government to justify its actions to a disbelieving public, has not been analyzed



fully and certainly has been under- appreciated. The amount of material that was
generated by the Soviet media with regard to this one incident is almost
overwhelming. And the behaviors that were manifested by the Soviet government
were unprecedented in the country’s history.

Because there was no institutionalized means for the kind of justificatory rhetoric
that was necessary in the aftermath of the disaster, the government found itself
engaging in a wide range of efforts to re-focus the people’s perceptions of what
had happened. In dozens of published interviews ordinary citizens complained
that they had not been warned of the danger. These comments reflect a startling
realization among the populace that the government wasn’t interested in
protecting them, but was much more interested in smoothing things over and
making it appear as if nothing was wrong.

This crisis was the sort of jolt to public trust that can easily cause an erosion of
faith. It occurred in a society much different from societies familiar to Western
scholars. Forty five thousand people lived within three miles of the Chernobyl
nuclear station, the lives of most of them inextricably bound to the plant itself.
Reactor unit No. 4 exploded with a force sufficient to completely destroy the huge
building that housed it. A concrete cover for the reactor vessel head, weighing
about one hundred thousand pounds, was blown off to one side, landing on edge.
Yet no one reacted. All the next day, despite the fact that smoke was billowing up
from the disaster site, life seems to have gone on as usual, with mothers hanging
out laundry and doing their shopping, with children playing outdoors, and
teenagers and adults sunning themselves on apartment house rooftops in the
early spring warmth (Marples, 1986: 14-15, 27). One can only speculate about the
degree of trust - or fear - required for people to ignore the dramatic events
occurring nearby, but it is difficult to imagine such passivity anywhere in Europe
or the United States, for example. And some measure of the social compact
between the people and the government of the USSR - the faith that they would
be taken care of—can be measured by the utter panic that ensued once the people
of Ukraine realized the magnitude of the accident. Over and over again in
interviews people said “they didn’t tell us,” “
danger.”

they didn’t tell us we were in

Still, Chernobyl forever changed the way information is handled in the states of
the former Soviet Union. The news reporting of the explosion ultimately became
almost immediate. There were television cameras on the scene of the accident
after the first week; there have been movies made about it; there have been



documentaries; there are plays, there are poems, there are novels. And while
some of that was unofficial, much of it was also official. There was a whole series
of documentary films that came out after Chernobyl, at least two of which,
Warning and the Chronicle of Difficult Weeks, constituted a type of ideological
advertising for the government’s political message.[viii] At the same time, the
government was constrained because it didn’t really have an institutionalized way
of making its arguments; the films represented an attempt to change people’s
perceptions indirectly. It does not appear that they were very successful.
Chernobyl inspired debate, not just about the relationship between citizen and
state with respect to the danger resulting from the accident itself. It also spawned
an entire debate about the environment and the role of the individual in ecology.
In many ways this was a safe debate - or so officials thought - for the government
to engage in and the first step towards true public discourse. Gorbachev had
opened the door with his policy of Glasnost’, announced just one year earlier;
while Glasnost’ signaled a change in the relationship among the citizen, the state,
and the public realm, it was never intended to address a situation such as a
nuclear accident. Thus, Chernobyl and its aftermath became an argumentative
wedge, a wedge that separated the state from its control over public information
and knowledge.

The aftermath of Chernobyl illustrates the point that where ground for debate can
be created, it will gradually expand. For, in the period following the accident,
there seemed to be almost an explosion of discussion about ecological issues. To a
great extent, debates over ecology served as a convenient and legitimate
battleground for expressing center-periphery tensions that already existed in
Soviet society but which had no discursive outlet.[ix] An example is the decision
taken by the Khmelnitsky oblast soviet in the Ukraine to halt construction of the
nuclear station being built there. This was an unprecedented action that was
replicated across the republic: “Suddenly people demanded the right to make
their own decisions on such critical questions as whether they wanted a nuclear
power station in their area” (Dawson 1996: 94).

Nevertheless, through the second anniversary of the Chernobyl accident, official
descriptions and interpretations of the tragedy predominated in Soviet media.
Dawson (1996) notes:

[A] detailed survey of the Soviet and Ukrainian press during the 1986-87 period
indicates that information on the accident was still highly restricted and
published reports were often intentionally falsified to obscure the true magnitude



of the disaster. While the high-circulation press permitted publication of articles
dealing with the progress of the accident cleanup and investigation into its
causes, no articles were published which questioned Moscow’s competence to
safely operate nuclear power stations or the government’s plans to dramatically
expand nuclear power facilities in Ukraine. . . . (68-69)

However, in mid-1988, expressions of public pressure in Belorussia, Russia, the
Ukraine and the Caucausus Republics turned very negative, reaching the point of
attributing blame to the Soviet system itself rather than to specific individuals or
organizations.[x] Then, starting in mid-1989, mainstream national media began to
echo the dissatisfaction that initially had been expressed only in the regional
press. Coverage of Chernobyl remained a prominent feature of the Soviet media
for five years. Even today, each anniversary of the event spawns features in all
the mass media.

Also after the second anniversary, an intense argument was waged on the pages
of the national press over scientific authority, bureaucratic privilege and official
indifference to public welfare. The public, of course, believed little or none of the
tranquilizing rhetoric emanating from the authorities; one of the first signs of how
little effect this unprecedented barrage of information was having was the
development of a government-sponsored campaign to paint growing fear of
nuclear power among the population as mere “radio-phobia.” At about the same
time a movement was forming among the intellectual elite in the Ukraine, Russia,
and Belarus against nuclear power and the nuclear mafia that had become
entrenched within the nation’s ministry structure. And, to the extent what
Gorbachev called establishmentarianism was one of the crucial stumbling blocks
to economic reform, the rhetorical thrust of nuclear power opponents resonated
ideas that the central government wished to promote. In other words, the anti-
nuclear forces successfully linked their appeals to the perestroika reforms. But
the government’s national energy policy, which was based on rapid development
of all forms of electrical generating capacity, including nuclear power, put the
ministries in an ambivalent position vis-a-vis conservation, fuel efficiency, and
pollution control - all programs advocated by the Soviet “Greens.”

One of the singular achievements of the anti-nuclear group was its ability to
create symbols that appealed to a broad audience. Indeed, by attaining such
success, the anti-nuclear movement succeeded in passing beyond the bounds of
dissidence, emerging as the first legitimate locus of unofficial political culture. In
an article entitled “Honest, They Won’t Blow Up Anymore” Oles Adamovich spoke



of himself as a non-specialist (non-expert), and as such he challenged the
bureaucratic insistence that the public and particularly dilettante writers had no
right to question the authority of scientists, engineers, and ministry officials.[xi]
These terms became code-words for a completely new phenomenon in Soviet
political culture - a concerted attack on the institutions of power, on a major
political and economic policy, and on the legitimacy of the system itself.
Remarkably, all of these features found expression in the mainstream print media
beginning in late 1988. They soon led to a fundamental reassessment of Soviet
energy policy, at least with regard to questions of design adequacy, siting
requirements, and enhanced operational safeguards, leading to a moratorium on
new construction and the abandonment of several sites then being built. In the
opinion of one prominent scholar, it would no longer be possible to propose any
site for a new Soviet nuclear power plant without generating intense opposition
from the local population.[xii]

Despite the anti-intellectual tenor of much movement rhetoric, in many places
scientists joined the chorus of critics. One such place was Gorky [now Nizhny
Novgorod], where the government was constructing a nuclear-powered heating
plant. A group of scientists from the physics institute led the opposition,
convincing their audience that “the absolute safety of the Gorky AST could never
be achieved” (Dawson 1996:104). In July 1988, other scientific institutes joined in
a publicity campaign against the heating plant that, after some resistance,
ultimately received extensive local television coverage (see Dawson 1996: 104).
This 1988-89 period is particularly interesting because it demonstrates the
unprecedented extent to which popular pressure from below affected public
discussion of a vital issue - the future development of nuclear power production -
and the extent to which the “official” establishment was incapable of maintaining
rhetorical control of public perception or even of continuing to define the
parameters and limits of the discussion. As a consequence, Chernobyl had a
substantial effect on the social fabric of Soviet life - even ignoring the
radiological and economic consequences of the accident. Leadership of the
ecological movement[xiii] broke through the rhetorical shackles of dissidence -
its isolation from society’s information dissemination system - becoming the first
legitimate expression of unofficial political culture opposed to policy goals
established by the party and government hierarchies. In this way, the movement
challenged the very legitimacy of Soviet institutions - particularly centralized
planning and party control of civic society.



Writers such as Adamovich even succeeded in creating rhetorical icons around
which the population at large could rally:

1. the citizenry as hostages to nuclear power;

2. the nuclear bureaucracy - ministries, design bureaus, and research institutes -
as arrogant defenders of bureaucratic privilege who dismiss the opinion of the
masses and ignore their welfare;

3. this same nuclear bureaucracy as the last bastion of incompetence protected by
laws enforcing secrecy in the nuclear industry; and

4. anti-nuclear advocates proud of being non-specialists because that meant they
were not corrupted like the bureaucrats and technical experts.

As a result, in the aftermath of Chernobyl an argumentative wedge emerged into
which the Greens movement moved, developing an argument of ecology that
provided the basis for a growing lack of trust in the institutions of government,
which provided in turn more ground for argument to occur. And ultimately it
foreshadowed the events of August 1991.

The crumbling of the Soviet empire, of course, began two years earlier, with the
breaking away of Eastern Europe and the destruction of the Berlin wall. Perhaps,
these events, too, are the direct descendants of changing information policy in the
USSR; certainly, these incidents did little to bolster the Soviet people’s faith in
the ability of their government to secure the common welfare; rather,
circumstances signaled the continued erosion of the authoritarian Soviet state.
But surely no one could have predicted the events of August 1991. Indeed, the
coup attempt itself indicated just how far change had already penetrated the
Soviet state. The attempted deposing of Gorbachev was thwarted in part because
the new freedom of information enabled the domestic and foreign press to carry
the story immediately, with no intervening period for interpretation and analysis.
The bumbling ineptitude of the coup-plotters was no doubt to some degree the
result of a lack of understanding about how to deal with the new situation. Their
initial - and traditional - tale of Gorbachev’s “illness” was not only disbelieved, it
was ridiculed in the world media. The world, which was suddenly on their
doorstep looking in, was horrified at the turn of events. The plotters hesitated;
and into the breach rushed Boris Yeltsin. The rest, as they say, is history.

Yet, one cannot imagine these events playing out in the same way even five years
earlier. The rhetorical situation had changed dramatically in the Gorbachev years
following Chernobyl. The press had begun using the national media to discuss



issues of significance. New outlets were springing up daily, despite the chronic
shortage of paper. Television was flexing its muscle; even the now defunct
Vremya, once the most watched television news program in the world, took on a
new look, with modern graphics and on-location reporting. Talk shows that
criticized the government became popular fare. In short, there was an information
revolution, not in the technological sense, but in terms of content and control. In
the process, the ground for public discourse continued to expand, until it
encompassed and challenged the existence of the state itself.

In the 1960’s, communication scholars in the United States talked about “body
rhetoric” and activists talked about putting your self on the line in the civil rights
and anti-war movements. During those same years, Soviet citizens used nonverbal
communication to avoid drawing attention to themselves: visitors from the West
were struck by the unwillingness to make eye contact, people looking at the
ground, shrinking within themselves to avoid notice. Remembering that period,
which continued until only a few short years ago, the vigorous ecological debates
following Chernobyl become all the more remarkable. And the rhetorical behavior
exhibited in the streets of Moscow and St. Petersburg in August 1991
demonstrates the extent of change.

Debates about ecology are silent now, overshadowed by other (largely economic)
concerns. Interestingly, it appears that the dissolution of the Soviet Union and the
achievement of independence on the part of the Republics, dissipated the fervor
of the anti-nuclear debate; now decisions about nuclear power were in their own
hands and this, coupled with the economic crisis, put the issue in an entirely
different perspective.

Now the debates are about the economy and the constitution and a balance of
power between the president and the parliament: how much socialism, how much
capitalism, what sorts of social safety nets should there be. And there are still
threats of censorship. But the discussion about policy goes on - in public media
and on the street as well as in the privacy of the halls of government. It is still
only the beginning of a civil society and it may yet fall apart under the weight of
economic collapse. Many of the rhetorical choices sound disturbingly familiar,
from reactionaries’ open yearnings for the days of communism to reformers’
inability to shake off their deterministic roots. It is still difficult to predict whether
there ever will be anything truly resembling a Western-style democracy in any of
the states of the former Soviet Union. But things will again never be the way they
once were.



NOTES

i. The authors are grateful to Alexander I. Yuriev, St. Petersburg (Russia) State
University, David Cratis Williams, University of Puerto Rico, and Bruce Gronbeck,
University of Iowa for their advice and support. Scott Elliott, our research
assistant, also provided invaluable help. Russian materials cited in the text were
translated into English by M. K. Launer.

ii. In American society, this sometimes is manifest as an exposé or, in its milder
form, an investigative article that reveals previously hidden information about
governmental decisions, plans, expenditures. In totalitarian or authoritarian
states, such materials usually emerge as part of a coordinated effort to implement
specific governmental policies.

iii. It is important to keep in mind that governments in many of the nations
deemed by Westerners to be the most pernicious nevertheless enjoy the support
of an overwhelming majority of the citizenry.

iv. Even by 1990 rhetorical conditions within the country had changed to such an
extent that all sessions of the new Soviet parliament were televised live
throughout the nation “from gavel to gavel,” with deputies openly challenging the
policies of the Gorbachev administration.

v. Prof. Alexander Yuriev, a political psychologist at St. Petersburg University,
made a similar prediction at a Party Congress in 1982. Private communication,
October 1996.

vi. One might argue that the current histrionic tone adopted by even the
mainstream media in the U.S. has altered the traditional rhetorical function of the
press.

vii. For an extended discussion, see Young and Launer, 1989.

viii. For an extended discussion, see Young and Launer, 1991.

ix. For a thorough discussion see Dawson, 1996. Dawson focuses her discussion
on principles of resource mobilization and ignores the role of discourse, except in
passing.

x. There is a striking resemblance here to the developmental steps of radical
organizations in the US,for example, Students for a Democratic Society. A turning
point in the evolution of that organization occurred in 1965, when its leadership
“named” the established social mechanisms for making policy decisions and
according status as the inherent cause of society’s ills. Much of that rhetoric,
albeit in a milder form, was subsequently reflected in the mainstream press, and
echoes of that era remain today in references to “the system.” Perhaps it should
not be surprising that the Russian ecological movement would follow a similar



path, for within the constraints of the Soviet system, they were clearly becoming
radicalized and losing faith in the system is an essential step in that process.

xi. This argument is reminiscent of similar claims made in American rhetorical
studies to the effect that on many issues technical elites have eliminated public
opinion from policy formation.

xii. Academician N. N. Ponomarev-Stepnoi, Deputy Director of the Kurchatov
Institute. Personal interview, June 1990.

xiii. Significantly, this leadership was drawn from both humanist intellectuals and
scientists, a pattern to be seen throughout Eastern Europe in subsequent years.
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ISSA Proceedings 1998 - From

Topos To Locus To Topos: Between
Aristotle And Ducrot

You may know - or you may not know - that the basic

1998 thesis of Ducrot’s theory of argumentation in the
'n ﬂ ‘ language-system (TAL) is that certain argumentative
TUDY OF ARGUMENTATIO features are inherent to the language as a system. That

l_ U Un means that language as a system, as an abstract, general

structure (as defined by de Saussure), in itself possesses
or contains some argumentative potential, some argumentative force and certain
argumentative orientations, and not only language in action, its use in discourse
and as a discourse. For example, there are certain language structures that
(restrictively) impose certain argumentative orientation on the discourse, or in
other words, language as an abstract system (at least partly) controls what
discourse can say, and sets its limits. If that sounds too obvious (language
controling what discourse can say), let me illustrate what I mean with a few
examples. Suppose someone says to us (one of Ducrot’s favourite examples)

(1) It is 8 o’clock.
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Is this an argument? Why would anybody be telling us that it is 8 o’clock? Just to
let us know what time it is? Not likely, unless we wanted to know what time it
was. But suppose we didn’t want to know what time it was, suppose somebody
just said to us (1). Why would anybody want to do that? Obviously, because he or
she, by saying (1), wanted to tell us something else. But, what possible follow-
up(s), what possible conclusion(s) could such an utterance lead to? In a situation
where we don’t know what the exact co(n)text is, there are many possibilities:

(1a) It is 8 o’clock Hurry up!
Take your time!

Turn on the radio!

Go brush your teeth!

Now, let us see what happens if we introduce two modifiers to (1), already and
only respectively, as in

(1’) It is already 8 o’clock
and
(1”") It is only 8 o’clock..

All things equal, from (1’) we can no longer conclude, “Take your time” (as we
could from (1)), but only, “Hurry up”; on the other hand, from (1’’) we can no
longer conclude, “Hurry up”, but only, “Take your time”. And why is that
supposed to be so surprising? Because (1), (1’), and (1”’) refer to the very same
(chronological) fact, namely, that it is 8 o’clock: while (1) allows a multitude of
conclusions, (1°) only allows conclusions oriented in the direction of lateness, and
(1”’) the conclusions oriented in the direction of earliness. How is that possible if
(1), (1) and (1”) refer to the same chronological fact, if the basis of (1), (1’), and
(1) is the same state of affairs? Well, this “same state of affairs” is viewed from
different angles: in one case, (1), 8 o’clock is viewed (and represented) as late, in
the other, (1”), 8 o’clock is viewed (and represented) as early.

What makes this differentiation of the same state of affairs possible is simply the
introduction of two language particles, in our case, two adverbs.



Only words have the power to differentiate reality from the “facts”, only words
can make the sameness different. In example (1’), already orients our conclusion
toward lateness, no matter what time of day is mentioned after already; and in
(1), only orients our conclusion toward earliness, no matter what time of day
only is introducing. In other words, the argumentative orientations toward
lateness and earliness respectively are inherent to - are written into - those two
lexical units of the language-system.

In late 70s and early 80s, Ducrot’s argumentation theory was mainly concerned
with language particles (something that some American linguists are trying to
reinvent in the 90s) as mediators or vehicles of argumentative orientation. In late
80s and 90s Ducrot’s interest turned to topoi. He is using an Aristotelian term,
and he thinks he is more or less faithful to his idea, though he admits he deformed
it a little. The aim of this paper is to shed some light on this “deformation”.

It is today almost a commonplace (a topos of its own) that for Aristotle a topos is a
place to look for arguments, a heading or department where a number of
rhetorical arguments (of the same kind) can be easily found, ready for use.
According to Aristotle, topoi are supposed to be of two kinds: general or common
topoi, appropriate for use everywhere and anywhere, regardless of situation, and
specific topoi, in their applicability limited to different sciences, fields of
knowledge, expertise, opinion, situation, etc. Or, as Aristotle (1926/1991: 1.ii 22)
puts it:

“By specific topics I mean the propositions peculiar to each class of things, by
universal those common to all alike”.

In works on Aristotle (on his theory of rhetoric), there seems to be no unique
classification of general topoi, or a consensus how such a classification should
look like; what is more or less certain, and agreed upon is that topoi deal with
three basic topics (sic!), common to the three kinds of rhetoric:

1. more or less (of something),

2. possible or impossible, and

3. what did happen and what did not.

And, as Aristotle says (1926/1991: 1. ii 21), “those topics will not make a man
practically wise about any particular class of things, because they do not deal
with any particular subject matter”.

With Romans topoi became loci, and Cicero literally defines them as places, as
“the home of all proofs” (1942/1998, 2. xxxviii. 162), “pigeonholes (this



“pigeonholes” are product of translators licentia poetica) in which arguments are
stored” (1942/1992: ii. 5) or simply “storehouses of arguments” (1942/1992: xxxi.
109). Only with Quintilian (1921/1953: 5. x. 23 sq) do we get some “directions for
use” as to how to extract arguments from those places, namely the famous net
quis?, quid?, cur?, ubi?, quando?, quomodo?, quibus auxiliis?

For the Ancients, the topoi or loci were therefore places that hid ready-made
arguments, but strangely enough, nobody devoted much time or space to the
architecture of those places: where those arguments were hidden, how they got
there, and why. Topoi were considered as a kind of heuristic devices, something a
well-educated person knew how to use, while little people, obviously, didn’t have
any need for.

For the New Rhetoric (Perelman 1958/1983: 113) - in this short overview, I'll
have to skip almost 2000 years of (mostly) degeneration of rhetoric - topoi aren’t
places that hide arguments any more, but very general premises that help us
build values and hierarchies, something Perelman was especially concerned
about. But even Perelman left topoi on a somewhat descriptive level, and didn’t go
into the technology of their functioning or their architectural design.

Strangely enough, the same year that Perelman and Olbrechts-Tyteca published
their New Rhetoric, Stephen Toulmin published his Uses of Argument, probably
the most detailed study of how topoi work. I say “strangely enough” because he
doesn’t use the term topos or topoi, but somehow judicial term “warrant”. The
reason for that seems obvious: he is trying to cover different “fields of argument”,
and not all fields of argument use topoi as their argumentative principles or bases
of their argumentation. According to Toulmin (1958/1995: 94-107), if we have an
utterance of the form, “If D then C” - where D stands for data or facts, and C for
claim or conclusion - than warrant would act as a bridge and authorise the step
from D to C. But then, a warrant may have a limited applicability, so Toulmin
introduces qualifiers Q, indicating the strength conferred by the warrant, and
conditions of rebuttal R, indicating circumstances in which the general authority
of the warrant would have to be set aside. And finally, in case the warrant is
challenged in any way, we need some backing. As Toulmin (1958/1995: 105) puts
it:

“... Statements of warrants [...] are hypothetical, bridge-like statements, but the
backing for warrants can be expressed in the form of categorical statements of
fact.”

What about Ducrot, how does he define a topos? He defines it as a principle (or,



as some of his followers say, “a messier”), that ensures the validity or the
legitimacy of the move from utterance A(rgument) to utterance C(onclusion).
Let’s take Ducrot’s another favourite example

(2) It is warm (A). Let’s go for a walk (C).

Topos is supposed to relate two properties here: a first property P (warmth),
connected with the argument A, and a second property Q (pleasantness of a
walk), connected with the conclusion C.

And what are the characteristics of topos, this tacit, unspoken principle, which is
to be found in the background of argumentative discourse-segments? Ducrot’s
claim is that it has three characteristics: first, it is general; second, it is
represented as a shared belief, that is, a belief that is common to a certain group
of people; and third, it is scalar. Topos, ensuring the validity of the move from A
to C in (2) could therefore read

(3) T= More it is worm, more it is pleasant to go for a walk

I said “could read” because topoi are no self-subsistent, independent entities per
se, like platonian ideas, but should always be reconstructed from a given
argumentative string.

And how is the generality of the topos to be understood? It is to be understood
that topos is a very general structure or matrix, allowing a multitude of particular
conclusions, which are not obligatory or binding in a way, for example, syllogism
is (which of course means that topos is not universal). A topos (i.e. summoning a
topos or evoking it or using it) can allow some conclusion, but it does not
necessarily bind to that conclusion or in other words: if we accept the argument,
we aren’t obliged to accept the conclusion as well. For example, in response to
(2), which is an invitation for a walk, we could easily say as

(2°) It is warm. But let’s go for a swim instead.
(T= More it is warm, more it is pleasant to get some refreshment in the water)

or

(2°’) It is warm. But let’s go better play cards in the shade.
(T= More it is warm, more it pleasant to be in the shade).



Which means that in both cases our addressee recognised the validity of the topos
used in our conclusion, without actually agreeing with it in that particular
situation. He/she found some other topos more appropriate to the situation and
used it to support a different conclusion instead.

When we say that topos is general, not universal, we also admit that there might
be exceptions to it, but that does not prevent the topos from being valid, which is
exactly the point the famous formula attributed to Aristotle makes: “exceptions
make it possible to uphold the rule in unforeseen cases”; in such cases, the notion
of exception makes it possible to uphold the validity of the rule nevertheless.

How can we prove the general character of the topos? Well, once again we have
to consider the refutations of an argument: very often those refutations take into
account the generality of the topos. Let us suppose (once again) that it is warm,
and that [ am using that (once again) as an argument for suggesting a walk. You
can object: “It was also warm yesterday and yet it was an unpleasant walk”. That
means that you are pointing out that there are exceptions to the rule, which I
have used, and in saying that, you are suggesting that perhaps I shouldn’t use
that rule for that particular case. But by pointing out that there are exceptions,
you recognise that the rule which I have used is a general rule, and at the same
time, you are telling me that maybe - according to what you think - I wasn’t in
position to use that rule in my particular situation. You do not deny its generality
of the rule at all, you are simply showing me that there are exceptions to it and
you are suggesting that we may be in one of those exceptional cases.

We also said the topos is represented as a shared belief, a belief that has been
accepted beforehand by a community which the locutor and the allocutor (or
addressee) belong to. In other words, representing topos as a shared belief means
that some community (be it a nation or a small subcultural group) recognises its
validity, i.e. validity and justifiability of the conclusions based on it. But, as we
have already seen, that doesn’t imply that every member of the community would
necessarily use the same topoi in identical situations: the use of some topos, or a
conclusion allowed by this topos, can always be refuted by another (generally
accepted) topos.

And finally, when we say that the topos is scalar, we are saying two things. First,
properties P and Q themselves are scalar. That is to say, that they are properties,
which you can have more or less of. Predicates P and Q, whom a topos connects,
must therefore be considered as scales. Second, there are different degrees of
intensity in the possession of characteristic P and in the possession of



characteristic Q. But that does not at all mean that the arguments and the
conclusions themselves are scalar. The properties used or mentioned within the
topos are scalar, but not the propositions used in discourse as actual arguments
or conclusions; they already represent or take as starting point a certain degree
on the two scales. Let’s have a look at the following example (I'm deliberately
taking all the examples from Ducrot’s last book Slovenian lectures (1996)):

(4) “It’s less than ten degrees, take a coat with you”.

There is no doubt that neither A nor C is scalar: it cannot be more or less ten
degrees; it either is or it isn’t ten degrees. And you cannot more or less take a
coat; you either take it or you don’t. So, the indications contained in A and in C
are not scalar ones. But that does not prevent the topos, which is the warrant for
that string, from being describable in scalar terms. The topos here is

(5) T= The colder it is, the warmer you must dress

and it relates one property P, which is the cold, and another property Q, which is,
say, garment warmth. The indications contained in discourse segments A and C,
“It’s less than ten degrees”, and, “Take a coat with you”, represent degrees within
those general properties P and Q, and you will, I'm sure, agree that it can be more
or less cold, and that we can wear more or less warm clothes.

There is one other idea about the scalarity of the topos that Ducrot devotes
special attention to. The idea is that the relationship which a topos establishes
between P and Q is itself scalar. We have already seen that P and Q are scales (it
can be more or less cold, we can dress more or less warmly): a topos indicates
that there is a scalar relationship between the degrees of property P and the
degrees of property Q. Which means that going along the scale of property P in a
certain direction also means going along the scale of property Q in a certain
direction: if you move up or down one scale, you move up or down the other.

Let us go back to the example (4) for a moment. Suppose it is not less than 10
degrees, but say around 20 degrees. In such a situation one wouldn’t say, “It’s
less than 10 degrees. Take a coat”, but rather, “It’s around 20 degrees. Don’t take
a coat”, while the topos used would still be the same, maybe just in another form.
Which brings us to a yet new idea: the distinction between topos and topical form,
a distinction that is closely related to the notion of scalarity



Once more, let’s take a topos relating property P and property Q in a scalar way.
We have already seen that when we move along the scale P in one direction, we
also move along the scale Q in one direction: when we go up P, we go up Q. It is
not difficult to notice that saying: “The more you go up P, the more you go up Q”,
amounts to the same thing as saying: “The more you go down P, the more you go
down Q”. If, the more you go up the warmth scale, the more you go up the
pleasantness scale, it must be the case that, the more you go down the warmth
scale, the more you go down the pleasantness scale. So that the same topos,
which relates warmth (P) and pleasantness (Q) in a scalar way, can have two
forms, which Ducrot symbolises as

(6)
+P, +Q

-P, -Q.

Those are the two topical forms, FP’ and FP”’, of the same topos T. The same
relationship between warmth and pleasantness can be considered under two
forms, positively in one case and negatively in the other. And there is more to
that. Consider the following topical forms (where P still stands for warmth, and Q
for pleasantness):

(7)
+P -Q
P +Q

Those forms would read, “More it is warm, less it pleasant to go for a walk”, and,
“Less it is warm, more it is pleasant to go for a walk”. And we have to admit that
in different times, and different situations in our lives (often it is pretty difficult to
say exactly when and why) we use both pairs of topical forms, (6) and (7): the
former, according to which it is pleasant when it is warm, and the latter,
according to which it is not pleasant when it is warm.

At first, Ducrot was using topoi only in that sense, as warrants (in Toulmin’s
words) that enable/authorise the passage from the utterance-argument to the
utterance-conclusion. For instance, if we take the example (4) again, topos
authorising the passage from A to C would be something like (5): “The colder it is,
warmer you must dress”. The problem was that topoi had to be reconstructed
from the given argumentative strings, which made them look pretty arbitrary. But



then Ducrot noticed that they are or that they can be much more than that, that
they are in fact discourse fragments contained (written) in (at least some) words
of the language-system. Let us take a look at the following four adjectives (I
borrow them from Ducrot (1996) as well):

(8) courageous, timorous, prudent, rash.

You will have no problem noticing that in a way those four adjectives belong to a
single category, and that they describe the same kind(s) of conduct (or, to be
more exact, two related kinds of conduct), but viewed in different ways. Ducrot
would say that in the language-system itself, we have two topoi, T1 and T2, for
every situation (as we have already seen with warmth and pleasantness): in our
present case (8), topos T1 ascribes value to the fact of confronting danger, to the
fact of taking risks, and it does so by relating the notion of risk and the notion of
goodness. Topos T2, on the contrary, relates the notion of risk and the notion of
evil (badness). Therefore, in one case, the fact of taking risks is viewed as
something good, in the other, as something evil, and at different times, depending
mostly on what our discursive intentions are, we represent risk as worth taking
and we have consideration for the person who takes it, and at others, on the
contrary, we represent the fact of taking risks as something bad.

It is not difficult to see how those four adjectives might be classified: two of them
implement topos T1, and the other two, topos T2. Which ones? Courageous
implements topos T1: when one says that someone is courageous, one is
attributing some positive value to him, and one is attributing some positive value
to him because he dares to take risks; what we have in the adjective courageous
is a positive valorisation of risk-taking. In the case of the adjective timorous, the
topos used is still topos T1, the topos that values risk-taking positively, but when
we say that someone is timorous, and we are attributing some negative value to
him. We are attributing some negative value to him because he does not dare take
a risk, which implies that risk-taking is good, at least in certain circumstances.
Courageous and timorous are therefore based on the same topos T1, but
courageous is used to praise those who dare take risks, and timorous is used to
criticise those who do not manage to do so.

What about the two remaining adjectives: prudent and rash? They too implement
the same topos, this time topos T2, a topos that depreciates risk-taking. When we
say that someone is prudent, except if we do so ironically, we ascribe a certain
quality to that person, and we praise him because he can keep away from risks: in



that way, we consider risk-taking as bad. In the case of rash, the topos used is the
same again, T2. But this time, when we describe someone as being rash, we are
criticising him, we are blaming him for taking risks in an unacceptable and
unjustified way. We are blaming him for not implementing topos T2, just as we
are congratulating the prudent person for implementing it.

We can further distinguish courageous and timorous on the one hand, and
prudent and rash on the other by making subdivisions within each of those two
groups. To obtain those subgroups, we’ll have to bring in the topical forms. As far
as topos T1 is concerned, we have two topical forms: FT1‘ and FT1"; and
similarly, as far as T2 is concerned, we have FT2 and FT2". FT1‘ will be
something like, “The more one takes risks (+R), the worthier one is (+V)”, and
FT1" will be the converse of the first topical form, that is, “The less one takes
risks (-R), the less one is doing what one should (-V)”. Now that we have
distinguished those two forms, we can distinguish courageous and timorous,
which both refer to that topos. We will say that courageous implements the
topical form FT1‘, “The more one takes risks, the worthier one is”, and timorous
the topical form FT1”, “The less one takes risks, the less worthy one is”.

The same can be done with the two adjectives involving topos T2, which
depreciate risk-taking: FT2‘ (“The greater the risk, the greater the evil”) and on
the other hand, FT2" (“The lesser the risk, the lesser the evil”), which are
implemented by the two adjectives prudent and rash.

So, according to Ducrot, we would get the following scheme:

(9)

T1

+P, +Q (more risk, more good) courageous
-P, -Q (less risk, less good) timorous

T2
+P, +Q (more risk, more evil) rash
-P, -Q (less risk, less evil) prudent

But there is another, better, even more Aristotelian way of representing T2.
Namely

(10)
T2



+P, -Q (more risk, less good) rash
-P, +Q (less risk, more good) prudent

And why is that way of representing topical forms better? Two reasons, mainly.
The first one is methodological and the second one epistemological. Let me
explain what I mean, using another group of four adjectives (needless to say I
borrowed them from Ducrot as well): generous, avaricious, thrifty, spendthrift.
According to Ducrot we would get the following scheme:

(11)

T1 (More money you give away, better it is)
+P, +Q (More money, more good) generous
-P, -Q (Less money, less good) avaricious

T2 (More money you give away, worse it is)
+P, +Q (More money, more evil) thrifty
-P, -Q (Less money, less evil) spendthrift

But reformulating T2 as

(12)

T2

+P, -Q (More money, less good) thrifty

-P, +Q (Less money, more good) spendthrift

is theoretically more appropriate because it uses the same predicates and the
same description for the same variable (“good” for Q) as T1 (with which it
compares); it allows us to group different topical forms not only in relation to how
they describe, but what they describe. Namely (if we go back to the first four
adjectives)

(13)

+P, +Q (more risk, more good) courageous
+P, -Q (more risk, less good) rash

for risk-taking, and

-P, -Q (less risk, less good) timorous
-P, +Q (less risk, more good) prudent
for risk-avoiding.



Why is that important? Because it lets us see that there are the same extra-
linguistic entities that language views as complete oppositions. To the extent that
it even coined different expressions for them: courageous and rash for risk-taking
and timorous and prudent for risk avoiding.

Obviously, courageous, rash, timorous and prudent are complex or compound
predicates (or to put it more modestly, adjectives), consisting of a description of
some extra-linguistic entity (I would like to avoid saying “fact”, because I'm not
really sure what a fact is) + its evaluation. We could hardly say the same, for
example, for “good” or “bad”; in fact, I think they could be described as the
building stones of those complex predicates, the pure evaluation.

But then, is it really the same extra-linguistic entities that the language views
differently? When we say that someone is courageous, aren’t we saying that he is
taking risks, and that we approve of it, while, on the other hand, we label
someone as rash when we want to say that he is taking risks, and that we don’t
approve of it? And, on the other hand, don’t we say that someone is prudent if we
want to say that he is avoiding risks, and that we approve of it, while we label
someone as timorous when we want to say that he is avoiding even reasonable
and justified risks, and that we blame him for that? If so, are those extra-linguistic
entities really the same? And if they are really extra-linguistic, how can we say at
all they are the same?
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ISSA Proceedings 1998 -
Linguistically Sound Arguments

The centuries-long discussion as to what constitutes

1998 “good” argument has often found supporters and
'n n ‘ opponents on the basis of the standards selected to
¥ OF ARGUMI evaluate argument. Ancient standards of technical validity

l_ U Un have been the subject of some twentieth-century scrutiny.

No issue is more fundamental to the study of
argumentation than the question of what constitutes good argument. Our
legitimacy as critics, practitioners and teachers of argumentation rests upon our
ability to evaluate, construct and describe good arguments. Historically,
argument scholars have relied primarily upon formal standards borrowed from
the field of logic to provide necessary evaluative criteria. In the latter half of this
century, however, those criteria have increasingly been attacked as being
inappropriate or, at least, insufficient for the study of both public and personal
argumentative discourse. Stephen Toulmin has suggested we replace the
mathematical model of argument with one from jurisprudence, thus focusing on
the soundness of the claims we make, especially as we use argument in “garden
variety discourse.”(Toulmin, 1958). Other theorists quickly followed Toulmin’s
lead.

1. Recent Interpretations of Good Argument

While a few theorists (Willard, 1979) have gone so far as to reject logical
standards, most others continue to recognize their usefulness as a part of broader
schemas for evaluation of argument. Toulmin’s dissatisfaction with the rigidity
and formalism of logic led him to propose a more open and flexible model of
argument and to suggest that the evaluation of arguments involves the
application of both traditional field invariant standards and previously overlooked
field specific standards (Toulmin, 1958). Perelman and Olbrechts-Tyteca have
advanced the concept of the universal audience composed of critical listeners,
which presumably restrains advocates from making spurious arguments. At the
same time, they suggest we consider adherence as the goal of argument, a focus
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on the intersection of psychological effects and logical strength (Perelman and
Olbrechts-Tyteca, 1969). Drawing on the work of earlier scholars, McKerrow
describes a good argument as one which provides “pragmatic justification
(McKerrow, 1977). This interpretation places emphasis on the “rational perusal of
arguments” by an audience in a dialectic-like relationship. Farrell interprets
validity in terms of “soundness” of a rhetorical argument. An argument is sound if
it conforms to three conditions:

1. is addressed to an empowered and involved audience,

2. conforms to the consensual standards of the specific field, and

3. is consistent with social knowledge (Farrell, 1977).

Zarefsky defines good argument as one that is “reasonable,” and one is
reasonable if “the form of inference is free of obvious defects, and the underlying
assumptions of the argument are shared by the audience” (Zarefsky,1981:88).

Collectively, these authors and others suggest that good arguments are ones that
have, at least, some claim to rationality and are based upon premises and
standards acceptable to the specific audiences being addressed. While these
conditions serve as minimal standards for good argument, they are, in our
judgment, incomplete and lacking in explanatory power. What is missing from
current analyses is a consideration of the role of language. Careful language
usage is necessary for the construction of sound arguments, and effective
language is the key to persuasive argumentation. We define a good argument as
one that is linguistically sound. The term “linguistically sound” is intended to
encompass three conditions. A linguistically sound argument:

1. conforms to the traditional field invariant standards of inductive and deductive
argument,

2. is based upon data appropriate to the audience and field, and

3. is expressed in language that enhances the evocative and ethical force of
argument.

In the sections that follow, we will demonstrate how each of these conditions is
linguistically based and how a linguistic perspective helps to explain the strength
of the argument.

2. Field Invariant Standards
Even a cursory examination of argument suggests a close relationship between
language and argument. It is through language that we describe relationships and



create meaning about the world around us. Concepts such as correlation and
causation allow us to perceive relationships differently than was possible before
we had appropriated these methodological terms. We may have an intuitive sense
of justice and love, but our ability to differentiate them occurs through language.
Thus, language is the means by which we bridge the gap between the complex
and confusing world of our senses and a more ordered world of meaning.

In his thoughtful essay, “Argument as Linguistic Opportunity,” Balthrop examines
argument from a linguistic perspective and establishes a strong relationship
between language and discurive reasoning. Discursive reasoning itself arises in
discourse and shares its characteristics: that is, it posits relations both
syntactically and semantically and through the fundamental representativeness of
linguistic symbols. Second, discursive reasoning is sequential - for without
sequence, verbal expression cannot exist. It is from such insights that Langer
observed in Philosophy in a New Key, “the laws of reasoning, our clearest
formulation of exact knowledge, are sometimes known as ‘laws of discursive
thought.” If the symbolic function of argument is reason-giving or presenting
justification, then that function is accomplished through discursive means - for
reason giving requires analysis beyond mere expression. And, in the practical
world of both the naive and the more sophisticated social actor, such analysis is
usually conducted linguistically (Balthrop, 1980: 190).

Thus language becomes the key to discursive reasoning, and is central to the
whole activity of reason giving. Balthrop goes further to argue that linguistic
forms reflect how people think - at least at the deep structure level. He continues:
The subject-predicate structure for human thought may, in fact, be universal.
Langer concludes that “to all speakers of Indo-European languages the classical
syllogism seems to be a logic of ‘natural inference,’ because they speak and think
in subjectpredicate forms.” Izutsu goes one step further contending that “far from
being a peculiarity of Western thought /predicatesubject thought/ seems to be
normal and universal wherever the human mind has attained a certain level of
logical thinking as far, at least, as it is carried on by means of verbal symbols”
(1980:195).

An understanding of the relationship between language and argument is
important because it explains why the traditional field in-variant standards of
inductive and deductive argument reveal potential problems in the thinking
process. Even if the traditional standards are not a perfect reflection of the ways
in which experience, language, and thought are related, no one has yet provided



more useful tests. Although some may argue that Toulmin’s concept of field
dependent standards makes traditional invariant standards irrelevant, it is well to
remember that Toulmin, himself, did not propose field variant as a substitute for
field invariant standards. Moreover, research to date has tended to reveal
differences among fields only in the importance assigned to particular forms and
standards of argument rather than in the forms and standards themselves.
Perelman and Olbrechts-Tyteca’s concept of a universal audience is too abstract
to be of much practical use for either the construction or criticism of arguments.
And even Fisher’s concepts of narrative probability and narrative fidelity are only
more generalized, and therefore, less analytical, forms of the traditional
standards for evaluating arguments.

Thus, the field invariant standards of argument are an important component of a
linguistically sound argument. They are grounded in our language and thought
structures; they are supported by historic experience, and alternative standards
seem to be insufficient. As Zarefsky concludes, reliance on these standards “in the
past has led to satisfactory results far more often than not” (Zarefsky, 1980:88).

3. Data Appropriate to the Audience

The second condition for a linguistically sound argument is that the data must be
appropriate to the audience and field. The audience has always been central to
rhetorical theory so that Toulmin’s concept of field invariant standards of
argument has been readily embraced by rhetorical scholars. Much of the
literature of both classical rhetorical theory and contemporary field theory
emphasizes the need for advocates to build their arguments on premises that are
shared by their audiences. Bitzer’s “revisitation” of the enthymeme grounds his
analysis in what the rhetor shares with his or her audience (Bitzer, 1959). So
much importance is placed on shared assumptions that it sometimes appears that
audiences can only be addressed on subjects they already believe in. What is
often not discussed, however, is how an advocate can proceed if her basic
assumptions differ from those of her audience. An examination of the role of
language in argument is helpful in this regard.

Language can be used to create a greater harmony of beliefs than might
otherwise exist. The ambiguous nature of values and the abstract language used
to identify them make it possible to minimize differences and maximize agreement
through careful conceptual choices. Kenneth Burke’s description of how
dialectical terms (terms of opposition) may become transcendent (or terms of
union, god terms) is a good illustration of this process (Burke, 1945). In recent



years, politicians have regularly assumed that they and their audiences share a
comon commitment to equal opportunity. Although most American audiences
probably believe in equal opportunity at some level, such a belief does not
translate into a common commitment to affirmative action; nor is a belief in
affirmative action the same thing as a belief in racial and gender quotas. Thus,
the ability to identify a common assumption and to link that assumption to an
audience may depend in large part in the language of identification employed.
Not only are our beliefs abstract, but our belief systems encompass many
different assumptions that exist in some loose hierarchy of values. This multiple,
hierarchical nature of premises provides an additional opportunity for using
language to establish a common ground. A linguistic bridge that embraces
multiple beliefs can sometimes create a common ground out of conflicting
assumptions. President Kennedy’s concept of a Peace Corps created such a
linguistic bridge. The Peace Corps’ concept incorporated elements of economic
assistance, service opportunities for young and elderly persons, and greater
American involvement in foreign nations.

While the community service aspect of the program had relatively broad appeal,
the ideas of increased foreign spending and greater U.S. involvement in the
problems of third world nations were not popular with large segments of the
American public. Kennedy’s labeling of the program as the Peace Corps allowed
him to embrace all of these values and minimize resistance by linguistically
identifying it with the higher, and more encompassing, shared value of peace.
Premises are, of course, not the only form of data. When the shared assumptions
of speaker and audience are insufficient and need to be built upon, evidence is
required. The amount and type of evidence needed depends upon the
expectations of the specific field and audience. But even within those constraints,
language factors can significantly affect the impact and acceptability of that
evidence.

When a range of expert testimony is available, the author’s language should be a
fundamental consideration in deciding which source to rely on. The language
used in the evidence should be free of offensive references. Currently, evidence
which relies on “he” as a pronoun for persons in general may function to alienate
certain audiences. In addition, the language should be appropriate to the level
and background of the audience, and it should enhance the emotional and ethical
appeal of the argument. Similarly, even statistical evidence is frequently difficult
for audiences to comprehend so that special attention should be given to
explaining and interpreting its meaning. For general audiences, the use of non-



technical terminology is especially important. Whether data of fact or opinion,
language functions centrally in both creating understanding of evidence for an
audience and shaping audience attitudes toward that data.

4. Enhancing Emotional and Ethical Force

A third condition for a linguistically sound argument is that it be expressed in
language that enhances the argument’s emotional and ethical force. The two
preceding conditions of a good argument have generally been recognized by other
authors, although they have focused less attention on the linguistic dimensions of
these standards. The third condition of argument, however, has been largely
overlooked as a positive element of argument. Logicians have generally viewed
language as a negative factor in argument. Many of the logical fallacies, for
example, are based upon language problems or upon unacceptable emotional or
ethical appeals. Much of the rhetorical discussion of style has viewed it as an
artistic adornment that functions to enhance effect but is largely unrelated to
argument.

It is not our purpose here to disagree with specific categories of logical fallacies.
We recognize that language can be misused and that the substitution of emotion
or appeals to authority for reasoned argumentation is inappropriate. Nor do we
wish to devalue the artistic dimensions of rhetoric. Rather it is our position that
language is not only inherent to the argument process, but that an understanding
of its proper role resolves the tension between the standards of logical validity
and audience effectiveness.

Alan Gross and Marcelo Dascal in their essay “The Question of the Conceptual
Unity of Aristotle’s Rhetoric” argue that in the Rhetoric inference (argument) is
intimately related to language and style as well as to ethos and pathos. They
describe Aristotle’s theory of language and style in the following terms:

Though little more than a sketch, Aristotle’s theory of style and arrangement is
clearly cognitive in that it depends on the inferential abilities of particular
audiences. Style is both a level at which discourse is pitched (in modern
linguistics register) and a set of semantic, syntactic and prosodic variants within
that register. In the former sense, a particular style is appropriate if it is
proportional to situation and subject matter; in Aristotle’s words, “the lexis will be
appropriate if it is ... proportional /analogon/” (3.7.1). The mathematical analogy
is exactly right; it emphasizes the close fit between a rhetorical situation and its
verbal response (Gross and Dascal, 1998: 9).

In another passage, Gross and Dascal elaborate on Aristotle’s theory of emotion:



........ with Aristotle’s theory of emotions, a cognitive theory in which inference
plays a central role ..... an audience experiences an emotional state when the
necessary and sufficient conditions of that state have been met. Beliefs that
speakers instill in audiences can never guarantee their anger. It certainly helps
when audiences are, as Aristotle says, “irascible and easily stirred to anger”
(2.2.10). Nevertheless, since the belief that one has been belittled or insulted is a
necessary condition for the presence of this emotional state, speakers can
stimulate anger by increasing inferential likelihood of that belief. Equally,
speakers can dissipate anger by decreasing that likelihood. Inference to a
articular belief or set of beliefs is a necessary condition of each emotion with
which Aristotle deals - fear, shame, kindliness, pity, anger, friendship and their
opposites (1998:9).

In his classic article on Aristotle’s enthymeme, James McBurney makes much the
same point concerning how the forms of proof in Aristotle - ethos, pathos, and
logos -relate to the dominant deductive and inductive forms of argument, the
enthymeme and the example.

Rather than viewing the enthymeme and example as derivative of logos alone, he
depicts both forms of argument as a product of the possible interaction of ethos,
pathos, and logos. Hence the appeal to emotion, the possible instrument of style,
such as the metaphor, or the character of the speaker may all interrelate in the
production of an enthymeme. In this sense, the distinction between between
language and argument may disappear, even in Aristotle (McBurney, 1936).

Even without an elaborate analysis of the cognitive dimensions of particular
figures of speech such as those found in Aristotle’s Rhetoric, it is possible to
demonstrate with references to familiar examples the evocative force that
appropriate language gives to an argument. In his “House Divided” speech
Lincoln used a powerful metaphor to express the fundamental claim of his speech.
“A house divided against itself cannot stand.” I believe this government cannot
endure permanently half slave and half free. I do not expect the Union to be
dissolved - I do not expect the house to fall - but I do expect will cease to be
divided. It will become all one thing or all the other (Peterson, 1954:491).

Lincoln’s metaphor was not a mere rhetorical flourish. It was, rather, an integral
part of his proof, and functions as a good example of metaphor as enthymeme. At
that point in United States history, families were literally being torn apart over
the issue of slavery so that the reference to a “house divided” served both as a



appropriate metaphor and as compelling evidence of the crisis facing the nation.
William Faulkner’s speech accepting the Nobel Price offers a different, perhaps
even more moving example, of how language enriches and empowers argument:

I decline to accept the end of man. It is easy enough to say that man is immortal
simply because he will endure; that when the last ding-dong of doom has clanged
and faded from the last red and dying evening, that even then there will be one
more sound: that of his puny, inexhaustible voice, still talking. I refuse to accept
this. I believe that man will not merely endure: he will prevail. He is immortal, not
because he alone among creatures has an inexhaustible voice, but because he has
a soul, a spirit capable of compassion and sacrifice and endurance. The poet’s, the
writer’s duty is to write about these things (Faulkner, 1954: 815-16).

Faulkner’s argument is a simple one, but it is the imagery, the language of his
imagination which gives the argument its ethical and emotional force.

In the terminology of the ancient Greeks, logos is not necessarily separate from
ethos and pathos. Through the effective use of language these three forms of
proof become united to form a linguistically sound argument.

A focus on language as the primary instrument of argument suggests that three
necessary conditions exist for good argument. This paper explores the role of
language in field invariant standards, how language functions in selecting and
presenting data appropriate to the audience, and how language can enhance the
emotional and ethical force of argument.
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